CHAPTER 2
WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

This chapter reproduces the comment |etters received regarding the August 5, 1998 Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). Each comment letter is succeeded by responses. The
responses emphasi ze issues rel ated to the adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the
possible environmental impacts of the project and possible approaches for avoiding or mitigating
these impacts.

Some comments include issues that are not related to the adequacy or contents of the DEIR.
Detailed responses have not been prepared for these comments, but they are acknowledged in
this document. Because all of the comments received regarding the DEIR are reproduced herein,
they are part of the Final EIR for this project. As such, these comments will be considered by
project decision-makers as they decide whether to approve the proposed project or one of the
aternatives evaluated in this report.

Comment letters from agencies are included first, followed by letters from individuals. Each
agency or individual has been assigned aletter (e.g., “A”), and each comment has been assigned
anumber. Therefore, a unique descriptor, consisting of a double letter and number, appliesto
each comment and response. For example, “response A1” refersto the response to the first
comment from agency A. These descriptors appear on each letter to indicate what text is
considered part of each comment.

In responding to some of the comment letters, it was necessary to make revisions to the text of
the DEIR. Intheseinstances, the page number where the text is revised has been provided.
Additions to the DEIR text are shown in underline, while deletions to the text are noted by strike-
through lines.

A glossary of terms and alist of acronyms used in this document are provided in Chapter 6.
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2. WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

September 21, 1998

Bruce Kaneshiro

California Public Utilities Commission
225 Bush Street, Ste. 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104-4207

Subject: PG&E Application to Sell Generating Plants (#98-01-008)
SCH #. 98082013

Dear Bruce Kaneshiro:

[Begin Al]

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named environmental document to selected state
agenciesfor review. Thereview period is closed and none of the state agencies have comments.
This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review
requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act.

[End A1]

Please call Kristen Derscheid at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the
environmental review process. When contacting the Clearinghouse in this matter, please use the
eight-digit State Clearinghouse number so that we may respond promptly.

Sincerely,

Antero A. Rivasplata
Chief, State Clearinghouse

Note: Included with this comment was one page of the Notice of Completion Document
Transmittal Form. Since these cannot be reasonably duplicated here on this web page
they are not available electronically. Should the viewer require a copy of these, please
contact or a printed copy.
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2. WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

STATE AGENCIES

A. STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

Al Comment noted. The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research acknowledges that the
California Public Utilities Commission has complied with the State Clearinghouse review
requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to CEQA (SCH# 98082013).
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September 12, 1998

Mr. Bruce Kaneshiro

Project Manager

Environmental Science Associates
225 Bush Street, Ste. 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104

RE: California Energy Commission Comments of the CPUC’ s Draft Environmental
Impact Report for Application 98-01-008, Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Application
for Authorization to Sell Certain Generating Plants and Related Assets

Dear Mr. Kaneshiro:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and offer comments on the Draft Environmental I|mpact
Report for Application 98-01-008, Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Application for
Authorization to Sell Certain Generating Plants and Related Assets.

The Energy Commission Staff recognizes the tremendous effort that has gone in to the
development of this analysis and report. In support of these efforts, the Commission offers the
attached comments. If you have any questions regarding these comments, do not hesitate to
contact me.

Sincerely,

Robert L. Therkelsen
Deputy Director for Energy Facility Siting and
Environmental Protection Division

Attachment
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California Energy Commission Comments on the CPUC’s Draft Environmental I mpact
Report for Application 98-01-008, Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Application for
Authorization to Sell Certain Generating Plants and Related Assets

September 21, 1998

General Comments

[Begin B1]

1. The Energy Commission Staff agrees that determining the actual plant operations under new
ownership is not possible, and, therefore, a conservative analysisis appropriate to determine the
potential for adverse environmental impacts. We concur with the decision to establish abaseline
and an “analytical maximum” as abasis for thisimpact analysis. The Energy Commission Staff
agreesthat it is reasonable to assume the new owners will increase operation of these power
plants above the baseline for the characterization of the analytical maximum.

[End B1]

[Begin B2]

2. Energy Commission policy isthat restructuring should create no increase in adverse
environmental effects; we concur that no net increase in adverse environmental impact should
occur asaresult of this*“project”.

[End B2]

[Begin B3]

3. The Energy Commission Staff supports modifying Regulation 9, Rule 11 of the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District’'s (BAAQMD) rules for NOx emission to reflect changes in power
plant ownership and ensure that emission limits would apply to new owners.

[End B3]

[Begin B4]

4. The Energy Commission Staff is pleased to see that “green” aternatives have been included,
but believes a more realistic aternative should be used (e.g., amix of “green” options and
perhaps some distributed generation).

[End B4]

[Begin B5]

5. The text does not define “ decommissioning in aresponsible manner” (see Section 2.2.2) and
therefore does not provide clarity on how the adverse environmental impacts will be avoided
during decommissioning. Nor does the text discuss any decommissioning requirements
contained in leases or contracts that affect plantsto be sold to private owners. The Energy
Commission Staff recommends that a more thorough discussion on decommissioning
requirements or criteria be included in the report to support the conclusion that no significant
adverse environmental affects will occur during this period. This discussion should include a
description of applicable federal, state and local laws, ordinances, regulations and standards as
well as any lease or contract requirements.

[End B5]
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[Begin B6]

6. The cumulative impacts analysis in both Sections 4 and 5 needs to be modified and updated to
reflect changes in the market and more accurately evaluate potential impacts. For example, with
a setting of 2005 for the environmental analysis, the Pittsburg and Contra Costa power plants
should include increased operation of both facilities and the addition of Enron’s proposed power
project in the Pittsburg area. Calpine's Pittsburg project and any other projects should be
included asif they are filed prior to certification of thisEIR. Air dispersion impacts modeling
should include the Contra Costa, Pittsburg, and Enron Pittsburg power projects, and the potential
industrial development in the Pittsburg areato best reflect the impacts of the divestiture project.
[End B6]

Specific Comments

[Begin B7]

Page 2.5, line 3: What does “quantities of contaminants” mean? This needs to be stated
differently, or additional informational provided for the reader to understand what is intended.
[End B7]

[Begin B8]

Page 2-6: “...PG&E’s Application...also seeks authority to transfer all rights and obligations
under its steam contracts...”. We recommend that the “ obligations” pertinent to
decommissioning be spelled out as a new heading under Project Description.

[End B8]

[Begin B9
Page 2-6, First paragraph, second sentence, Geyser’'s Power Plants: Add footnote indicator to
the end of the sentence, for the following footnote:

“The California Energy Commission certified Units 16, 17, 18, and 20 for construction and
operation. The Energy Commission must approve any change in ownership of these power
plants. Any new owner will be expected to comply with all existing conditions of
certification, including decommissioning.”

[End BY]

[Begin B10]

Section 3.6, Modeling Assumptions and Results: The conclusion that Pittsburg units 3 & 4 will
be retired by 2005 is not well supported or explained in the text. Are there specific legal or
contractual requirements for the retirement of Pittsburg units 3&4 by 2005? As acknowledged
on page 3-4, there are factors that may change the operation characteristics of the divested
facilities that may, in turn, affect the closure date. The assertion is made on page 3-6 that “new
owners would have incentives to operate their newly acquired plantsin a more constant mode,
particularly if the new owners do not own any other plantsin theregion.” Consistent with the
methodology to estimate the analytical maximum to determine the potential for environmental
impacts, we recommend that continued operation of Pittsburg units 3&4 (total capacity

326 MW) beyond 2005 and subsequent adverse environmental impacts be accounted for in the
analysis. The base case should include the retirement of these units. However, if there are
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conditions which ensure the retirement of these units such conditions or requirements should be
thoroughly discussed in the analysis.
[End B10]

[Begin B11]

Page 4.5-68: Table 4.5-32 shows that the Pittsburg power plant causes a violation of the State
1-hr NO2 standard for the 1999 Baseline and 1999 Analytical Maximum cases when project
specific impacts are added to the Delta Region Background.

The EIR provides several plausible explanations for the violation, including the conservatism
inherent in the modeling, and concludes that the violations will probably not occur. We believe
that by showing the violations in the table, many readers will assume, abeit incorrectly, that the
Pittsburg plant is causing unhealthy ambient air quality conditions. The preparers of the Draft
EIR should perform refined modeling and provide additional discussion to more clearly show the
actual impacts of the Pittsburg facility. Thiswill provide a more representative baseline to
which the divestiture project can be compared. In addition, we have the following concerns
regarding the findings about the Pittsburg plant:

1) Theanalysisinthe DEIR appears to be double counting the effect of the Pittsburg plant
by adding the project specific impacts to the background that should aready include the
ambient air quality effect of the Pittsburg plant. In addition, the DEIR lacks an adequate
discussion of why the Delta Region Background is representative of ambient conditions.

2) In performing the ozone limiting method for the Pittsburg modeling, we strongly
suggest that you use an hour-by-hour calculation of the ozone and NO2 levels to most
accurately reflect the effects of ozone on NO2 impacts. Thiswould also resolve the
uncertainty expressed at the bottom of page 4.5-67 whether the ambient ozone and NO2
maximums would occur simultaneously.

3) The project specific air dispersion impact modeling for both the Contra Costa and
Pittsburg cases should consider the overlapping impacts likely from Contra Costa and
Pittsburg power plants, and incorporate the dispatch order of Pittsburg and Contra Costa
necessary to achieve the Delta Water Quality Maintenance Requirements.

[End B11]

[Begin B12]
4) The project specific impact modeling for the Potrero case should consider any
overlapping impacts likely from the limited operation of the Hunters Point project.
[End B12]

[Begin B13]

Page 4-8.1, 2nd paragraph: The percentages for electricity consumption by sector appear to bein
error. According to the Energy Commission’s 1998 Baseline Energy Outlook, the electricity
consumption by sector is: industry 22%; commercial 35% and residential 30%; agriculture 7%,
and other 6%. If these numbers are not in error, we recommend more explanation asto what is
being represented.

[End B13]
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[Begin B14]

Section 4.8 Energy and Mineral Resources, Pages 4.8-4 and 4.8-5: The Energy Commission
Staff agreesthat it islikely to be in the interest of the new owners of the power plants to operate
the facilities as efficiently and as often as possible. However, based on the DEIR conclusion that
the units will increase operation, it is unclear if the increased operation of the fossil fired power
plants being sold is an efficient use of non-renewable resources if such operation displaces more
fuel efficient, cleaner generation unit elsewhere in the state. Please provide more explanation or
justification for the conclusion offered in this section.

[End B14]

[Begin B15]

Section 5.2.2, “Future Power Plant Development”: Since the cumulative impacts analysisis
based on a 2005 maximum, the Commission suggests that this discussion be updated to reflect
the following:

Page 5-5 and 5-6: Add additional “expected applications’ to discussions:

1) Long Beach District Energy Facilities, which isanominal 500 MW cogeneration
facility, natural gas fired combustion turbine generators, to be located on the port of
Long Beach. The Energy Commission expects the application for certification to be
filed in October/November 1998.

2) Sunrise Generation and Power Company’ s proposed cogeneration facility with a
nomina 340MW capacity and consisting of two gas turbines and two heat recovery
steam generators. The project isto be located in an active oil field approximately

3 miles northeast of Fellows in western Kern County, California. The Energy
Commission expects the application to be filed in November 1998.

3) Calpine Corporation and Bechtel Enterprise’sjoint venture to develop a535 to
800 MW generating facility at the Dow Chemical site in Pittsburg California. The
Commission expects the application to be filed in November 1998.

Page 5-6: Strike the last sentence in the final bullet regarding La Paloma and insert: An
AFC for LaPaomawasfiled on August 12, 1998 and the application was deemed
complete on August 26, 1998.

[End B15]

[Begin B16]

Section 5.3, Potential Cumulative Effects: By separating out the consideration of impacts
associated with future project developments (Section 5.2) from the impacts associated with

either new power plant developments or transmission line developments and the increased
capacity factors for the power projects being sold, the cumulative impacts analysisis misleading
and inconsistent with the conservative analytical maximum approach. To ensure a more accurate
analysis of potential cumulative impacts and consistency with the intent of the analytical
maximum, the Energy Commission Staff recommends that analysis for Variant | and |1

(Sections 5.3.3 and 5.3.4) incorporate the following:

1) the proposed Calpine/Bechtel power plant project to be located in Pittsburg. Since the
setting is 2005, this project needsto be a part of the cumulative impacts analysisin
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addition to the Enron Pittsburg project because the proponents expect the plant to be
operational before 2005.

2) impacts associated with the future projects discussed in Section 5.2.

3) the potential adverse environmental impacts of simultaneous operation of the four
power plants in the Pittsburg/Contra Costa area in combination with the reasonable
foreseeable projects described in section 5.2.5 for Pittsburg and Contra Costain order to
identify “the maximum possible change effected by the project” (see page 5-16).

[End B16]

[Begin B17]
Page 5-17, Table 5.2 PDEF has anominal rating of 500MW, not 450MW.
[End B17]

[Begin B1§]

Page 5-42 To the extent appropriate, update data and references to the 1998 Baseline Energy
Outlook, Final Staff Report August 1998 (P300-98-012).

[End B18]
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B. CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

Bl

B2

B3

B4

B5

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.

The examination of green power in the Alternatives section (page 6-3) of the DEIR was
done at the request of the City and County of San Francisco and members of the
community near the Hunters Point and Potrero Power Plants, which had expressed a desire
to close the power plants and replace that generation with green power resources. Such a
proposal was hot formally considered as a*“ project alternative,” as defined by California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), but was informally analyzed as part of the
aternatives analysis, with an explanation of why such an aternative was not feasible. The
Cdlifornia Energy Commission (CEC) is correct in that use of amix of green power
resources and distributed generating resources could conceivably alow the closure of
Hunters Point and Potrero Power Plants (i.e., could meet load demand and the
reguirements of the San Francisco and Greater Bay Area Operating Criteria). However,
such a scenario in the near-futureis highly unlikely. Because of itsrelatively high cost,
distributed generation technology (which is basically the use of many small generating
units, such as utility-scale fuel cells, distributed throughout a service territory) is still
nascent, especially non-polluting distributed generation technology, and is currently not
used anywhere in North America. Such a mixture of resources may be considered as an
option in the process for planning the closure of the Hunters Point Power Plant, whether by
the City and County of San Francisco or PG&E. However, neither the compl ete nor the
partial replacement of existing generation facilities with green power and distributed
generating resources represents atrue CEQA aternative to the proposed sale of the
Pittsburg, Contra Costa, and Potrero Power Plants and the Geysers geothermal units.

Thus, examining a“more realistic” alternative of using green power and distributed
generation resources in the EIR would not change the EIR’ s conclusions or add
meaningful datato the current decision-making process.

Theissue of concern in this EIR is whether a greater environmental risk would exist under
the new owner of the divested power plants compared to continued ownership by PG&E,
whether referring to future decommissioning of the plants or any other facet of power plant
ownership. Many factors affect the assessment of thisrisk. Concerning decommissioning,
the new owner would be required to abide by al contractual requirements, including
decommissioning requirements, that currently apply to PG& E because al leases, contracts,
agreements, conditions, covenants, and requirements affecting the plants would be
assigned to the new owners. In addition, al applicable federal, state and local laws,
ordinances and regulations concerning decommissioning would continue to apply to new
plant owners.
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Regarding the fossil-fueled plants, PG& E is subject to the same decommissioning
requirements as apply to any owner of similar facilities, such as the hundreds of power
plantsin California owned by non-utility companies. PG& E’s status as aregulated utility
does not reduce or enlarge the scope of applicable requirements. In general, owners of
fossil-fueled plants have discretion over the timing and method of decommissioning and
dismantling afacility. However, anumber of state and federal laws, local ordinances, and
permit and lease conditions require demolition activities, site remediation, and handling
and disposal of hazardous materials at industrial sitesto be conducted in an
environmentally responsible manner. Some requirements take effect upon cessation of
operations, whereas others take effect when the decision is made to dismantle all or part of
afacility.l

Regarding the Geysers Geothermal Plant, PG& E is subject to a number of contracts,
agreements, leases, and regulatory conditions that impose obligations relating to unit
decommissioning or retirement. These obligations will be transferred to the purchasers of
the units. The majority of decommissioning obligations arise under the steam supply
agreements for both the Sonoma and Lake County units. The Sonoma County steam
supply agreements with Unocal/NEC/Thermal require PG& E to dismantle and remove its
facilities, clean up the facility sites, and mitigate remaining environmental hazards within
areasonable time after the facilities are dismantled and within five years after termination
of the agreements through closure of the last unit. The agreements require such removal
activities to be conducted in a manner that is acceptable to governmental entities having
jurisdiction and consistent with applicable provisions contained in certain real property
agreements between Unocal/NEC/Thermal and third parties applicable to the sites. PG&E
also has land-related agreements with other parties and certain local land use permits
which contain unit removal or site restoration provisions. For the Lake County units, the
steam agreement with Calpine requires that PG& E sell, remove, or dispose of its facilities
within areasonable time after termination of the agreement. Other land-related
agreements between PG& E and other parties also require removal of structures and site
restoration. For Unit 16, the CEC hasimposed Conditions of Certification that require
PG&E, after operations cease, to restore the site through recontouring and revegetation,
and to prepare a decommissioning plan containing biological mitigation measures.2 Units
17, 18 and 20 are also subject to CEC oversite during decommissioning.

Some parties have expressed concern that a new owner might be more likely than PG& E
to go bankrupt and abandon a power plant, leaving behind significant environmental
problems and cleanup liability. An examination of the purchasers of previously divested
utility plantsin California shows that these companies are all large, multi-faceted,
financially secure energy service companies, with bond ratings similar to or better than
PG&E’s. To ensure PG& E can recover itsinvestment in the Geysers units through the
sale, PG& E has a high incentive to choose a financially secure purchaser of the divested

1 Summary of Decommissioning Requirements for PG& E’ s Fossil-Fueled Plants, Prepared for PG& E by O’ Melveny
& MyersLLP, October 29, 1998.

2 Summary of Decommissioning Requirements for PG& E's Geysers Geothermal Plant, Prepared for PG&E by
O’'Melveny & Myers LLP, October 29, 1998.
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plants, and the CPUC will not approve a purchase by a company that does not have the
expertise and resources needed to responsibly operate a power plant. The EIR preparers
are unaware of any company similar to the purchasers of the previously divested plants
that has gone bankrupt. Rather, because these companies own very valuable assets (i.e.,
power plants, which provide access to the transmission grid), when one becomes even
remotely financially weak, it is more likely that other companies would offer to engagein
amerger or other consolidation mechanism. Conversely, at least one regulated utility and
several consumer-owned cooperative utilities in the Western Unites States have gone
bankrupt in recent years, leaving significant liabilities unpaid, although all of their
generation assets were assumed by other entities and continue to operate.

However, even if it is assumed that the sale of the plants to a new owner would increase
the risk that a plant owner would become insolvent and abandon the plant, compared to the
risks posed by PG& E (aregulated utility) continuing to own the plants, thereis no basisto
conclude that the eventual decommissioning of the plants would be affected in a manner
that would result in environmental impacts. In cases where utilities or small cogeneration
plant owners have gone bankrupt in the past, their power plants have continued to operate,
either under a new owner or under the supervision of a bankruptcy trustee. For the plants
in question in this project, especially concerning the Bay Areafossil-fueled plants, the
sites alone would have a considerable market value because they offer accessto the
transmission grid in areas that need power plants, meaning that as long asthe sitesremain
viable for construction of a power plant, energy service companies will aggressively
pursue the chance to obtain them. Accessto the grid may prove so valuable that
companies would be willing to pay for any needed decommissioning costs related to
abandoned facilities on the site. I1n addition, aslong as the present facilitiesremain
classified as“must-run,” the 1ISO would offer class“C” reliability must-run agreements,
which allow continued operation (and payments) even if the owner hasfiled for
bankruptcy protection. The only way the plantsthat are presently designated as must-run
could lose that status would be if some other facility could provide the same reliability
support as the present plants. Most likely, thiswould involve construction of a new power
plant or anew transmission line. Siting of such new facilities would require
environmental review and, if it appeared that such new facilities could cause the closure of
existing plants or threaten the must-run status of existing plants, those potential
occurrences would be analyzed and subject to public debate. For the Geysers especiadly,
that environmental review would include examination of the impact of replacing the
generation of already viable renewable energy with energy generated elsewhere.

Even assuming that a power plant were abandoned and that no purchaser were interested in
the remaining assets or the site, the potential for significant environmental impacts caused
by abandonment is still very remote. Asto the Geysers generating units, once the steam
were shut off to the units, very little potential for environmental contamination would exist
because of the relatively small amounts of toxic substances used, produced or stored at the
generating units. Therefore, these facilities could remain in place indefinitely without
causing significant environmental consequences. (If enough steam pressure still existed
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such that leaking piping systems would be a problem, then presumably enough steam
pressure would still exist to generate power, making the existing assets valuable enough to
attract new purchasers.) A similar situation exists for the unlikely event of abandonment
of the fossil-fueled power plants, which are all securely fenced. Once the fuel were shut
off to the plant, and the comparatively small amount of (still valuable) fuel oil were
removed from the storage tanks, little potential would exist for ongoing environmental
concerns. Aswell, the plant would no longer produce polluting air emissions or thermal
impacts on local waterways.

Furthermore, if a power plant were abandoned, and the previous owner could not pay for
cleanup and other decommissioning costs (such as was the case with the case of a Geysers
steam field operator that walked away from 24 leaking wells, as detailed in the response to
Comment T8), other resources are available to local agencies for any needed remediation
or other decommissioning work.3 These include EPA superfund monies and various grant
programs from state and federal agencies.

Therefore, for all the reasons detailed above, implementation of the project would not
result in any potentially significant environmental effects associated with
decommissioning. Please also see response to Comment K1 for a discussion of the impact
from decommissioning on local agencies.

B6 The DEIR has evaluated capacity factors and the resultant effects under a 2005 Analytical
Maximum scenario for both the Pittsburg and Contra Costa Power Plants. In addition, the
analysisincludes an evaluation of the potential environmental impacts associated with
operation of the proposed ENRON Pittsburg District Energy Facility (PDEF). The results
of the capacity/generation analysis are available in Attachment G of the DEIR. An
analysis of the potential cumulative impacts of the project with the PDEF is available in
Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts, Section 5.3.4, Cumulative Effects Under Variant 2. A
detailed analysis of the potential cumulative effects of the Calpine-Pittsburg Power Plant,
also referred to as the Delta Energy Center Project (DECP), together with the Pittsburg,
Contra Costa and proposed PDEF plants, is provided in the response to Comment B15.

With respect to the commenter’ s suggestion that the 2005 Analytical Maximum analysis
should include an increase in the operations of both the Pittsburg and Contra Costa Power
Plants, the maximum generation for these plants has been modeled and evaluated for a
future date of 2005. It was determined that the new generation projected to become
available locally and throughout the State of Californiawould tend to lower the capacity at
the plants being divested by PG& E as of 2005, including the Pittsburg and Contra Costa
Power Plants.

In response to this comment and based on discussions with the CEC (Layton, 1998), it was
determined that additional atmospheric dispersion modeling would be prepared for the

3 Note that the environmental impact associated with closure of a Geysers generating unit is much less severe than
that associated with closure of a steam suppliers facilities.
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PG& E Pittsburg and Contra Costa Power Plants together with the proposed new PDEF.
Since the newly proposed Calpine DECP has not filed an application with the CEC,
insufficient information is available to include the DECP in thisanalysis. The commenter
has al so suggested that potential industrial development also be considered in thisanalysis.
Asshown on Table 5.1 of the DEIR, none of the local cumulative projects for the
Pittsburg/Contra Costa area are industrial in nature and, thus, there are no known potential
industrial project to consider or include in this analysis.

The CEC has supplied to the EIR preparers atmospheric dispersion model input data taken
from the PDEF s permitting package recently submitted to the CEC. Such modeling data
consists of model input and output of short-term and annual model analyses for PM-10 and
NO,. The CEC-supplied PDEF data has been assumed to be correct for the purposes of,
and has been employed in, this analysis.

The purpose of this additional atmospheric dispersion modeling exercise was to determine,
to the extent possible, what future cumulative air quality impacts could occur within the
local Pittsburg-Antioch airshed from combined operation of the Pittsburg and Contra
Costa Power Plants and the proposed PDEF. In order for this new analysisto be
comparable with analyses already presented in the DEIR, the following parameters were
followed in the modeling:

One year of on-site meteorological data was used for modeling purposes. Since the
DEIR aready utilized 1994 meteorological data provided by PG& E for analysis of
the Pittsburg Power Plant, the same year of meteorological data was applied jointly
to all three plants.

Only PM-10 and NO, data were available as model inputs for the PDEF.
Consequently, only PM-10 and NO, were analyzed in the future cumulative case.
Emissions of sulfur dioxide and carbon monoxide were evaluated separately for the
Pittsburg and Contra Costa Power Plants; their low levels already shown in the DEIR
indicate that any additional impact from the PDEF would not be expected to
compromise local air quality.

The future cumulative analysis was based on expected plant emissions for the year
2005. Thisyear matches the same year used in the DEIR for al future cumulative
analysis and furthermore is a reasonabl e timeframe in which the PDEF could be
expected to be fully operational.

Emissions for the Pittsburg and Contra Costa plants were based on two factors:

(1) projected model emissions for annual capacity factors, as presented in the DEIR
and as revised in the FEIR, including corrections for the Contra Costa plant (see
response to Comment B11), were used to simulate annual emissions for these plants,
and (2) projected maximum hourly emission rates were used for short-term model
predictions, i.e., 1-hour and 24-hour values. It should also be noted that per the
DEIR, Pittsburg Power Plants Units 3 and 4 were assumed to be decommissioned by
2005. This assumption was ssimulated in this modeling analysis.
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Emissions for the PDEF for both short-term and annual rates utilized data as
provided from the CEC.

This analysis was conducted using the Industrial Source Complex Short Term 3 Model
(1SC3), Version 97363. This model was developed and approved for use by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency and represents the state of the art in atmospheric
dispersion modeling. The model was used assuming standard regulatory default options
and BAAQMD modeling guidelines.

The source parameter data for the Pittsburg and Contra Costa plants were provided by
PG&E, while the PDEF parameters were provided by the CEC. Figure B6 shows the
location of all three power plants and the approximate location of the unmodeled Calpine
DECP. A receptor network grid of 975 individual points was used to evaluate the
combined impact of all three modeled power plants. (Receptors are points where an
atmospheric dispersion model predicts impacts from pollution sources being simulated by
the model.) Thisreceptor grid was 22.5 kilometers (14 miles) in the west-to-east direction
by 6.5 kilometers (4 miles) in the north-to-south direction and was oriented so that all
three power plants were located within the central portion of thisregion and all were a
minimum of about 5 kilometers (3.1 miles) from either the east or west edge of the impact
region. Thisgrid provided adequate coverage of the local population areas of Pittsburg
and Antioch. Receptor grid spacing was typically 500 meters (0.31 miles), except for the
grid placed over the City of Pittsburg, where spacing was 250 meters (0.16 miles). Added
to the receptor modeling grid were the locations of sensitive receptors close to both the
Pittsburg and Contra Costa Power Plants, asidentified by PG&E. In the case of Pittsburg
Power Plant, this same set of sensitive receptors was used to evaluate local air quality
impacts for the DEIR. Since each plant was analyzed separately in the DEIR, receptor
points were not located within the physical plant boundary. When the three power plants
were combined for this analysis, some receptors, as located on the regularly spaced grid,
fell within plant boundaries. For the purpose of this conservative analysis, ho attempt was
made to exclude these in-plant receptors. This technigue allowed for examination of
combined impacts from two different plant operators (e.g., PG& E and ENRON) on each
other’s property.

The results of the modeling analysis are presented in Table B6-1. The concentrations
shown on the table represent the maximum concentrations for PM-10 and NO, for short-
term and long-term periods for all power plants combined and for each power plant’s
stand-alone point of maximum concentration. For both the PM-10 and NO, analyses, the
maximum impact point are identical and occur at a point approximately 450 meters
southeast of Pittsburg Power Plant’s Unit 1. This same point is also the point of maximum
concentration for PM-10 and NO, for the Pittsburg Power Plant alone. For the PDEF, the
points of maximum concentration are located as follows: for PM-10 short-term, the
maximum concentration is located approximately 800 meters east-southeast of the PDEF,
the short-term NO, maximum occurs at approximately 3.5 kilometers southwest of the
PDEF, and the annual PM-10 and NO, maximums occur between 700 to 800 meters east
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INSERT FIGURE B6

Click on thisbox to display Figure B6
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TABLE B6-1
SUMMARY OF FUTURE CUMULATIVE AIR QUALITY AT MAXIMUM RECEPTOR
POINTSFOR PG& E PLANTS AND PROPOSED ENRON POWER PLANT IN 2005

Combined Contra Costa
Pollutant/ I mpact Pittsburg Only PDEF Only Only
TimePeriod (ug/m3) (ug/m3) (ug/m3) (ug/m3)
PM-10/ 24-hr 10.96 10.96 2.18 7.87
PM-10 / Annua 1.73 1.68 0.38 1.28
NO, / 1-hr 2714 2714 16.3 61.1
NO, / Annual 16.0 159 0.64 2.06

NOTE: The concentrations shown on this table are shown for the respective points of maximum impact. For each
value shown, these points are not necessarily located at the same location. Locations of these points are
discussed in the text of this response.

of the PDEF. For the Contra Costa plant, the points of maximum concentration for PM-10
and NO,, both short and long-term, all coincide on the Contra Costa Power Plant
fenceline' s northeast corner.

To clearly depict each individual plant’s contribution to the combined impact, Table B6-2
presents the model-predicted concentrations for each individual plant at the combined
point of maximum concentration. As may be seen, for both the 24-hour PM-10 and the
1-hour NO, concentrations, all of the combined impact results from Pittsburg Power Plant
emissions (24- and 1-hour values shown for PDEF and Contra Costa represent the
maximum model-predicted concentration for the entire year of modeling data and do not
occur at the same time the maximum combined impact occurs). For the annual PM-10 and
NO, impacts, Pittsburg contributes nearly all of the maximum combined values, while the
PDEF and Contra Costa plants contribute only afew percent to the maximums on the
table.

The results of this analysis show that for the future cumulative case in 2005, combined air
quality impact results for PM-10 and NO, are dominated by the Pittsburg Power Plant.
While there is some interaction of air quality impacts between the Pittsburg plant and the
PDEF, the Contra Costa Power Plant, located about six miles east of the PDEF, isfar
enough away from both the Pittsburg plant and the PDEF that contributions from the
Contra Costa plant are insignificant within the other two plants' impact areas. The
combined impacts presented in Table B6-1, although occurring at a slightly different
location than those presented on revised Tables 4.5-31 and 4.5-32 (see response to
Comment B11), are quite similar in magnitude and still represent a less-than-significant
impact.
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TABLE B6-2
INDIVIDUAL PLANT CONTRIBUTIONS AT FUTURE CUMULATIVE CASE
COMBINED IMPACT POINT OF MAXIMUM CONCENTRATION

Combined Pittsburg PDEF Contra Costa
Pollutant/ I mpact Contribution Contribution Contribution
Time Period (Mg/Mm3) (Mg/m3) (Mg/m3) (Mg/m3)
PM-10/ 24-hr 10.96 10.96 0.58 0.46
PM-10 / Annua 173 1.68 0.035 0.022
NO,/ 1-hr 2714 271.4 6.25 12.78
NO, / Annual 16.0 15.93 0.057 0.036

NOTE: The combined impact point of point of maximum islocated on the PG& E Pittsburg Power Plant fenceline
just east-northeast of Pittsburg Unit 1.

As a consequence of the results from the future cumulative 2005 case discussed above, the
corresponding health risk assessment was updated to include a more detailed evaluation of
the combined health risk in 2005 from all three power plants. Table B6-3 identifies the
combined health risks for the PG& E power plants and the proposed PDEF plant at the
cumulative maximum receptor under the 2005 Cumulative A-Max scenario. Thetable
shows that the maximum cancer risk is estimated to be 0.62 in amillion, which is less than
the significance threshold of 10 in amillion. Note that the major contribution to the
maximum receptor is from the PDEF and that the relative contributions to health risks of
the three plants are different than the local air quality impacts shown on Tables B6-1 and
B6-2. Although thisanalysisislimited in scope, from data supplied by the CEC, it appears
that while emissions of criteria pollutants from the PDEF are less than either the Pittsburg
or the Contra Costa plants, emissions from the PDEF’ s cooling towers are greater
contributors to health risks than at the other two plants. The table also shows that the
maximum chronic and acute hazardous indices from the combined plants are below the
significance threshold of 1.0. Therefore, cumulative health risks would be less than
significant.

Reference:

Layton, Matt, California Energy Commission, telephone communications,
October 1998.

B7 The sentence referenced in the comment is an extremely condensed summary of the
lengthy agreement between Thermal Power Company and PG& E for the provision of
steam by the former to the latter. “Quantities of contaminants’ generally refersto

impurities in the geothermal steam. Such impurities can include liquid water,
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TABLE B6-3

SUMMARY OF CUMULATIVE HEALTH RISKSAT MAXIMUM RECEPTOR FOR

PG&E PLANTS AND PROPOSED ENRON POWER PLANT IN 2005

Cancer Riska Chronic Hazard
Plant (in amillion) I ndexP Acute Hazard IndexP
Contra Costa¢ 0.00 0.00 0.02
Pittsburge 0.02 0.002 0.01
PDEF 0.60 0.04 0.034
Tota 0.60 0.042 0.064

&  The significance threshold for incremental cancer risk is 10 in amillion, based on BAAQMD Guidelines.

b Hazard index is the ratio of the maximum exposure level and the reference dose of each toxic substance. The
reference dose is the level with no observed health effect. A hazard index less than 1.0 indicates no health effect.

€ Cancer risks and Hazard Indices are based on the results reported in Pacific Gas and Electric Company Air Toxics
Hot Spots Risk Assessments (1993), adjusted to future emissions.

particulates, settleable solids, and noncondensable gases. Examples can include hydrogen
sulfide, chlorides, boron, and amorphous silica. Thermal Power Company has an
obligation, set forth in the agreement, to provide PG& E with steam that meets certain
steam quality standards, including limitations on the contaminants described above. It
should also be noted that contaminant levels are limited by various government
regulations.

B8 Please see response to Comment B5.

B9 Page 2-6 of the DEIR is hereby amended (first paragraph under Geysers Power Plant
heading, second sentence) by the addition of the following footnote to the end of the
sentence:

The CEC certified Units 16, 17, 18, and 20 for construction and operation. Under
Section 1769 of its Power Plant Site Certification Regulations, the CEC must
approve any change in ownership of these units. Any new owner will be expected to
comply with all existing conditions of certification, including decommissioning.
Any new owner of these units must petition the CEC for authority to transfer
ownership or operational control of each unit. The petition must contain: a
discussion of any significant changes in the operational relationship between the
owner and operator; a statement identifying the party responsible for compliance
with the CEC’ s conditions of certification; and, a statement that the new owner
understands the conditions of certification and agrees to comply with those
conditions.

Final Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Environmental Science Associates
Electric Company’s Application No. 98-01-008 C&R-22 November 16, 1998



2. WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

B10 PG&FE slatest resource planning prior to the advent of restructuring indicated that PG& E
would retire all four of the small, 160 MW class Pittsburg units, i.e., Units 1 through 4
(PG&E PEA Appendix B, Table B-2, page B-20), by 2002. The old age and
commensurate high operating costs of the units was a consideration in PG& E’ s planning,
as was the projected expense of installing sufficient nitrogen oxide (NO,) abatement
equipment to comply with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)
NO, emission standards that will become more stringent, down to alevel of 0.018 Ib/MWh
by 2005 averaged over all of the Bay Areaelectric power generating steam boilers.
Presuming the BAAQMD revisesits rules applicable to NO, emission limits at Bay Area
power plants, as expected (and/or with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.5-5), the
new owner could face the obligation of meeting emissions limits at each individual plant
and, thus, could face an even stronger incentive to retire the units.

Any owner would also face the prospect of even more extensive operational limitations
associated with protection of the endangered fish species. The retirement incentive
discussed above would be augmented by the expected imminent extension of the
operational limits to cover an additional three months of each year during which Pittsburg
Unit 7 must be dispatched fully before any of the other units at the Pittsburg or Contra
Costa plants can be dispatched above their minimum operating levels. Such operating
constraints would further increase the cost of retaining the 160 MW units.

Even though PG& E’ s resource planning indicated that PG& E would retire al of Pittsburg
Units 1 through 4, and despite the considerations outlined above, the EIR assumes that
only Units 3 and 4 would beretired. Thisis because Units 1 and 2 are connected to the
PG&E 115 kV system and are instrumental in assuring adequate service at that voltage
level. Consequently, the ISO is expected to call upon these unitsin their Must Run status
so frequently that either PG& E or the new owner would have a strong financial incentive
to retain those unitsin spite of the factors mentioned above. SERASYMO modeling
assumed for each of the 1999 scenarios that all of Pittsburg Units 1 through 4 would be
operational. This assumption is consistent with information provided in PG& E's PEA. In
2005, SERASYMO modeling for the 2005 Cumulative Analytical Maximum scenario (the
proposed project in conjunction with other reasonable foreseeabl e projects) and the 2005
Alternative 1 scenario (No Project) assumed that Units 1 and 2 would remain operational,
while Units 3 and 4 would be retired. The 2005 modeling results for these scenarios are
presented in Table 6.1 on page 6-7 of the DEIR. These 2005 modeling assumptions are in
part consistent with information provided in PG& E’s PEA, but reflect more recent systems
planning review efforts by the EIR preparers that show financial incentivesfor PG&E or a
new owner to continue operation of Units 1 and 2. Modeling results for 2005 concluded
that the owner of the Pittsburg plant could comply with NO, standards by installing a
selective catalytic reduction (SCR) unit in only one of Pittsburg Units 1 or 2, providing
that Units 3 and 4 were retired. Other analyses suggested that retention of either Unit 3 or
4 would require retrofitting the retained unit with SCR for NO, reduction. The analysis
showed that such expensive retrofitting is unlikely because of the age of Units 3 and 4 and
the low levels of operations resulting from their inefficient operation, assuming
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continuation of minimum variable operating cost commitment/dispatch of the California
grid.

Even if anew buyer were to retain these units (which appears unlikely), such a decision
would necessitate extensive pollution equipment retrofit, substantially reducing any
potential incremental emissions resulting from retention of one or both of Units 3 and 4.

B11 The DEIR reported aviolation of the state 1-hour nitrogen dioxide standard from
emissions at the Pittsburg plant, because a very conservative approach was used to predict
maximum levels, although it is stated in the DEIR that the impact is highly unlikely.
Subsequent to publication of the DEIR, a more refined analysis was carried out to estimate
the maximum 1-hour nitrogen dioxide concentrations from both the Contra Costa and
Pittsburg plants. Using new simultaneous measurements of nitrogen dioxide and ozonein
the ozone limiting method, the revised predicted maximum level from Pittsburg plant
emissions together with projected background levels, is estimated to be 396 pg/ms, which
is below the state standard of 470 pug/ m3. The last paragraph on page 4.5-67 of the DEIR
isremoved as follows:

Table 4.5-32 is hereby amended as shown in this response.

In addition to the preceding changes to the text, NO, values for the Contra Costa Power
Plant were also corrected for the more refined ozone limiting analysis. Additionally, after
the DEIR was published, it was discovered that corrections were needed to the 1- and
8-hour carbon monoxide, 24-hour PM-10, 1-hour NO,, and 1- and 24-hour sulfur dioxide
concentrations presented on Table 4.5-31. These corrections all resulted in increased
model -predicted short-term concentrations for the Contra Costa Power Plant. Although
these corrections indicate increased concentrations, none of the corrections change the
conclusion that local impacts are less than significant. The first two paragraphs of text on
page 4.5-67 of the DEIR are hereby amended to read as follows:
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TABLE 4.5-32
PITTSBURG POWER PLANT CONCENTRATION ESTIMATES

Concentrationsin Micrograms per Cubic Meter (ng/m3)

Power Plant Effect/Total ConcentrationP Difference
Difference between 2005
2005 between 1999  Cumulative
1999 Cumulative Analytical Analytical
Averaging State National Delta Region 1999 Analytical Analytical Maximum Maximum

Pollutant Period Standard Standard Background Baseline Maximum Maximumd and Basdline  and Baseline
Carbon 1 hour 23,000 40,000 6,517 551.6/7,068 551.6/7,068 288.2/6,805 0 -263
Monoxide 8 hours 10,000 10,000 3,297 432.2/3,729 432.2/3,729 226/3,523 0 -206
Nitrogen 1 hour® 470 NA 38132 358/396 358/396 262/300 0 -96 89
Dioxide 350:5/483 350:5/483 262394

annual NA 100 31 20.0/51 46.1/77 9.3/40.3 26.1 -10.7
Sulfur 1 hour 655 NA 87 3.9/90.9 3.9/90.9 2.1/89.1 0 -1.8
Dioxide 24 hours 105 365 24 1.6/25.6 1.6/25.6 0.8/24.8 0 -0.8

annual NA 80 3 0.14/3.1 0.3/3.3 0.13/3.1 0 -.01
Particulate 24 hours 50 150 60 12.3/72.3 15.9/75.9 7.4/67.4 3.6 -4.9
Matter annual 30 50 22 1.1/23.1 2.2/24.2 1.0/23 11 -0.1
(PM-10)
Particulate 24 hours NA 65 ND 12.3/ND 15.9/ND 7.4/ND 3.6 -4.9
Matter 1231423 15:9/15:9 FAHA
(PM-2.5) annual NA 15 ND 1.1/ND 2.2IND 1.0/ND 1 -0.1

8 The maximum receptor is approximately 0.3 miles east of the plant. Background concentrations (except for annual averages) represent the average of the 2nd highest values

recorded each year from 1994 to 1996 at the Bethel 1sland monitoring station.
b In these columns, the number on the left shows the contributions of the power plants; the number on the right is the total contribution, including the Delta Region background.
€ Maximum NO, concentrations from the power plant were calculated using the Ozone Limiting Method (Cole and Summerhays 1979) based on aworst- casesmultaneous

background concentration of nitrogen dioxide and ozone of 38 and 243 ug/m3,

respectively ba

d  The 2005 Cumulative Analytical Maximum assumes new owners will have to comply with a modlfled BAAQM D Regulatl on 9, Rule 11 emission rate schedule smllar tothe
existing schedule.

NA: Not applicable

ND: Not determined; PM-2.5 ambient monitoring has only recently begun in the Bay Area.
Values shown in bold type exceed a corresponding ambient air quality standard.
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With regard to the potential short-term impacts on respiratory effects, the estimated
maximum 24-hour average contribution from the plant (with or without divestiture)
is estimated to be tessthan-3 6.7 ug/m?3 (Table 4.5-31), which iswell below the

20 pg/m3 concentration threshold that may cause increased respiratory problems.

For chronic exposure to PM-10, the estimated maximum annual average contribution
from the plant was shown in Table 4.5-31 to be tessthan-3 6.7 ug/m3, which is below
the significance threshold of 10 pg/m3.

Table 4.5-31 of the DEIR is hereby amended as shown in this response.

The commenter expresses concern that the existing emissions of the Pittsburg plant may
have been double counted in the analysis. The methods used to estimate total
concentrations, including background levels, are consistent with conservative approaches
that are commonly used for air quality analyses, even though a portion of the measured
background levels may include existing plant emissions. This approach isfollowed
because there is considerable uncertainty in how much of the background is actually
contributed by the existing plant. When the maximum background levels exceeded the
ambient air standard, more restrictive thresholds, described in significance criteria2 on
page 4.5-50 of the DEIR, were used to test for significance from project impacts.

Asto the adequacy of the background data, the text on page 4.5-32 gives an explanation of
the rationale for using measured data at Bethel Island as being representative of levelsin
the Delta. The text states that measured pollutant levels at this station reflect local
pollutant sources as well as sources to the west and south, because the prevailing winds
transport pollutants to the Deltaregion. Sincethisisthe only station with adequate data
for the region, and because pollutants such as PM-10 and ozone have usually been shown
to be regional in nature, the measured levels at Bethel Island were considered to be
representative.

Finally, the commenter requests that the EIR address overlapping impacts from both the
Contra Costa and Pittsburg plants. An additional 2005 cumulative dispersion modeling
study was carried out that includes emissions from the Contra Costa and Pittsburg plants,
aswell asthe proposed Enron plant has been conducted. The results of this cumulative
modeling analysis are discussed in response to Comment B6.

B12 Contributions of the Hunters Point plant are included in the existing maximum background
levels that were added to the Potrero plant’s contribution in the analysis. The monitoring
station on Arkansas Street is near both plants and is representative of ambient air levelsfor
the region. Because the same maximum background levels are used in future years, when
the Hunters Point plant will actually be shut down, the background levels that are used in
the impacts analysis may be conservatively high.
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TABLE 4.5-31
CONTRA COSTA POWER PLANT CONCENTRATION ESTIMATES

Concentrationsin Micrograms per Cubic Meter (ng/m3)

Power Plant Effect/Total ConcentrationP Difference
Difference between 2005
2005 between 1999  Cumulative
1999 Cumulative Analytical Analytical
Averaging State National Delta Region 1999 Analytical Analytical Maximum Maximum
Pollutant Period Standard Standard Background Baseline Maximum Maximumd and Basdline  and Baseline
Carbon 1 hour 23,000 40,000 6,517 184.6/6702 184.6/6702 184.6/6702 0 0
Monoxide 81:16;598 81:16;598 81:16;598
8 hours 10,000 10,000 3,297 129.2/3426 129.2/3426 129.2/3426 0 0
Nitrogen 1 hour® 470 NA 38432 272/310 272/310 40.4/78 0 -232 ¥4+
Dioxide 1354267 1354267 17#150
annual NA 100 31 11.8/43 24.6/56 3.7/35 12.8 -8.1
Sulfur 1 hour 655 NA 87 1.36:6/88 1.36:6/88 1.36:6/88 0 0
Dioxide 24 hours 105 365 24 0.56:2/24 0.56:2/24 0.56:2/24 0 0
annual NA 80 3 0.2/3.2 0.3/3.3 0.3/3.3 0.1 0.1
Particulate 24 hours 50 150 60 6.7/66.7 6.7/66.7 6.7/66.7 0 0
Matter 2:9/62:9 2:9/62:9 2:9/62:9
(PM-10) annual 30 50 22 1.3/23.3 2.6/24.6 2.3/24.3 13 1
Particulate 24 hours NA 65 ND 6.7/ND 6.7/ND 6.7/ND 0 0
M atter 2:9/2.9 2929 2:9/2.9
(PM-2.5) annual NA 15 ND 1.3/ND 2.6/ND 2.3/IND 13 1

a Maximum contributions have been combined from the two units. No offsite location would reach these levels. Background concentrations (except for annual averages)

represent the average of the 2nd highest values recorded each year from 1994 to 1996 at the Bethel 1sland monitoring station.
b Inthese columns, the number on the left shows the contributions of the power plants; the number on the right is the total contribution, including the Delta Region background.
¢ Maximum NO2 concentrations from the power plant were calculated using the Ozone Limiting Method (Cole and Summerhays 1979) based on aworst- -case simultaneous

background concentration of nitrogen dioxide and ozone of 38 and 243 pa/m3, respectively ba

d The 2005 Cumulative Analytical Maximum assumes new owners will have to comply with a modified BAAQMD Regulatlon 9, Rule 11 emission rate schedule S|m|Iar tothe
existing schedule.

NA: Not applicable

ND: Not determined; PM-2.5 ambient monitoring has only recently begun in the Bay Area.

Values shown in bold type exceed a corresponding ambient air quality standard.
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B13

B14

B15

Page 4.8-1 of the DEIR (paragraph 2) is hereby revised to reflect the most recent energy
consumption figures, as follows:

The major users of electricity are industry, 22 percent; commercial, 35 percent;

I3percenthdustrial-10-pereent-andresidential, 30 percent; 36-pereent-agriculture,

7 percent; and other, 6 percent.

While the analysis presented in Attachment C of the DEIR illustrates that contractual
requirements, market forces, operating constraints, portfolio size, company financial
characteristics, and other factors would affect the rate at which divested power plants are
operated by new owners, a strong economic disincentive for inefficient use of
nonrenewable energy resources would always be present, due to the simple fact that the
more such resources are consumed by a plant owner, the more that owner would pay, thus
reducing potential profits. Similarly, it islikely that more efficient plants would be better
ableto provide power at alower price than less efficient plants and thus would not be
displaced by less efficient plants.

The question of whether increased fossil-fueled generation resulting from divestiture
would displace cleaner/renewable power is an important one however. It is noted that the
Analytical Maximum scenario in the DEIR, which forecasts increased generation at the
fossil-fueled plants, is an extremely conservative scenario and that actual increasesin
generation resulting from divestiture would likely be less. It is also noted that power
plants designated as qualifying facilities under the Public Utilities Regulatory Powers Act
(PURPA) having met fuel-type, efficiency, and other standards) were able to enter must-
take contracts with local utilities, and thus would not be displaced by increased fossil-
fueled generation. Finaly, as noted on page 3-7 of the DEIR, physical and operationa
differences between restructuring with the proposed divestiture and without divestiture
will, as a practical matter, be temporary. Thisistrue because the utilities' fossil plants
must be market-valued (sometime before 2002), and as of March 31, 2002, PG& E could
participate in the direct access market.

The information provided by the commenter was unavailable at the time the DEIR was
published. Theinformation provided in Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR was obtained from CEC
staff and was gathered after the Notice of Preparation was circulated. However, in order to
incorporate the updated information provided by the commenter and obtained from Robert
Haussler of the CEC during a telephone conversation on November 3, 1998, the following
text changes have been made to the DEIR.

The second sentence of the last bullet on page 5-5 of the DEIR has been modified as
follows:

The plant would be a merchant power plant with a generating capacity of roughly

1,050 MW range-of-666-t6—700-MW-o be located in southern San Diego County
near the California-Mexico border.
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The last sentence of the last bullet on page 5-5 of the DEIR has been replaced with the
following text:

The CEC expects the AFC to be filed in January 1999.

The last sentence of the second to last bullet on page 5-6 of the DEIR has been modified as
follows:

The project applicant plansto file its AFC in 1999 the-faH-6f-1998.

The last sentence of the last bulleted item on page 5-6 of the DEIR is hereby amended as
follows:

The project applicant filed ptanste-fiteits AFC on August 12, ddringthe-summer-of
1998, which was later deemed complete by the CEC on August 26, 1998.

The following bulleted items are added at the end of the list of potential power plant siting
cases in California on page 5-6 of the DEIR.

The Sunrise Cogeneration and Power Project is proposed by Texaco Global Gas and
Power. The proposed cogeneration facility would include two gas turbines and two

heat recovery steam generators. The facility would have a nominal capacity of 340

MW. Thefacility would be located in an active oil field approximately three miles

northeast of Fellows in western Kern County. The CEC expects the AFC to befiled
prior to the end of 1998.

The Long Beach District Energy Facility is proposed by Enron. The proposed
cogeneration facility would include natural gas fired combustion turbines and would
have anominal capacity of 500 MW. The facility would be located on the Port of
Long Beach in Los Angeles County. The CEC expectsthe AFC to be filed in 1999.

The Delta Energy Center Project (DECP), also known as the Calpine Pittsburg
Project, is proposed by ajoint venture of Calpine Corporation and Bechtel
Enterprises. The facility would have a generating capacity of 535 to 800 MW. The
facility would be located at the Dow Chemical site in the City of Pittsburg. The
CEC expectsthe AFC to be filed prior to the end of 1998.

The Elk Hills Power Project is proposed by Sempra Energy Resources and
Occidental Energy Ventures Corporation. The plant would be a 500 MW natural
gas-fired, combined-cycle facility located approximately 35 miles west of
Bakersfield at the Elk Hills Naval Petroleum Reserve. The proposed site is owned
by Occidental of Elk Hills, Inc. The project applicant plansto file its AFC in early
1999.

The Three Mountain Power Project is proposed by Three Mountain Power, L1 C
(Ogden Pacific Power) of Redding. The proposed facility would be 2500 MW
natural gas-fired, combined-cycle power plant, consisting of two advanced
technology combustion turbines, one or more steam turbines, and supporting
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equipment. The facility would be built adjacent to an existing 10 MW waste wood-
fueled power plant at Tiker Mountain near Burney, California. The proposed facility
would connect to existing PG& E 230 kV transmission lines |ocated near the project
site. The CEC expects the AFC to befiled in February 1999.

The Blythe Energy Power Plant Project is proposed by Blythe Energy. LLC. The
proposed facility would be a 400 MW base-loaded, combined-cycle power plant.
The facility would be located in the City of Blythe, near the Arizona border. The
project applicant plansto fileits AFC in early 1999.

The first sentence of the last paragraph on page 5-6 of the DEIR has been revised as
follows:

A number of other merchant power plants are being considered for development in
Cdlifornia, including the repowering of several coastal natural gas-fired power plants
(Haussler, 1998)feur+ecenthy-tdentifi : j \

Though not specifically identified in the DEIR originally, the expected operational impacts
of the Sunrise Cogeneration and Power Project, the Long Beach District Energy Facility,
the Elk Hills Power Project, the Three Mountain Power Project and the Blythe Energy
Project are considered in the overall discussion of cumulative impactsin Chapter 5 of the
DEIR. Please see the response to Comment F57 for a detailed discussion of why these
power plants, even if information was available prior to publication of the DEIR, would
have been excluded from the detailed cumulative modeling and analysis. Similar to the
other potential power plantsidentified in Section 5.2.2 of the DEIR, but not carried
forward into the detailed cumulative analysis, these plants are geographically located at a
considerable distance from the power plants being divested by PG& E and would not result
in localized cumulative impacts. In summary, the inclusion of these power plants would
not affect the conclusions in the DEIR regarding the level of significance of cumulative
impacts.

Based on the proximity of the above-described DECP to both the existing Pittsburg and
Contra Costa Power Plants and the proposed Pittsburg District Energy Facility (PDEF)
(described on page 5-5 of the DEIR), a discussion of the potential for localized cumulative
impactsto occur isgermane. To the extent that information is available, the analysis
below focuses on the potential for the addition of the DECP in the Bay-Deltaregion to
affect the conclusions of the analysis completed for the cumulative Variant 2 scenario in
Section 5.3.4 (pages 5-39 to 5-42), which considers the effects of the PDEF in conjunction
with divestiture and other cumulative projects. When further defined, the DECP would be
subject to separate environmental review and permitting by the CEC and other agencies
with jurisdiction over the plant’ s operations.

The addition of the DECP to the Variant 2 scenario would be expected to further drive
down the annual plant capacity factors at each of the plants being divested, when
compared to the 2005 Cumulative Analytical Maximum scenario considered in Section
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5.3.2. Similarly, it is expected that operation of the DECP would decrease the annual plant
capacity factor of the PDEF from what is shown in Table 5.2 on page 5-17 of the DEIR.
Based on this reduction in generation, any impacts that could occur in the immediate
vicinity of the plants being divested would be lessened further by the operation of the
DECP. However, like in the case of the PDEF, construction and operation of the proposed
DECP would have its own localized impacts and could result in some regional impactsin
combination with the plants being divested.

Generally speaking, the localized impacts identified in Section 5.3.4 would be
incrementally greater with the addition of the DECP to the Bay-Deltaregion. The
inclusion of the DECP would not, however, alter the conclusions in the DEIR.

Operation of the DECP would increase the potential to adversely affect water resourcesin
the Bay-Delta by incrementally increasing the potential for discharge impacts to marine
water quality to occur beyond that identified for the cumulative Variant 2 scenario (see the
response to Comment O3). Thiswould still be considered a potentially significant
cumulative impact on water resources, regardless of whether or not cooling towers were
used at the DECP. Because the DECP would be subject to the same National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitting process as was described for the
PDEF, it is expected that any significant cumulative impact on water resources could be
mitigated to aless than significant level.

The NPDES permit for the DECP would a so be designed to protect the aquatic resources
of the Bay-Delta. The addition of the DECP would also incrementally increase the total
amount of water intake structures in the area, thereby increasing the potential for
entrainment and impingement of sensitive aquatic resources during cooling water intake
beyond that identified for the cumulative Variant 2 scenario. Because the four Delta plants
(the DECP, the PDEF, and the Contra Costa and Pittsburg Power Plants) would likely be
owned by three separate entities (Pittsburg District Energy, LLC, the joint venture of
Calpine Corporation and Bechtel Enterprises, and the new owner of the Contra Costa and
Pittsburg Power Plants) rather than only two separate entities, the coordination of power
plant operations would be even more difficult and unlikely. Similar to the conclusions of
the Variant 2 analysis, this would be cumulative impact on biological resources unless
mitigated by similar measures as those recommended for the PDEF in the DEIR.

With respect to air quality, the addition of the DECP to the cumulative Variant 2 scenario
could incrementally increase the potential for adverse air quality effectsin the San
Francisco Bay areato occur at both alocal and regional level. Like the PDEF, the
proposed plant would likely result in aminimal increase in employment levels (less than
100 persons). The commensurate increase in traffic and associated criteria air pollutant
emissions would also be minimal and in combination with the PDEF and other projects,
would not result in any cumulatively considerable emissions of criteriaair pollutants. The
main issue of concern would still relate to the stationary source emissions associated with
the power generation process at the new plant.
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The DEIR concludes that at aregional level, emissions of each criteria pollutant, except
PM-10, would decrease under the Variant 2 scenario, when compared to the 2005
Cumulative Analytical Maximum. Subseguent analysis (see the responses to Comments
04 and U14) shows that PM-10 emissions would increase in 2005 by an estimated 9 tons
per year regionally with the new PDEF, rather than the 20 tons per year cited in the DEIR.
It isfurther concluded that there would be a net decrease in Bay Area power plant
emissions of PM-10 and PM-10 precursors under Variant 2 in 2005 compared to 1999
baseline conditions. Therefore, Bay Area power plant emissions would not contribute to
the cumulative effect of increased emissions from new development in the Bay Areaon
regional PM-10 concentrations.

Using these same concepts, 0zone and PM-10 precursor emissions estimates were made
for the DECP by adjusting the estimated emissions for the PDEF based on plant capacity
(800 MW versus 480 MW). These estimates assume that the DECP would employ similar
control technologies to those assumed for the PDEF and would therefore have similar
pollutant emission characteristics. These estimates may overstate the emissions from the
DECP, since the plant may be only 535 MW in size. By adding the DECP to the Variant 2
scenario, Bay Area power plants would emit approximately 790 tons per year of ROG and
1,380 tons per year of NO, in 2005. The change in power plant emissionsrelative to the
1999 Baseline scenario would be an increase of ROG emissions of 369 tons per year and a
decrease in NO, emissions of 2,930 tons per year. The net change would therefore be
negative as the decrease in NO, emissions would more than offset the increase in ROG
emissions. As such, even with the addition of the DECP, Bay Area power plants would
not contribute to the cumulative effect of increased emissions of ozone precursors from
new development in the Bay Area on regional ozone concentrations.

Furthermore, by adding the DECP to the Variant 2 scenario, it was estimated that Bay
Area power plants would emit approximately 826 tons per year of direct PM-10 emissions
in 2005. Secondary sources of PM-10, ROG, NO,, and SO,, would emit approximately
33, 230, and 14 tons per year, respectively. The change in power plant emissions relative
to the 1999 Baseline scenario would be an increase of ROG, SO,,, and PM-10 emissions of
15, 7, and 444 tons per year, respectively, and a decrease in NO, precursor emissions of
489 tons per year. The net change would therefore be negative as the decrease in NO,
emissions would offset the increase in PM-10, ROG, and SO, emissions. Assuch, even
with the addition of the DECP, Bay Area power plants would not contribute to the
cumulative effect of increased emissions of PM-10 and PM-10 precursors from new
development in the Bay Area on regional PM-10 concentrations.

Similar to the PDEF in Variant 2, operation of the new DECP could adversely affect air
quality at thelocal level. Emissions of criteriaair pollutants and toxic air contaminants
that could potentially increase overall health risks would be incrementally higher than
under Variant 2 alone. Thiswould still be a potentially significant cumulative effect on
local air quality. However, the DECP, like the PDEF, would be subject to separate
project-specific environmental review and permitting by the CEC and other agencies with
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B16

B17

B18

jurisdiction over the plants operation (including the BAAQMD), at which time the
potential for these impacts to occur would be fully evaluated. Therefore, it is assumed that
any significant impact on local concentrations of criteriaair pollutants and toxic air
contaminants associated with the new DECP would be mitigated to aless than significant
level. It has aso been assumed that the combined emissions from the Pittsburg and Contra
Costa Power Plants and the new PDEF would be minimal relative to ambient
concentrations associated with mobile sources. It islikely that the addition of the new
DECP would not change this assumption. In light of the low health risks associated with
the operation of the Pittsburg and Contra Costa Power Plants and the permitting process
that would apply to both the new PDEF and the DECP, any localized significant
cumulative air quality impacts could be mitigated to aless than significant level.

The inclusion of the DECP to the Variant 2 scenario would not affect the conclusions on
pages 5-41 and 5-42 regarding consistency with the’97 Clean Air Plan.

As described on page 5-16 of the DEIR, the cumulative impact discussion in Section 5.3.2
(pages 5-20 to 5-38) addresses the potential cumulative effects of PG& E’ s proposed
divestiture in combination with reasonably foreseeable projects identified in Section 5.2
(including a new 480 MW power plant in San Francisco, other potential future power plant
projects, transmission line projects, and wastewater injection projects). (See the response
to Comment F57 for a discussion of why certain cumulative projects were not carried
forward into the detailed cumulative modeling and analysis.) The analysisin Section 5.3.2
also takes into account the local cumulative projectsidentified in Table 5.1 of the DEIR.
The Variant 1 (pages 5-38 to 5-39) and Variant 2 (pages 5-39 to 5-42) analyses are based
on the impact discussion in Section 5.3.2 and focus on how the potential for cumulative
effectsto occur may vary if acombination of new generation and transmission to replace
the Hunters Point Power Plant (Variant 1) or the new PDEF (Variant 2) were added to the
mix of cumulative projects being considered.

Please see response to Comment B15 above for a discussion of impacts associated with the
DECP in combination with Variant 2. See response to comment B6 for air dispersion
cumulative impacts for the Pittsburg, Contra Costa, and PDEF plants.

The commenter is correct that the nominal rating of the PDEF is 500 MW. However, itis
the understanding of the DEIR preparers that the “net” capacity of the PDEF is 450 MW.
Net capacity is the amount of power a generating unit can put into the electric grid. A
plant’s net generating capacity is equal to the rated generating capacity of the generatorsin
the plant minus the amount of power needed for the various el ectric components of the
plant, such as pumps and heaters. In the case of the PDEF, this differenceis 50 MW. Net
capacities were used in this DEIR because it is the net capacity that is simulated and
analyzed in the electric dispatch modeling (see Attachments C and G of the DEIR). Thus,
no change is needed in Table 5.2 or other similar references throughout the DEIR.

The CEC'sfinal staff report cited in the comment was not available at the time of
publication of the DEIR. According to the principal author and project manager of the
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report, the final document essentially constituted a management approval of the draft
report cited in the DEIR, and nothing substantial was changed.# 1998 Baseline Energy
Outlook contains energy consumption projections for 1995 to 2007. In the draft document,
historical data was used through 1996, whilein the final document, historical data was
included for 1997 aswell. With the exception of San Diego County, the actual datawas
very similar to the 1997 projections contained in the draft Outlook document. San Diego
County consumption in 1997 was higher than anticipated due to hotter-than-normal
weather and higher industrial consumption resulting from the unusually robust economy.
However, there was insufficient time to run the forecast models again with the modified
1997 data. Consequently, the consumption forecasts presented in the July draft document
and utilized in the DEIR analysis remained unchanged in the final document published in
August.

4 Ken Goeke, CEC Specidist |, Demand Analysis Office, CEC, personal communication, October 20, 1998.
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September 23, 1998

Ms. Maureen Gorsen
General Counsel

The Resources Agency
1416 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Attention: Nadell Gayou

Mr. Bruce Kaneshiro, Project Manager
Environmental Science Associates
225 Bush Street, Ste. 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104

Dear Ms. Gorsen and Mr. Kaneshiro:

Staff of the California State Lands Commission (CSLC or Commission) has reviewed
the Draft Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Application for
Authorization to Sell Certain Generating Plants and Related Assets Application No. 98-01-008,
prepared for the California Public Utilities Commission. Based on this review, we offer the
following comments.

Background

The State acquired sovereign ownership of all tidelands and submerged lands and beds
of navigable waterways upon its admission to the United Statesin 1850. The State holds these
lands for the benefit of all the people of the State for statewide Public Trust purposes which
include waterborne commerce, navigation, fisheries, water-related recreation, habitat
preservation, and open space. The landward boundaries of the State’s sovereign interests are
generally based upon the ordinary high water marks of these waterways as they last naturally
existed. Thus, such boundaries may not be readily apparent from present day site inspections.
The State’ s sovereign interests are under the jurisdiction of the Commission.

It also manages approximately 500,000 acres of school land owned in fee and
approximately 700,000 acres of State-retained mineral interestsin patented “school lands’. The
State’ s “school lands” are held in trust for the betterment of the common schools of the State and
revenue, but statute, goes to the support of the State Teachers Retirement System.

Jurisdiction

[Begin BX1]

The Draft Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s
Application for Authorization to Sell Certain Generating Plants and Related Assets, Application
No. 98-01-008, dated August 5, 1998, involves a number of facilities currently owned by PG& E
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which are located on the State' s sovereign lands and school lands and under lease with the
Cdlifornia State Lands Commission. These leases are as follows:

PRC415.1 Sovereign land; water intake and pipelines, San Joaquin River near
Antioch, Contra Costa County

PRC 3124.1  Sovereign lands; barge dock near West Island, San Joaguin River near
Antioch, Contra Costa County

PRC 4444.1  Sovereign lands; Pittsburg Power Plant, Sacramento River at Pittsburg,
Contra Costa County

PRC 6794.2  School land; the operations and maintenance of existing access roads;
Lake and Sonoma Counties

PRC 7083.2  School land near Trout Creek for aroad right of way (Sections 27-34, T
18 N, R 11 W), Mendocino County
[End BX1]

[Begin BX2]

Pursuant to the lease terms of these leases, the leases cannot be assigned without the
prior approval of the Commission. The following information is required by the Commission for
review as part of any request for these assignments.

1 The name and compl ete business organi zation and operational structure of the
proposed assignee, and the nature of the use of and interest in the lease premises
proposed by the assignee. If the proposed assignee isagenera or limited
partnership, or ajoint venture, we will require a copy of the partnership
agreement or joint venture agreement, as applicable.

2. The terms and conditions of the proposed assignment, sublease, or
encumbrancing or other transfer.

3. Audited financial statements of the two most recently completed fiscal years of
the proposed assignee, and pro formafinancia statements showing the projected
income, expense and financial condition resulting from the use of the leased
premises.

4, Any additional or supplemental information as the Commission may reasonably
reguest concerning the proposed assignee.

Upon receipt and review of the above information, the Commission will evaluate the
proposed assignee and grant approval or disapproval according to standards of commercial
reasonabl eness considering the following factors within the context of the proposed use: the
proposed assignee’ s financial strength and reliability, their business experience and expertise,
their personal and business reputation, their managerial and operational skills, as well as other
relevant factors.

[End BX2]
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Enclosed is the Commission’s standard application form that will need to be completed
by the applicant and assignee. Please contact Diane Jones, Public Land Management Specialist,
at 916-574-1843 concerning these assignments.

Sincerely,

MARY GRIGGS
Assistant Chief

Division of Environmental
Planning and Management

Note: Included with this comment were 17 pages of Form 54.2 (Rev. 1/12/96)
documents. Since these cannot be reasonably duplicated here on this web page they are
not available electronically. Should the viewer require a copy of these, please contact

or a printed copy.
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BX. CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION

BX1 The commenter is partialy correct. The cooling water intakes for the Contra Costa Power
Plant extend approximately 250 feet into the San Joaquin River, which lies within the
jurisdiction of the State Lands Commission (SLC). In addition, ten discharge pipelines
extend into theriver. Use of these facilitiesis subject to the terms of Lease No. PRC 415.1
with the SLC. The Contra Costa Power Plant also uses a marine terminal connected to the
mainland, which is subject to Lease No. PRC 3124.1. PG&E’s Contra Costa plant
personnel are not familiar with the barge dock near West Idland referenced in the
comment, and do not useit for plant operations.®> The Pittsburg Power Plant utilizes two
offshore cooling water intakes and six offshore discharge outfalls that are subject to Lease
No. PRC 4444.1 with the SLC. The referenced school land associated with Lease No.

PRC 7083.2 is not included in the properties to be sold under the proposed project and
would therefore not be subject to SLC action. Lease No. PRC 6794.2 is associated with
the Geysers, but PG& E will retain the lease. The lease isfor a non-exclusive easement for
the operation and maintenance of existing roads used to access utility facilitiesin the
Geysersarea. Thelease will be required by PG& E after the sale for continued access to its
retained assets. Table 2.3 on page 2-44 notes that the Pittsburg plant is subject to apublic
lands lease with the SLC. The table is hereby modified to include the Contra Costa Power

Plant:
Permit Type/ Contra
Agency Approval Required Potrero Costa  Pittsburg Geysers
State Lands Marine Terminal/Public X X
Commission Lands Lease

BX2 Theinformation provided in the comment elaborates on the requirements of SLC approval
of public lands leases that would be required for divestiture of the PG& E facilities. In
response to Comment BX 1, Table 2.3 of the DEIR has been modified to include the Contra
Costa Power Plant as requiring SLC approval.

5 Sharon Maves, Environmental Coordinator, PG& E, personal communication, October 9, 1998.
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September 1, 1998

Mr. Bruce Kaneshiro

CPUC EIR Project Manager

¢/o Environmental Science Associates
225 Bush Street, Ste. 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104-4207

Dear Mr. Kaneshiro,

The Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) presents its comments and questions
regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Pacific Gas and Electric
Company’s (PG&E) Application for authorization to sell certain generating plants and related
assets. (Application 98-01-008). Essentially, ORA is concerned that the Hunters Point
Agreement will result in significant environmental impacts at Potrero or in other parts of San
Francisco that are not analyzed in the DEIR.

Comments & Questions Regarding PG& E's DEIR

[Begin C1]
Chapter 2, Project Description: Initially PG& E proposed to divest Hunters Point, but has
since changed its position on that.1

PG& E now proposes as part of this overall divestitureto:
1. reducetheamount of generation from Hunters Point to the minimum required by the
SO,
2. retire Hunters Point as soon as the | SO will let PG&E,
3. promise not to use the Hunters Point site for a new generating plant and attach a restriction
on thetitle of the Hunters Point site that would prevent a new owner from using the site for a
power plant.

The aboveisrelevant because items 1 and 2 will probably lead to an increasein the
generation from Potrero resulting in increased air emissions at that power plant site. These are
not analyzed in the DEIR. Item 3 isrelevant because it affects the reliability of the electric
system, and may create a need to increase generation (and associated emissions) at the Potrero
site and/or a new transmission line corridor. All of these impacts are the direct cumulative
impacts associated with PG& E’ s divestiture proposal. Under CEQA Guidelines section 15378,
“project” is defined as “the whole of an action which has a potential for resulting in physical
changein the environment...” Clearly, PG&E’ s actions re: the Hunters Point plant are part of the
whole of the action and have a potential for resulting in physical change in the environment.
[End C1]

1 Technicaly, the Commission has not yet approved PG& E's withdrawal of Hunters Point from its application.
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[Begin C2]

Cumulative Scenario, page 3-3: The DEIR states “In light of the July 9, 1998 agreement
between PG& E and the City...the cumulative analysis assumes that the Hunters Point Power
Plant...is no longer operating by 2005. In order to successfully model the Analytical Maximum
capacities of the plants to be sold, the cumulative analysis assumes that new generating facilities
(totaling 480 MW) have been constructed and are operating somewhere north of the Martin
Substation (in San Mateo County) in order to replace the Hunters Point plant and to meet
anticipated increases in electricity demand.” (emphasis added)

This statement assumes away precisely the impact that the EIR is supposed to measure.
If PG&E’s action to shut down Hunters Point permanently and prematurely as part of this
Application triggers the need for the rapid construction of alarge power plant in the northern
part of the S.F. peninsula, that construction and operation is asignificant impact of the
agreement with CCSF, not part of the baseline.
[End C2]

[Begin C3]
1999 Baseline Scenario, section 3.6.1: Thisscenarioisdefined at pp. 3-9to 3-11ina
confusing and unsupported manner. For example:

Item 1 states that PG& E continues to own and operate Potrero, Pittsburg, Contra Costa and
Geysers plants. It isnot clear whether PG& E continues to own and operate Hunters Point
since it is not mentioned.

[End C3]

[Begin C4]
Table 3.1 is described as the projected 1999 annual capacity factors. Hunters Point is not
listed on thistable, yet under the baseline scenario and all the alternatesit will be operating
in 1999. Thisisan error and must be corrected.

[End C4]

[Begin C5]
A new 480 MW plant islisted, but is shown as not operating in 1999. Isn’'t Hunters Point
filling in this gap in generation? If not, what generation is?

[End C5]

[Begin C6]
Foot “d” states that sometime between 1999 and 2005, Hunters Point would be retired and
replaced with anew 480 MW plant.

When?

[End C6]

[Begin C7]
What isthe difference in forecast closure date of Hunters Point between the base
case and any of the other cases?

[End C7]
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[Begin C8]
Does the DEIR make any analysis or assumptions about the difference in the closing
dates of Hunters Point if the Commission approves the CCSF-PG& E agreement or if
it doesn’'t?

[End C8]

Chapter 5, Cumulative | mpacts

[Begin C9]

Future Plant Development, Section 5.2.2: The DEIR states that “In light of the [PG& E-
CCSF] agreement, it appears reasonabl e foreseeable that, by 2005, generation and/or
transmission facilities to serve the City of San Francisco will have been approved and
constructed, and the Hunters Point Power Plant will no longer be operating.” The DEIR argues
this assumption isjustified given the 4-5 year lead time for a new power plant (footnote 1, page
5-3)

Does the DEIR make any assumption that the CCSF-PG& E agreement will affect how
soon new generating capacity will be built that would allow PG& E to retire Hunters
Point?

Why wouldn’t new generation be built at the same speed even without the CCSF-PG& E
agreement?

[End C9]

[Begin C10]

The DEIR identifies (at p. 5-4) the “ San Francisco Energy Facility” asthe only project
which has been publicly proposed which would provide even part of the local generation
requirements that would result from the closure of Hunters Point. The project has been proposed
for many years, but has never been able to get all the necessary permits.

Isthe EIR assuming that this project will be built by 2005?
[End C10]

[Begin C11]
If not, does the EIR assume that future development is most likely or almost certain to
occur at or near the Potrero plant site?

[End C11]

[Begin C12]
What evidence isthere to believe that there are other suitable sites available for a
480 MW generating plant, other than the Potrero or AES/San Francisco Energy Facility
Sites?

[End C12]

[Begin C13]
The DEIR assumes that to replace the functions of Hunters Point, a new power plant will
be needed within a small geographic area which will be connected to a PG& E substation,
perhaps by underground cable, and will emit air pollutants. The DEIR should describe
the likely impacts to urban and suburb neighborhoods from such development.

[End C13]
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[Begin C14]
The EIR talks generally about the need to locate the plant “ somewhere on the San
Francisco peninsula north of the Martin Substation in San Mateo county”. (p. 5-4)
Would a new substation and/or transmission lines need to be built?

[End C14]

[Begin C15]
Are there constraints on which existing PG& E substations this new power plant could

connect to in order to maintain or increase system reliability?
[End C15]

[Begin C16]
Could a new generating plant adjacent to Potrero connect to the existing substation, or
would it need to connect to the Hunters Point Substation? What other existing
substations could it connect to?

[End C16]

[Begin C17]
The DEIR identifies the new power plant as a cumulative impact, but does not state how
itisrelated to the current application. The DEIR should state how it is related to the
current application. The DEIR should state that the intent of PG& E' s agreement with
the City isto (1) deny the use of the Hunters Point site for such a plant and (2) accelerate
the construction of such a plant.

[End C17]

[Begin C18]
The DEIR states “ Such facility improvements will likely occur only following extensive
system planning studies and with coordination among generating plant owners
(including the new owner of the Potrero Power Plant), the City of San Francisco,
PG&E...and the ISO.” (p. 5-4)
- What isthe evidence supporting this statement?
Where is there any indication in the record that there is a requirement for
“coordination among generating plant owners’?
What agency or firm has committed to performing these “ system planning
studies’?
Will the results of such studies be public?
Who will be bound by the findings of such studies?
Regarding new generating plants, isit correct that the SO lacks the authority to
order an energy generating firm to construct new plants?
[End C18]

[Begin C19]
Where in the DEIR is their any identification and description of any incremental
effect(s) on the environment caused by the CCSF-PG& E agreement?

[End C19]
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[Begin C20]
Referring to Table 5.2 on p. 5-18 footnote “¢”, the DEIR states that this scenario assumes that
PG& E will operate its Hunters Point plant at minimum capacity per the agreement with CCSF. Yet
Hunters Point is not shown at all on Table5.2. Thisisan error. Projected capacity factors for Hunters
Point should beincluded in Table 5.2.
[End C20]

[Begin C21]

Chapter 6, Alternatives Evaluated: The alternative proposed by PG&E inits
Amendment regarding immediate change in the operation of the Hunters Point plant, and its
early retirement must be considered if it islikely to change the environmental impacts relative to
the no project aternative. The DEIR should add and analyze the proposed changed operations at
Hunters Point as Alternative #4.

[End C21]
Sincerely yours,
s
Truman L. Burns
ORA Project Coordinator
415/703-2932
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C. OFFICE OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES

C1

C2

C3

The project reviewed by the DEIR is the proposed divestiture of PG& E power plants.

PG& E amended its divestiture application in June 1998, removing the Hunters Point
Power Plant from the project. PG&E'’s application to modify its divestiture application
was approved by the CPUC on October 8, 1998. The CCSF-PG& E agreement is not part
of the project, and the future retirement of the Hunters Point plant pursuant to the
agreement is a separate action from the proposed project. However, the analysis of
divested plant operations takes the agreement into account. The 1999 analytical maximum
scenario assumes, pursuant to the agreement, that PG& E would operate its Hunters Point
plant at the minimum level necessary to ensure continued electric reliability (see footnote
“c* in Table 5.2 on page 5-17 of the DEIR). The DEIR also assumes for the 2005
cumulative analysis that the Hunters Point plant would be closed by that year (see footnote
“d” in Table 5.2 on page 5-17 of the DEIR). Thus, the impact of the agreement on future
operations of the plants proposed to be sold has been taken into account. Because there are
various ways that the electrical service from the Hunters Point plant might be replaced, the
DEIR considers the analytical maximum results of two cumulative variants considering
different combinations of future power plantsin San Francisco and transmission system
upgrades. These cumulative scenarios are described in detail in the DEIR on pages 5-16
through 5-20.

As noted above, PG& E applied to modify its divestiture application, withdrawing the
Hunters Point plant from the proposed sale, as a consequence of the June 9, 1998,
agreement. Therefore, as noted on page 2-5 of the DEIR, the project analyzed by the

DEIR does not include the divestiture of the Hunters Point Power Plant. PG&E's planned
future action to shut down Hunters Point is not and never has been a part of its application.
With respect to commenter’ s concerns about the potential environmental impacts of the
construction of anew power plant to replace the Hunters Point plant, Chapter 5 of the
DEIR analyzes at ageneral level the potential cumulative impacts of a new power plant,
together with the proposed divestiture. Such anew plant is treated as a cumulative project,
not as part of the baseline.

The 1999 Baseline scenario defined in Section 3.6.1 of the DEIR describes conditions
relevant to the proposed project as they would occur in 1999 without implementation of
the project. The 1999 Baseline assumes the continued operation of Hunters Point Power
Plant. Thisis mentioned under Item 3. To clarify, Item 1 on page 3-9 of the DEIR is
revised to read:

1. PG& E continues to own and operate Potrero, Hunters Point, Pittsburg, Contra
Costa and Geysers plants, obtaining revenue through reliability contracts with
the 1SO and by selling power from the facilities through the Power Exchange
(PX).

The Hunters Point plant was included in the modeling for 1999, but was not included in
thistable because it is not proposed to be sold. While this may have caused some
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C5

C6

Cc7

C8

C9

confusion, DEIR preparers were concerned that including the Hunters Point plant in the
tables could also cause confusion. Capacity factors for Hunters Point are included in the
DEIR Tables of Attachment G (e.g., see Table G-1, 1999 Baseline). Also please see
response to Comment C3.

See responses to Comments C3 and C4. The Hunters Point plant is assumed to be
operating in the 1999 Baseline (see Table G-1) and also in the 1999 Analytical Maximum
(see Table G-4, which shows the Potrero plant at its Analytical Maximum). Given the
agreement between PG& E and San Francisco, Hunters Point is not assumed to operate at
its Analytical Maximum (as shown in a sensitivity modeling run reported in Table G-5),
but is assumed to operate at a minimum level to support system reliability (see

Table G-18).

In order to conservatively portray potential 2005 cumulative impacts, the Hunters Point
plant is assumed to be retired and replaced with a new power plant as of 2005. Footnote 1
on page 5-3 of the DEIR discusses in more detail the timing of the closure of Hunters Point
Power Plant. The information discusses the steps that would need to be taken and makes it
clear that the exact year of closure of the Hunters Point plant is not known.

There was no “forecast” closure date assumed in the DEIR for the Hunters Point plant for
any of the operating scenarios. However, it was assumed for al of the cumulative future
scenarios that the plant would be closed by 2005. Thisisbased onaJuly 9, 1998
agreement between PG& E and the City and County of San Francisco in which PG& E
agreed to permanently shut down the Hunters Point plant as soon as the facility isno
longer needed to sustain electric reliability in San Francisco and the surrounding area. The
agreement provides that the City and PG& E will advocate the expeditious devel opment of
generation and/or transmission facilities to replace the Hunters Point plant. Therefore, all
of the variants examined in the cumulative analysis presented in the DEIR assume that
Hunters Point is no longer operating by 2005 (see Table 5.2). As of 2005, the Hunters
Point plant is assumed to be replaced, even in the No Project Alternative (see DEIR Table
G-2). The Hunters Point plant is assumed to be still operating in 1999, however, which
constitutes the Baseline scenario against which project impacts were assessed.

No difference was assumed for closing dates. See page 1-4 of the DEIR (including
Footnote 1) concerning the DEIR’ s assumptions with respect to the agreement. See
response to Comments C6 and C7 with regard to the timing that was assumed in the DEIR
and see response to Comment C1 regarding the CPUC decision affirming the agreement
reached between PG& E and the City and County of San Francisco regarding the removal
of the Hunters Point plant from the project.

The DEIR did not speculate on the future of Hunters Point plant if the agreement were not
in place. However, the agreement appears to provide impetus for the permitting and
construction of new generation facilities since it ensures that the Hunters Point plant will
be closed onceit is no longer required for reliability purposes. However, as also noted, it
is possible that the Hunters Point plant will not close precisely by 2005; the cumulative
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C10

Ci1

Ci12

impacts analysis of the DEIR does not depend on the projects assumed within it having
occurred by any particular year. The EIR assumesthat, in light of the agreement, new
generation and/or transmission capacity to replace the Hunters Point plant will be in place
by 2005. As stated in Footnote 1 on page 5-3 of the DEIR, permitting and construction of
anew generation or transmission facilities normally take approximately 2-3 years and 2
years, respectively.

Asameans of providing further clarification to the scope of this EIR, the following
paragraph is hereby added after the end of the first full paragraph on page 4.5-56 of the
DEIR and after the second paragraph on page 5-4 of the DEIR:

This EIR has been limited to an examination of the project proposed by PG& E
namely, the sale of three fossil-fueled power plants and PG& E’ s geothermal
facilities. It haslooked at potential environmental impacts of the sale of these plants
and the change in the BAAQMD’ s Regulation 9, Rule 11 necessary to alow such a
sale. ThisEIR has considered, as part of its analysis of potential cumulative
impacts, the addition of generation in San Francisco. However, nothing in the EIR is
or purportsto be areview of the potential environmental impacts of development or
repowering of any of the sites PG& E is selling in alevel of detail sufficient for
siting, permitting, or project approval of such future development or repowering.
This EIR is not intended to substitute for any analysis of the air quality issues that
may need to be considered by the BAAQMD when it preparesits next clean air plan.

The DEIR does not assume that the San Francisco Energy Facility (SFEF) will be built by
2005. The modeling performed for 2005 does assume that the Hunters Point plant will be
closed by 2005 because a new replacement facility in San Francisco will be on line by that
time. The DEIR considers two alternative cumulative scenarios for replacing the Hunters
Point plant: (1) construction of a new 480 MW plant and (2) construction of a new

240 MW plant (which could be the proposed 240 MW SFEF plant, or could be a separate,
newly proposed 240 MW plant), together with a new transmission line to serve

San Francisco (see DEIR page 5-5, first paragraph). All new power plant equipment is
assumed to be typical of current proposed construction featuring, for example, Genera
Electric’s Frame 7G design turbines.

No specific assumption is made as to where such a new facility would be located, except
that it would be “north of the Martin Substation in San Mateo County, including anywhere
within the City and County of San Francisco” (DEIR page 5-4). The DEIR also
recognized on page 5-4 that new generating facilities “ could be located on the same site as,
or adjacent to, the Potrero Power Plant and could thus be considered an expansion of that
plant.” The analysis of cumulative environmental impacts specifically considered the
effects of collocating a new plant with the Potrero plant (see DEIR pages 5-22 through
5-39).

It isunderstood that the SFEF proponents did consider other sites before settling on the
two that were put forward by the proponents during the CEC siting proceeding for that
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C13

Ci4

C15

Ci16

C17

facility, and that other biddersin the CPUC Biennial Resource Planning Update of the
early 1990s may have aso considered other sites. It isnot known if either of the SFEF
proposed sites were considered suitable for a480 MW facility, double the size of the
proposed SFEF. Any new power plant site is subject to the CEC permitting process, as
well as project-specific environmental review under CEQA.

As discussed above in responses C10 and C11, the DEIR analyzes such cumulative
impacts throughout Section 5.3 (beginning on page 5-16 of the DEIR). The impacts are
discussed in Section 5.3.2 for the 2005 Cumulative Analytical Maximum (assuming a new
480 MW plant in San Francisco) and in Section 5.3.3 for Cumulative Variant 1 (assuming
transmission line upgrades and a new 240 MW plant in San Francisco).

To incorporate a new plant, a switchyard would be needed for “ step-up transformers’ that
increase the voltage of the generator output to alevel compatible with the PG& E
transmission system. Furthermore, transmission lines from the new plant’s switchyard
would need to connect with PG& E’ stransmission or distribution system in San Francisco.
The switchyard at either the Potrero plant or the Hunters Point plant would provide an
electrically ideal place to connect the new plant to the transmission and distribution grid.
However, the CCSF-PG& E Agreement makes the use of the Hunters Point plant
switchyard unlikely. Very likely, a new transmission line connecting the new plant to
existing lines would be required, as was proposed for connection with the proposed SFEF
facility. The connection would likely be at an existing substation; however, depending
upon the location of the new plant, it may be more economical to construct a new
substation to accommodate the new plant and any associated transmission line constructed
for that plant.

There are no known firm constraints limiting the choice of substations with which a new
facility might connect. However, concerns about common mode failures or localized
disruptive events suggest that it would be preferable for the new plant not to share a
common feed with the Potrero Power Plant. Thiswould ensure that a single transmission
line failure would not disable both the Potrero plant and the new plant.

Except for considerations described in the response to Comment C15, a new generator
could connect at the Potrero substation, especially if PG& E completes the planned
underground cable extension between the Potter and Hunters Point substations. The DEIR
only analyzed construction of anew plant at a general program level, and the CPUC did
not conduct studies to determine the feasibility of constructing a new plant and related
transmission facilitiesin San Francisco. Therefore, the DEIR did not consider what other
substations could be used for connecting a new plant to the grid. Presumably, the new
plant could connect to any point in PG& E’ s transmission or distribution system north of
the Martin Substation, provided that the new owner could obtain right-of-way and permits
for constructing the new facilities.

The agreement between PG& E and the City does specify that its purpose is to accelerate
the permanent closure of the Hunters Point plant, and it precludes building a new

Final Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Environmental Science Associates
Electric Company’s Application No. 98-01-008 C&R-64 November 16, 1998



2. WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

C18

C19

C20

generation facility at the Hunters Point site. Implementation of the agreement, however, is
not related to the current application and is expected to occur with or without the proposed
divestiture. These points of the agreement are identified on page 1-4 of the DEIR, within
Section 1.2.3.

The agreement between the City and County of San Francisco and PG& E to close the
Hunters Point Power Plant states that “ The City and PG& E will advocate the expeditious
development of capacity (generation and/or transmission) to replace the Hunters Point
Power Plant in order to ensure continues electric reliability in San Francisco in a manner
[that] minimizes adverse community and environmental impacts.” The precise studies that
will be prepared and the planning process that will be used in the decision-making process
for replacing the Hunters Point Power Plant is unknown at this time, and are not within
purview of the CPUC. However, it stands to reason, and the shared jurisdictions of the
various agencies suggest, that significant coordination will be needed prior to constructing
any facility improvements. If an Application for Certification with the CEC is required
(whichis highly likely, given that the CEC reviews all new construction or repowering
resulting in an increase in generating capacity of 50 MW or more), then that coordination
will largely take place among government agencies through the CEC'’ s siting process.
Additionally, the Western Regional Transmission Association would be involved in the
planning of any transmission facilities, if only to determine whether other parties should
sharein the cost of construction of the new facilities. Both of these planning processes are
open to the public. PG& E may conduct its own planning process for replacing Hunters
Point generation, which would not necessarily be open to the public, but any new
construction would require permits from government agencies, and the permitting
processes for such permits would be open to the public. The CPUC is not aware of any
particular existing commitments by agencies or firms to perform system planning studies.

It is correct that the 1SO lacks the authority to order construction of a new facility. The

I SO does, however, have the authority to preclude the premature closure of the Hunters
Point plant (beforeit is replaced and system reliability ensured) aslong asit remains as a
designated must-run facility.

As noted in response to Comment C2, the project subject to review by the DEIR does not
include the divestiture, the closure or the replacement of the Hunters Point Power Plant. In
light of the CCSF-PG& E agreement, however, the DEIR assumes that the Hunters Point
plant will be operated in 1999 at a minimum level to ensure system reliability (see footnote
“c” in Table 4.5-26 on page 4.5-57). Alsoin light of the agreement, the DEIR 2005
cumulative impacts analysis assumes that the Hunters Point plant will be replaced and will
be retired when it is no longer needed to support reliability requirements for San

Francisco. The DEIR thus analyzes the effect of the CCSF-PG& E agreement by
considering the environmental impacts of various future scenarios that could occur when
the Hunters Point Power Plant is closed (see response to Comment C1).

See responses to Comments C3, C4, and C5.
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C21 Asnoted in response to Comments C7 and C19, it has been assumed throughout the DEIR
that the Hunters Point Power Plant will be retired when the facility is no longer needed to
sustain electric reliability in San Francisco and the surrounding area and the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) has authorized PG& E to terminate PG& E’'s
Reliability Must Run Agreement (RMRA) for the facility. The agreement between PG& E
and the City and County of San Francisco governing the retirement of Hunters Point was
signed by PG& E and the Mayor of San Francisco, and approved by the San Francisco
Board of Supervisors and the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. On October 8,
1998, the CPUC approved the agreement (Decision No. 98-10-029). The projected
retirement of the Hunters Point plant will occur regardless of whether or how the proposed
project isimplemented; it is a separate action unrelated to the proposed project.
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Sept. 10, 1998

BRUCE KANESHIRO, PROJECT MANAGER
c/o Environmental Science Assoc.

225 Bush St., Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104

re, PG&E Application for Divestiture Draft EIR
Public Comment PLANTS 13 and 16 LAKE COUNTY

Dear Mr. Kaneshiro:

[Begin D1]

Please be advised that our community was greatly impacted by the planning and construction of
plants 13 and 16 in the county of Lake, and that this community was very activein this process
and the siting of these plants. We would encourage you to assure us that the safety and security
of our community is maintained at all times.

[End D1]

Yourstruly,

Meriel Medrano, Manager
ANDERSON, SPRINGS COMMUNITY SERVICE DISTRICT
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REGIONAL AND LOCAL AGENCIES

D. ANDERSON SPRINGS COMMUNITY SERVICE DISTRICT

D1 ThisEIR was undertaken to ensure that environmental impacts resulting from the transfer
of ownership of four PG& E power plants (including the commenter’ s specific concern of
Units 13 and 16 at the Geysers) are identified and any significant impacts mitigated where
feasible. The EIR addresses environmental aspects of community safety and security as
related to the proposed sale of the Geysers units, including Units 13 and 16. Note that the
DEIR concludes that, with implementation of the mitigation measures proposed in the
DEIR, there will be no local significant impacts.
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September 21, 1998

Bruce Kaneshiro,

CPUC EIR Project Manager
California Public Utilities Commission
c/o Environmental Science Associates
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104-4207

RE: Comments on CPUC Draft EIR on PG& E Divestiture Project, Application #98-01-008
Dear Mr. Kaneshiro,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the California Public Utility Commission (CPUC)
draft environmental impact report (EIR) analyzing the potential environmental impacts of the
divestiture of three of the four Bay Areafossil-fuel power plants currently owned by PG&E. As
you know, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District continues to follow closely the
CPUC’ simplementation of the restructuring of the electric utility industry, as mandated by state
law, AB 1890. District staff has participated in meetings on divestiture with CPUC staff, and
more recently at the CPUC community meeting and public hearing held on August 24, 1998 and
September 15, 1998, respectively.

[Begin E1]

The draft EIR is an ambitious effort to forecast future potentia significant environmental
impacts of the sale of these Bay Area electric utility boiler power plants. The District wishesto
comment on and clarify some of the points raised in the report. First, the draft EIR analyzes, as
one of its cases, the scenario of uncontrolled NOx emissions from these plants as aresult of
deregulation. The argument is that the new owner of one or more of these power plants would be
exempt under industry restructuring because the plant(s) would no longer be *a CPUC regulated
utility.” While the CPUC is absolutely correct in including these scenario to help ensure that
their review is as complete as possible under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
the EIR should clarify that thisisan unlikely scenario. The District is committed to modifying
its Regulation 9, Rule 11 so that the rule will continue to apply to these power plants, regardless
to ownership. Interested parties will get public notices thisfall to discuss the proposed necessary
rule changes. Theintent isto achieve NOx reductions at least equivalent to the current rule, with
the same emission limits and deadlines as the current system wide schedule. The prohibition on
oil burning, which will minimize fine particulate PM10/PM 2.5 and toxic emissions, will of
course also beretained in therule.

[End E1]

[Begin E2]

The draft EIR uses the concept of an analytical maximum to forecast future emissions, using
plausible maximum future power plant generating rates with increased power demand and a
25 percent below market cost natural gas fuel supply. The report should emphasize that this
concept is areasonable worst case upper bound and not alikely case.
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[End E2]

[Begin EJ]

The draft EIR predicts a possible exceedance of the federal 1-hour NOx standard near the
Pittsburg power plant in 1999 (Table 4.5-32). The report should modify this prediction by noting
that the background NO, level used already includes much of the power plant’s emission
contribution, and hence there is some double counting. We suggest that more refined modeling
would show that this predicted excessis an artifact. In any event, the phenomenon is at worst
only temporary, as the Regulation 9, Rule 11 standards becomes more stringent in subsequent
years.

[End E3]

[Begin E4]

The draft forecasts that future emissions of toxic air contaminants from each of the power plants
to be sold, even under the analytical maximum scenario, will remain well under the significance
thresholds of risk assessment. Nevertheless, members of the public have asked how far the area
of maximum impact is from each plant. A clarifying discussion around Table 4.5-34 would be
helpful.

[End E4]

[Begin E5]

The draft EIR estimates that future emissions of reactive organic gases, nitrogen oxides, and
particulate matter from the power plantsin 2000 and 2003 under the analytical maximum
scenario may be higher than the forecasts in the District’s 1997 Clean Air Plan (Tables 4.5-35,
36, and 37). However, it should be explained that plan forecasts intentionally do not use aworst
case scenario for each industry sector; otherwise the cumulative total of these sectors would
result in a grossly overestimated basin inventory. Furthermore, the 1997 Plan did not
incorporate aspects of electricity utility industry restructuring not then known. The District will
review the plant forecasts as part of its preparation for the 2000 Clean Air Plan.

[End E5]

[Begin E6]

The draft EIR notes that increasing the generating capacity or repowering of any of the existing
units at the power plants, up to 49 megawatts, would be exempt from California Energy
Commission (CEC) approval (page 3-4). Please note that even anominal increase in capacity of
agenerating unit would subject it to District new source review with its attendant more stringent
Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and emission offset requirements.

[End E6]

[Begin E7]

Finally, the draft EIR reports on the recent agreement between PG& E and the City and County of
San Francisco, for the utility company not to sell the Hunters Point power plant. With the late
removal of the Hunters Point plant from the divestiture application to the CPUC, and technically
from the project under CEQA, much of the completed environmental assessment information on
Hunters Point was apparently not included in the draft EIR. However, because there is no date
certain for the shutdown of the Hunters Point plant and because continued operation or
curtailment of the plant will impact operation of at least the Potrero power plant, the CPUC
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should consider afuller discussion of the various Hunters Point operational scenarios and
impacts, perhapsincluding some of the detailed analysesin areport appendix.
[End E7]

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. We look forward to continue working
with the CPUC and other interested parties throughout the CEQA process on the proposed PG& E
divestiture project. If you wish to discuss any of the foregoing comments, please call Kenneth
Lim, Principal Air Quality Engineer, at (415) 749-4710.

Very truly yours,

Ellen Garvey
Executive Officer/Air Pollution Control Officer

cc:. Peter Venturini, ARB
David, Maul, CEC
Christie McManus, PG& E

EG:KL:KI
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E. BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

El

E2

E3

E4

E5

E6

The DEIR examined NO, emissions under two different regulatory scenarios (i.e., with
modifications to BAAQMD Regulation 9, Rule 11 and without such modifications) to
ensure CEQA analysis of all possible project implementation scenarios. Itis
acknowledged in the DEIR (e.g., on page 4.5-53) that the BAAQMD intends to modify
Regulation 9, Rule 11 to ensure its continued applicability to all of the electric utility
steam boilers at the four Bay Area power plants, regardless of whether they are utility-
owned. The NO, emissions scenario that does not include such modification can therefore
be considered a worst-case scenario.

The DEIR does note on page 4.5-55 that the analytical maximum scenario is “extremely
unlikely” to be atrue operating scenario. It was used to provide a conservative analysis or,
as noted in the comment, a reasonable worst-case upper bound case.

Thetable referred to by the commenter (Table 4.5-32 on page 4.5-68 of the DEIR) projects
an exceedance of the state 1-hour nitrogen dioxide standard in 1999, not of the federa
1-hour NOy, standard. A more refined analysis has been carried out since the release of the
DEIR. The new analysisindicates that the 1-hour nitrogen dioxide standard will not be
exceeded. See Response to comment B11 for details on the analysis.

Based on the modeling results, the maximum offsite impacts for al three plants are
relatively near the facilities, ranging from 0.5 to 1.5 miles away. At other locations that
are beyond this zone, the estimated concentrations are much lower, principally because of
dilution of pollutants in the atmosphere. Sensitive receptors, such as schoolsin ther
regions around the plants, were included in the modeling analysis, and the impacts at these
sensitive receptors were found to be less than significant.

The commenter is correct in noting that different approaches are used in developing
emissions forecasts for a basin-wide plan compared to a project-specific CEQA analysis
because they serve different purposes. While a reasonable worst-case approach is
appropriate for the latter, it may lead to illogical policiesif used for the former. Itis
acknowledged that one of the reasons that the power plant emissions forecasts included in
the '97 Clean Air Plan differ from those presented in the DEIR is that much of the
information concerning the effects of electric utility restructuring and power plant
divestiture had not been devel oped yet to allow for incorporation of that information by the
BAAQMD into the’97 Clean Air Plan. The fact that BAAQMD will review regiona
emissions forecasts, including power plant emissions, and amend the regional air quality
strategy, if hecessary, lends support to the conclusion that the project’s potential
inconsistency with the regional air quality plan would be atemporary effect.

The commenter is correct that even nominal increases in capacity would require new
source review by the BAAQMD. As noted in the second to the last sentence of the second
bulleted item on page 3-4 of the DEIR, any expansion or repowering of generating units
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(even under 49 MW) “would reguire issuance of new permits and accompanying
environmental review.”

E7 Pleaserefer to responses to Comments C4 and C5.
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September 21, 1998

President Richard A. Bilas

CA Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102-3298

Dear Sir:

We are grateful for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
regarding the proposed divestiture of the Potrero Power Plant, and to articulate again the City
and PG& E’s mutual objectives. These abjectives include ensuring that the Potrero Plant is
operated in an environmentally appropriate way, that the Hunters Point Plant is shut down as
soon as possible, and that regulators and power procedures are responsive to community
concerns.

[Begin F1]

The City’ s main concerns regarding the divestiture, as analyzed in the Draft EIR, are the
potential for human health effects due to increased particul ate emissions and the regional
implications of increased emissions of ozone precursors. San Franciscans should not haveto
endure the magnitude of increased emissions dismissed in this report asinconsequential. The
public health of our citizens, and the attractiveness of the Bay Area as a place to do business, are
inexorably tied to the quality of air we breathe and our attainment of environmental policy goals.

| encourage the State to consider these potential consequences in more depth, and to impose
necessary mitigation measures. Appropriate measures may include (1) limiting Potrero Plant
operations; and/or (2) obtaining air emission credits by achieving emission reductionsin the
local area.

[End F1]

Sincerely,
/9

Kofi S. Bonner
Chief Economic Policy Advisor

cc. Gordon R. Smith, President & CEO
Pacific Gas & Electric Company
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September 21, 1998

Mr. Bruce Kaneshiro

CPUC EIR Project Manager

¢/o Environmental Science Associates
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104-4207

RE: Comments on the Draft EIR on PG& E’ s Electric Generation Asset Divestiture, A.988-01-
008

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above referenced document. This|etter and
attachments provide the City and County of San Francisco’s comments regarding the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). Asyou will see, our greatest concern istheincreasein air
emissions that will result from the project and potential adverse health impacts. We believe that
the final EIR should address thisissue in more depth, particularly with regard to local impacts
and feasible mitigation measures. Our comments al so address other areas including the use of
the Analytical Maximum, land use, water resources, and hazards.

General/Summary Comments:

[Begin F2]
Thefinal EIR should identify, for any new power plants or transmission capacity that is
assumed, the specific year in which these additions or replacements are assumed to be
fully operational.

[End F2]

[Begin F3]

. Inthefinal EIR please ensure that there is a clear correlation between the tablesin the
Executive Summary (Tables S.1, S.3, S.4, S.5, S.6, and Part of S.6) and the tablesin
Appendix G. For example, in Table S-1, the column headings should indicate the tablesin
Appendix G relied upon. Similar annotations to Appendix G should be provided for the
remaining tables in the Executive Summary.

[End F3]

[Begin F4]

. The Draft EIR correctly points out the massive changes that are occurring in the utility
industry herein California. In order to not underestimate the potential impact of these
changed conditions, the environmental impacts of divestiture in the final EIR should start
from an analysis of each divested plant’simpact, based upon the plant’s physical
maximum output. This physical maximum output would be the maximum electricity each
plant could produce, taking into account down times due to forced outages, maintenance
periods, and any permit restrictions. Additional comments on this item are contained in
Exhibit A, attached.

[End F4]
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[Begin F5]
Page S-11, Section S.6 (Cumulative Impacts): For Alternatives 2A and 2B, what are the
underlying assumptions and data for the Y ear 20057

[End F5]

[Begin F6]

: Page S-16: The DEIR concludes that “the environmentally superior alternative to the
project isacombination of Alternative 2A, the bundling of Potrero, Contra Costa and
Pittsburg and Alternative 3, the sale of the Geysers plant to the steam field operators. . .
The magnitude of the impacts would be less than with the project, but the levels of
significance of the impacts would be identical to the project.” This paragraph should be
expanded to indicate: 1) what specific environmental impacts are decreased with
Alternatives 2A and 2B and what isthe level of decrease and 2) what is meant by the
phrase “the levels of significance of the impacts would be identical”?

[End F6]

[Begin F7]

. Page S-21, Table S6; Also P. S-31, Table S2: Impact 4.5.5 is designated as significant for
the proposed project and for Alternative 2A and 2B. For the proposed project the footnote
states that the impact is “unavoidable’. What is meant by unavoidable? As explained
below in the discussion on air quality, thisimpact can be mitigated. The reference to
“unavoidable” should be deleted and Impact 4.5.5 identified as“S/M” -- “a potentially
significant impact; impact would be reduced aless than significant by mitigation measures
required in thisreport.” The final EIR should then add a discussion of available mitigation
measures (plant output limits, emission offsets).

[End F7]

[Begin F8]
As discussed above re page S-16, greater explanation is needed for the designation of “L”
and “G” for Alternative 2.

[End F8]

Land Use and Planning

[Begin F9]
Figure 4.1-1 (page 4.1-3) and Figure 4.1-4 (page 4.1-8) should be amended to delete the
pipeline to the Pier 70 Marine terminal and the terminal from the Potrero Plant site. Those
properties are owned by the Port of San Francisco and will not be transferred with the sale.
PG& E must seek an assignment of their lease to the purchase of the Potrero Plant.

[End F9]

Water Resources

[Begin F10]
Section 4.4.2 (Local Setting) should discuss the environmental impact issues identified in
the significance criteria presented in Section 4.4.3 (flood hazards, storm water runoff,
public water supplies, water quality, and groundwater resources), especialy the
contribution of each plant to surface and groundwater quality and condition. Discussing
these issues will provide support for the impact conclusions described in Section 4.4.4.
[End F10]
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[Begin F11]

: For the Potrero Plant, the final EIR should include a figureillustrating monitoring wells
and outfalls (in this or the Hazards section), and include any water quality datafrom those
wells, if the information is necessary to support the impact analysis. This could be as brief
asalist of chemicals of concern present in the water, with the data and figures provided in
an appendix.[End F11] [Begin F12]The final EIR should also include a summary of
chemicals discharged and a discussion of any NPDES compliance issues.[End F12]

[Begin F13]
Impact 4.4-2 (page 4.4-15) introduces a new significance criteria-- violation of state or
federal effluent limitations. This criteria should be included in Section 4.4.3.

[End F13]

[Begin F14]
Section 4.4.4 should be expanded to address the proposed project’ s anticipated effect on
each of the impact topicsidentified by the significance criteriain Section 4.4.3. Impacts
should be discussed separately for each of the plants.

[End F14]

[Begin F15]
Some of the existing NPDES permits will expire during the period covered by the impacts
analysis. Thefinal EIR should clarify whether the analysis assumes that the RWQCB will
renew the permits without modification and the basis for this assumption.

[End F15]

[Begin F16]
Page 4.4-6 (Potrero Plant): this section should cross-reference Part 4.4.9 (Hazards), and
vice-versa, since there are magjor environmental contamination issues associated with the
groundwater setting.

[End F16]

Air Quality

[Begin F17]

. It was difficult to determine which version of the must-run contract for Hunters Point is
assumed in the DEIR. Thefinal EIR should assume version C, given PG& E’s Agreement
with CCSF.[End F17] [Begin F18]Thefina EIR should also clearly state how by
PG& E/City Agreement regarding the shutdown of Hunter’ s Point affects the assumptions
and conclusionsin this chapter. 1f the CPUC has not approved the PG& E Amendment
regarding the Agreement by the time of the issuance of the fina EIR, then the EIR should
discuss how the scope of the project and impacts might change.[End F18]

[Begin F19]

: Thefinal EIR should clarify what air quality retrofits are assumed and in what year. For
any retrofits assumed to have occurred in 1998, the final EIR should check that such
retrofits have actually been accomplished.

[End F19]

[Begin F20]

. The figures attached as Exhibit B represent CCSF' s understanding of the emissions data
assumed in the DEIR. Are these emissions calculations correct? Similar charts should be
included in the final EIR.

[End F20]
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[Begin F21]

: What measures are proposed to ensure that the actual emissions do not exceed those stated
inthe DEIR? The City suggests that regular monitoring and dissemination of monitoring
results.

[End F21]

[Begin F22]

. Asindicated on p. 4.5-18, the BAAQMD Regulation 9, Rule 11 establishes NOx emission
rate limits for power plants within itsjurisdiction. It isour understanding that any new
operator of these power plants will be required to operate in compliance with these NOx
emission rates, even if the new owner only purchases one plant. In year 2005, the NOx
emission rate limit under the “bubble” option is 0.018 pounds per million BTU. However,
several scenarios referenced in Appendix G indicate that thislimit is not satisfied.
Specificaly, in Tables G-2 and G-8, the average NOx emissions for the Pittsburg facility
are 0.020 Ib/mmBTu; and in Tables G-6, and G-17, the average NOx emissions for the
Pittsburg facility are 0.023 Ib/mmBUT.

[End F22]

[Begin F23]

. Part 4.5.4 (Sgnificance Criteria), page 4.5-50, second full paragraph: Given the
projected increase in 1999 Potrero Plant emissions relative to the no-project baseline (for
example, a56.8% increase in NOx), did the CPUC consider whether the local area’ s air
quality-related health burdens constitute a“ special circumstance” for significance
considerations? If not, why not?

[End F23]

[Begin F24]

. Part 4.5.4 (Sgnificance Criteria), page 4.5-50, Criteria #1: The significance criteriado
not appear to account for the Bay Area s non-attainment status for ozone and particulate
matter (listed in Table 4.5-2, “ Air Basin Attainment/Non-Attainment Designations’)> For
example, “Prevention of Significant Deterioration” (PSD) is a standard typically used for
attainment areas; “New Source Review” (NSR) istypically used in non-attainment area.
Are PSD standards used for all criteria pollutants? If so, what isthe rationale? (For
example, one differenceis that significance under an NSR standard can be triggered by
100 additional tons/year of NOx; the Potrero Plant would emit 610 additional tons/year at
the Analytical Maximum). Generally, it seemsthat the analysis should reflect the area’s
non-attainment status because more stringent analyses may be appropriate for non-
attainment pollutants.[End F24] [Begin F25]Also, were the numerical criteriafor PM-10
significance derived from BAAQMD Regulations or other sources?[End F25]

[Begin F26]
Table 4.5-26: Please explain the difference between the Hunters Point emissions levelsin
thistable and in Table G-1 (334 v. 210 tons NOx/year). Which levels were used to
determine significance?

[End F26]

[Begin F27]
Page 4.5-32: Even assuming that fossil-fueled plants would emit mainly particles PM2.5
or smaller, the DEIR analysis may be incomplete, since it does not appear to have
accounted for the secondary formation of PM2.5 from NOx and ROG emissions.

[End F27]
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[Begin F28]
Page 4.5-62: The DEIR appears to analyze only the primary impacts of NOx and PM.
The DEIR does not evaluate the secondary pollutant formation of ozone and particulate
matter (for example, by using a photochemical model such as CAMxO or UAMV). What
isthe rationale for not conducting such an evaluation?

[End F28]

[Begin F29]

: Page 4.5-75, first full paragraph: The last sentence of the paragraph states: “Based on the
converse to that concept, the contribution of divestiture to overall cumulative ambient risk
would be less than significant because the project-specific impact would be less than
significant.” This approach contradicts the purpose of a cumulative impacts analysis.
CEQA callsfor agencies to identify situations where impacts in themselves are not
significant, but could contribute to a significant effect in combination with the impacts of
other projects.

[End F29]

[Begin F30]

. Mitigation Measure 4.5-5 (page 4.5-81): The DEIR concludes that even if Regulation 9,
Rule 11 or its equivalent were applied to the divested plants, the 1997 Clean Air Plan
would not be met if the plants were operated at the Analytical Maximum, and that thisisa
significant, unavoidable, temporary (until Year 2003) impact. No mitigation is proposed.
As shown in the charts attached as Exhibit B, the increase in emissions will be substantial,
especially on acumulative basis. The impact of these increased emissions can be
mitigated by at least the following means: (1) restricting operating hours and/or (2)
obtaining air emissions offsets. Thefina EIR should include these or other mitigation
measures to ensure less than significant levels of emissions.[End F30] [Begin F31]In
addition, emissions after 2003 will still increase substantially with the project, as opposed
to no project. Absent enforceable mitigation, what assurance is there that the emissions
will not in fact be higher than projected after 2003, and thus trigger a significant
impact?[End F31]

[Begin F32]
Page 4.5-70 (Cumulative (2015) Bay Area Analysis: In order to produce avalid
cumulative impacts analysis, the mobile and project sources for all criteria pollutants
should be added together and the effects evaluated (as was done for carbon monoxide).
[End F32]

Hazards

[Begin F33]

: The analysis of hazards related to contamination of soil and groundwater at the Potrero
Plant site isinadequate, and is not based on detailed information available at the time of
publication of the DEIR. The Potrero Plant site is known to have substantial soil and
groundwater contamination issues, as the Phase |1 report published in June 1998 (“Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment: Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Potrero Power Pant,
“by Fluor Daniel GTI) acknowledges.

[End F33]

[Begin F34]
Section 4.9.1 (Regional Setting), page 4.9-1 et seq: This section discusses the regulatory
framework for hazardous materials and site remediation (although omitting reference to
Proposition 65 and local ordinances), but not any specific setting information. Please
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include a summary of environmental conditions at and surrounding each plant. The final
EIR should identify whether there any underground storage tanks present on the Potrero
property and should also indicate that polyaromatic hydrocarbons were found at the former
manufactured gas plant facility at Potrero.

[End F34]

[Begin F35]
Page 4.9-4 (Hazardous Materials And Waste): Please discuss asbestos, PCB'’ s |ead-based
paint and electromagnetic fields at the Potrero Plant in order to support the significance
conclusions.

[End F35]

[Begin F36]

: Page 4.9-5 (Potential Ste Contamination): Please reference the Phase 11 report published
in June 1998 (“Phase Il environmental Site Assessment: Pacific Gas and Electric
Company, Potrero Plant,” by Fluor Daniel GTI).[End F36] [Begin F37]Isthere a schedule
for remediation of the Potrero Plant site? If so, this should be included in the final
EIR.[End F37] [Begin F38]Did the PEA done by PG& E determineif the site poses any
current hazards to human health or the environment? If so, this should be discussed in the
final EIR.[End F38]

[Begin F39]
Page 4.9-6, second full paragraph: What is the current status of the “material recognized
environmental conditions?’

[End F39]

[Begin F40]
Page 4.9-6, second full paragraph and page 4.9-15, third full paragraph: Is PG& E doing
the Phase Il assessment and risk assessment voluntarily, or has it been directed to do these
by aregulatory agency? If so, which regulatory agency isit? Who will determine what
cleanup isrequired, and when it is performed?

[End F40]

[Begin F41]
Impact 4.9-1 (page 4.9-14): What factors related to divestiture would accelerate
remediation efforts at the Potrero Plant?End F41] [Begin F42]What are the regul atory
requirements that would require remediation by either the purchaser or PG& E?[End F42]

[Begin F43]

: The DEIR does not address how divestiture could affect the potential remedies proposed in
the Phase Il report for the Potrero Plant. For example, the Highest Ranking Alternative for
Remedial Issue 1 -- Soil and Groundwater in the Central Site Areawould require a plant
shutdown of up to 30 days (see page 84 of the Phase Il report). The final EIR should
address the Phase |1 report and how such a shutdown relates to the “must-run” and
economic assumptions of the analysis. The report estimates atotal of over $33 millionin
required remediation, so it is not aminor issue. If remediation is not accomplished prior to
shutdown of the Hunters Point Plant, would a less-protective remedial aternative
eventually have to be implemented because of the Potrero Plant’ s role in maintaining the
San Francisco Operating Criteriareliability?

[End F43]
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[Begin F44]
Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 (page 4.9-17): The DEIR assumes early cleanup. The City is
concerned, however, that divestiture could result in lesstimely and less effective
remediation because of changesin site control, loss of access to records, introduction of
new potentially responsible parties, and the lesser ability of a purchaser in a deregulated
environment to absorb substantial increases in remediation costs.

[End F44]

[Begin F45]
Pages 4.9-16 and 17 summarize PG& E’ s intentions regarding retention of legal
responsibility for cleanup and describe a process of regulatory oversight that it intends to
follow. However, Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 only calls for PG& E to submit each plant’s
Risk Assessment to the CPUC and to the purchaser. In addition, the fourth full paragraph
on page 3-5 states that “issues associated with the liability for environmental cleanup are
expected to be resolved contractually between each new owner and PG&E.”

An expression of intent by PG& E is inadequate, by itself, to assure that the sites will be
cleaned up by PG& E once ownership istransferred. The City is concerned that PG& E’'s
proposed responsibility for cleanup could be transferred, diluted, or avoided as a result of
the divestiture unless PG& E enters into binding remediation commitments prior to sale.

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 should indicate requirements that PG& E include each purchase
and sale agreement provisions that implement the assumptions made in the DEIR
regarding PG& E’ s post-transfer responsibilities, and that PG& E will enter into an
enforceable remedaition agreement with one or more appropriate regulatory agencies prior
to transfer of title.

[End F45]

[Begin F46]

: Impact 4.9-3 (page 4.9-19); page 4.9-4: Inthefina EIR, the paragraphs summarizing the
properties of chemicals typically found at the power plants to be divested would be useful
in the setting section. For the Potrero Plant, similar information should be provided for
sodium hypochlorite, sodium bisulfite, and the solvents, degreasers and petrol eum-based
oilsthat, according to the last paragraph on page 4.9-4, are hazardous materials used at the
plant.[End F46] [Begin F47]Lead-based paint is generally considered a hazardous material
where building renovation or demolition is possible, and so should be discussed as
applicable.[End F47]

[Begin F48]
Mitigation Measure 4.9-3 (page 4.9-21): Even though PG& E personnel will continue to
operate the divested plants after title is transferred, three business days seems too short a
time for the new owner to review detailed documents and procedures for which it will be
legally responsible as soon astitleistransferred. The health and safety documents should
be made available to the prospective purchasers sooner.

[End F48]

[Begin F49]
Impact 4.9-5 (page 4.9-23): Site remediation often generates larger quantities of
hazardous waste than typified by operations, although there is no information provided in
the DEIR for these particular sites. Thefinal EIR should clarify how the impact of
remediation waste generation isincluded in Impact 4.9-1.

[End F49]
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[Begin F50]
Impact 4.9-6 (page 4.9-24): The DEIR does not provide information on whether EMF
emissions at any plant would increase as a result of the project’ s assumed higher
operations levels. If there would be increases, then at a minimum the purchaser should be

required to mitigate the emissions in accordance with CPUC policy.
[End F50]

Local Cumulative Impacts

[Begin F51]
Table 5.1 (page 5-12) and Section 4.5 (Air Quality) should rely on acurrent list of local
projects near the Potrero Plant. Please contact the San Francisco Planning Department and
the Port of San Francisco for updates to this list.

[End F51]

[Begin F52]

. The EIR analysis does not appear to fully address the cumulative impacts of the proposed
project in combination with local projects. Several of the local projects listed (and several
that should be added to the list) are localized generators of PM 10 emissions. The
surrounding community has concerns regarding the cumulative effect of these generators
when viewed in combination with the Potrero Plant. Please expand the cumulative impacts
assessment to address thisissue.

[End F52]

Please do not hesitate to call me at (415) 558-6384 if you have questions regarding these
comments, or if | can be of further assistance.

Sincerely,
/s

Hillary E. Gitelman
Environmental Review Officer

cc. Kofi Bonner
Laurie Park
Elaine Warren
Dian M. Grueneich
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Exhibit A
Use of the “ Analytical Maximum” and
Need to Analyze Impacts Under the Physical Maximum

[Begin F53]

The DEIR (p. S-6) indicates that the new owners of the fossil-fueled plants would tend to operate
at higher levels than PG& E’ s continued ownership because of the following three factors: the
portfolio effect; fuel procurement practices; and the ability of new ownersimmediately to
participate in the direct access market. The DEIR also states (page S-8): “The ability of new
owners to participate immediately in the direct access market is akey factor inthisEIR’s
assumption that new owners will tend to operate at higher levels than PG&E.”

The DEIR then proceeds to define an analytical maximum that somehow is supported to take
into account all three of the above factors. The DEIR state: “It is expected that divestiture of the
power plants will create atendency for new owners to operate the plants at higher levelsthanin
the 1999 Baseline Scenario. However, it isnot possible to determine with any precision of
which plants operations would increase at a particular plant.” (p. S-8) The report then definesa
gas price level at which somehow al of the three above factors are considered, even though gas
price level isredly only directly related to the second factor.

Much of the remainder of the DEIR is based upon sophisticated system modeling, which
produces operating levels that result from this arbitrary gas price assumption. However, many
other assumptions also need to be made about the operation of the interconnected system, all of
which can have an impact upon operating levels of the divested plants. Based upon al of these
subjective factors, it isastretch at best to conclude that the resulting “Analytical Maximum” and
modeling results have any correlation to what can reasonably expected to be alimit to future
changes in operations of the plants under divestiture.

[End F53]

[Begin F54]

In comparison, calculation of the operating level based upon the physical maximum, which the
City proposes be included in the final EIR, isan easy exercise. At aminimum, the
environmental effects of plant operation at the physical maximum levels (as defined above),
should be displayed in the final EIR, in addition to those impacts calculated in the DEIR. The
likelihood of reaching the physical maximum level of operation could be also addressed in the
final EIR, so that decision makers can fully evaluate the possible impacts of divestiture.

[End F54]

The following questions and comments supporting our belief that environmental impacts should
at least be investigated at the physical maximum operating level:

[Begin F55]

1. OnpageS-7,the DEIR states that a mgjor assumption isthat: “Both the PX and 1SO
continue to commit and dispatch the plants based upon minimum variable cost of
operation, consistent with the requirements of the San Francisco Operating Criteria
(SFOC) and the Bay Area Reliability Requirements (BARR) and local distribution system
report requirements.” Very little with respect to the PX and the 1SO stays constant these
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days. The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) is holding detailed settlement
discussions with respect to the must run agreements, for al the plants that sell to the 1SO,
including those being divested. In addition, the 1SO, in corporation with the transmission
owners, are developing transmission planning criteriafor the 1SO system asawhole. In
this process, they are trying to reconcile differences between the historical practices of
each of the Transmission Owners and also interpret and apply WSCC and NERC criteria at
alocal level which isachange from past practice.[End F55] [Being F-56]Finally, PG& E
has concurrently proposed major additions to their transmission system in the Bay Area
which are not accounted for in the DEIR analysis.[End F56]

[Begln F57]
other “key assumptions’ in the DEIR involve powerplants being added in San Diego and
Nevada. Tremendous uncertainty exists as to where and when new generation will be
added in the western region. The final EIR should explain what new powerplants are
being assumed, the basis for that assumption, and some indication of how the impact
analysiswould change if either more or fewer new powerplants are developed than is
assumed in the final EIR.

[End F57]

[Begin F58]

3. Section 3.4 of Attachment C describes “Factors that Could Produce Change.” These
factors bolster our position that the final EIR needsto look at physical maximums for the
plants being divested. The DEIR says that such factors are “too speculative to consider at
thistime” but it isnot at all clear that these factors are more unlikely than many of the
assumptions that are included in the Analytical Maximum cases.

[End F58]

[Begin F59]

4.  Aspointed out inthe DEIR, p. C-2: “Thefirst basic premise isthat restructuring as
directed through legislation and Commission decisions will lead to substantial,
fundamental changes in how California’s electric utility system operates.

[End F59]

[Begln F60]
As pointed out in the DEIR, p. C-3, “if an operator can reduce costs by changing operating
mode or reducing cost of fuel by even asmall amount, sales from that unit can rise
substantially.” The DEIR includes on single assumption — the 25% decrease in an owner’s
gas cost —which is evidently meant to capture all of the effects of changesin operating
mode and fuel costs. As explained above, use of a physical maximum in the final EIR will
capture the impact of such changes without requiring numerous additional operation
studies.

[End F60]

[Begln F61]
Section 3.1 and Section 3.2 point out alitany of factorsthat all lead to a conclusion that no
one can predict with any certainty how operation of the divested plants might change. No
attempt is made to indicate how the EIR reader knows that the Analytical Maximum
captures these uncertainties. Use of the physical maximum in the final EIR will account
for these uncertainties.

[End F61]
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Note: Included with this comment were two pages of Exhibit B. Since these cannot be
reasonably duplicated here on this web page they are not available electronically.
Should the viewer require a copy of these, please contact{Webmaster for a printed copy.
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September 17, 1998

Hillary Gitelman

Office of Environmental Review
Department of City Planning
1660 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Gitelman:

The San Francisco Department of Public Health has reviewed the Draft Environmental |mpact
Report (EIR) for the Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Application for Authorization to Sell
Certain Generating Plants and Related Assets Application No. 98-01-008. We are specifically
concerned with the sale of the Potrero Plant in San Francisco. We would like to provide you
with the following written comments on the EIR:

Comment 1. General Comment

[Begin F62]

Overall, we found the assessment of health impacts due to the anticipated changesin local air
quality was limited. The report based its significance criteria mainly on existing administrative
rules that set permissible exposure increments and limits. This approach ignores the breadth of
human health effects that have been associated with specific air pollutants, and it ignores the
concept of alinear dose-effect response relationship between these adverse health outcomes and
incremental increasesin pollution.[End F62] [Begin F63]A more complete risk assessment
process of this project should reflect the avalable scientific evidence and should address the
following:

A. Separate risk characterizations should be made for each criteriaair pollutant. Thisis most
important for “non-attainment” pollutants, 0zone and particulates, but also relevant for
nitrogen oxides for which emissions increases are the greatest.

[End F63]

[Begin F64]
B. Risk assessment should be done on aregional aswell aslocal level.
[End F64]

[Begin F65]
C. Exposed populations should be identified and located, and sensitive subpopulations should
be estimated.

[End F65]

[Begin F66]

D. The most sensitive health outcome for each pollutant should be as determined from
consideration of all of the outcomes studies in the epidemiologic literature (i.e., cardio-
respiratory mortality, hospital admissions and emergency room visits, exacerbation of
chronic respiratory disease, etc.).

[End F66]
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[Begin F67]

E. The population health burden for incremental exposure changes should be estimated utilizing
the slope of the exposure-response relationship, the population at risk and background
outcome frequency.

[End F67]

We believe the approach outlined above is feasible and would provide aless ambiguous estimate
of the population health impact of the proposed project.

[Begin F68]
Comment 2. Page4.5-6 Last paragraph

A. The paragraph summarizing the health effects of PM 10 and PM2.5 should distinguish
between health impacts due to chronic and acute exposure to PM 10.

B. The paragraph should reference studies on the impact of acute exposure to PM 10,
specifically, daily rates of respiratory and cardiovascular mortality, hospital admissions and
emergency room visits as well as probability of asthma exacerbation. Since the US EPA
criteria document referred to in the Draft EIR (page 4.5-84) reviewed ALL studiesrelating to
both acute and chronic exposure to PM, it would be appropriate to use this criteria document
and the associated staff report in addition to selected studies.

[End F68]

[Begin F69]
Comment 3. Page4.5-12  1st full paragraph, Introduction to Risk Assessment

The last sentence states, “ Information on risk assessment methodology is presented in the
discussion of the Potrero Power Plant setting.” The page number with this information should be
referenced. Also cross reference what isin Appendix G and what isin the main document in
terms of risk assessment methods.

[End F69]

[Begin F70]
Comment 4. Page4.5-25  1st full paragraph

What residences are downwind from the power plant (as related to the wind rose on page 4.5
27)? Thelocation and approximate population size of these areas should be stated.
[End F70]

[Begin F71]
Comment 5. Page4.5-31  2nd full paragraph, Sentence 1

The sentence obscures effects due to chronic and acute exposures, doesn’t refer to cardiovascular
impacts, and downplays the relationship of daily concentrations of PM to mortality (“in some
cases’). Whilethere are till controversies in the observed PM-mortality relationships, they have
been replicated in more than 50 studies, and they are at least as strong in terms of data quality as
those for other outcomes.

[End F71]
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[Begin F72]
Comment 6. Page4.5-31  2nd full paragraph, Sentence 2

The sentence reads, “Most of these studies have shown relationships between PM exposure and
respiratory effects during air pollution episodes in major metropolitan areas, where daily ambient
air concentrations exceeded 300 ng/m®.” The above statement is incorrect as relationships
between PM and health effects have been shown at concentrations much lower than 300 ng/m’;
furthermore, the sentence in paragraph 2 of the following page, “ Typical annual average
concentrations of PM-10 at these cities ranged from 18-58 ng/m?’....” directly contradicts the
above statement. In addition, the word, “cardiopulmonary,” in the above statement should
replace the word, “respiratory.”

[End F72]

[Begin F73]
Comment 7. Page4.5-31  3rd full paragraph

Sentence 1 should read, “A draft report released by...reported that 1992 hospitalization rates for
... were higher in Bayview Hunters Point than any other part of San Francisco. Sentence 2
should use the past tense. Sentence 3 should begin, “To better understand the causes of the
increased hospitalization rates.”

[End F73]

[Begin F74]
Comment 8. Page4.5-32  2nd full paragraph

The first sentence states, “With regard to fine particles (PM2.5), several studies cited in the EPA
report indicate that significant increased hospitalization and respiratory symptoms occur when
PM-2.5 24-hour concentrations increase by 20-25 ng/m3 (Schwartz et a., 1994; 1996; Thurston
et a., 1992, 1994).” There seems to be some confusion in how these studies were interpreted.
These studies and others are describing linear relationships. When relative risks are presented,
they use arealistic interval such as the intergartile range of concentrations in the study area or 10
or 20 ng/m3 increases which could be observed from one day to the next. These effectswould
bejust as statistically significant with 1 ng/m3 incr eases.

[End F74]

[Begin F75]
Comment 9. Page4.5-50  Significance Criteria#1

The source of the numerical criteria presented (5 mg/m3 increase 24 hour average PM 10 and
1 ng/m3 annual average increase) is not referenced.
[End F75]

[Begin F76]
Comment 10 Page4.5-50  Significance Criteria#4

In sentence three and four, a numerical interval, 24 hour 20 ng/m3 PM2.5 & annual 10 ng/m3
PM2.5, is established as the significance criteria. In sentence one, the significance criteriaisthe
production of “increased respiratory ailments.” These criteria are inconsistent because where a
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linear dose-effect relationship exists, any increase in exposure would be expected to result in a
quantifiable increase in the burden of disease. (See comments8 & 9.) Also, the references for
the above numerical targets are not cited. It is possible that the study from which the above
numerical limits have been derived may have used the term “significance” to connote
significance or the term may reflect the authors own judgment. (see general comment above.)
Finally, does the criteria consider only incremental increases only being considered or is the
cumulative effect of air pollution being considered? How are expected number of days
exceeding 20 mg/m3 determined? Why are these incremental increases for PM 2.5 greater than
the ones given for PM10 in Criteria#1 when PM2.5 is a subset of PM10?

[End F76]

[Begin F77]
Comment 11 Page4.5-50  Significance Criteria#5

How does the recent Federal non-attainment designation of the Bay Area Region for ozone affect
the determination of significant exposure and health impacts? Will any increasesin ozone
precursors, both ROG’ s and Nox, be consistent with the region’ s plans to come under future
compliance?

[End F77]

[Begin F78]

Comment 12 Page4.5-63 Table4.5-29

Thereis an apparent error in the PM2.5 row. The power plant contributes 1.2 ng/m3 PM2.5 to
ambient concentrations, but the ambient concentration after this contribution is listed as

1.2 mg/m3. Thereisasimilar error in the next 2 columns.

[End F78]

Thank you for considering our comments. Please call Dr. Rgjiv Bhatia at 252-3931 if you have
any questions on our comments.

Sincerely,
/s

MITCHELL H. KATZ, MD
Director of Health

cc: Rgjiv Bhatia, Occupational and Environmental Health, D.P.H.
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October 7, 1998

Mr. Bruce Kaneshiro

CPUC EIR Project Manager

¢/o Environmental Science Associates
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104-4207

RE: Commentson the Draft EIR on PG& E’ s Electric Generation Asset Divestiture
(A.98-01-008)

Dear Mr. Kaneshiro:

[Begin F79]

The City and County of San Francisco submitted comments on September 21, 1998 on the Draft
EIR regarding PG& E’ s ongoing divestiture project. We wish to offer the following supplement
to those comments, with regard to the last sentence in my cover letter to President Bilas and the
City’s comment on Mitigation Measure 4.5-5 (DEIR, p. 4.5-81).

The purpose of the above-referenced comments from the City was to encourage the Commission
toinclude, inthefinal EIR, a discussion of mitigation measures, to the extent such measures are
available or appropriate. The City defers, of course, to the Commission’s responsibility under
CEQA to determine whether any mitigation measures are necessary or appropriate.

[End F79]

We thank you for the opportunity to provide this supplement to our prior comments.
Sincerely,
/s

Kofi S. Bonner
Chief Economic Policy Advisor

cc. President Richard A. Bilas,
California Public Utilities Commission
Gordon R. Smith, President & CEO,
Pacific Gas and Electric Company
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F. CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

F1 The EIR has conducted extensive analyses with regard to air quality and thereislittle
evidence to suggest that this project, which includes the sale of the Potrero Power Plant in
San Francisco, will result in significant health impacts, or other air quality impacts, from
PM-10 or ozone precursors. The most important direct effect of the project isthat changes
will be required to BAAQMD Regulation 9, Rule 11. Thisis because Regulation 9,

Rule 11 is currently written to apply to utility electric power generating steam boilers, and
the new owner would not be a utility. Regulation 9, Rule 11 also must be modified
because it applies a system-wide average to the NO, emission concentration levels, and
with the sale of the plants, there will be multiple owners of the Bay Area electric power
generating steam boilers. Thisis assured because the Hunters Point Power Plant is no
longer included in the auction and will continue to be owned by PG& E until it can be shut
down. The EIR includes Mitigation Measure 4.5-5 that requires modifications to
Regulation 9, Rule 11, or permit revisions, so that the end result would be that
substantially equivalent emission rate limits as currently apply to PG& E would apply to
any new owner.

BAAQMD Regulation 9, Rule 11 is critical to the substantial reductions that will be
required of the electric generating steam boilers. As can be seen in the emission limits on
page 4.5-18 of the DEIR, NO, emission rates will drop about 90 percent between 1997 and
2005. The other key feature of Regulation 9, Rule 11 is the prohibition on oil burning,
which will minimize fine particulate PM-10 and toxic emissions. BAAQMD isin
agreement that Regulation 9, Rule 11 should apply to the new owner(s) of these power
plants. Thefollowing isaquote from the BAAQMD comment letter (first page, second
paragraph) on the DEIR:

The District is committed to modifying its Regulation 9, Rule 11 so that the rule will
continue to apply to these power plants, regardless of ownership. Interested parties
will get public notices thisfall to discuss the proposed necessary rule changes. The
intent is to achieve NO, reductions at |east equivalent to the current rule, with the
same emission limits and deadlines as the current system wide schedule. The
prohibition on oil burning, which will minimize fine particulate PM10/PM2.5 and
toxic emissions, will of course also beretained in the rule.

Although the EIR identifies a potential for increased operation of the Potrero Power Plant,
the electric generating steam boiler (Unit 3) will continue to use natural gas exclusively as
afuel (asrequired by Regulation 9, Rule 11 since 1995), which is the cleanest burning of
the fossil fuels (see DEIR page 4.5-1), and the predominant winds blow the emissions out
over the bay. Please see also responses to Comments 4-2 and F70.

Please see response to Comment F30 regarding the suggested mitigation measures for
limiting Potrero plant operations and/or obtaining air emission credits.
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F2

F3

Finally, with respect to the commenter’ s main concern about potential health effects
related to particulate emissions (i.e., PM-10), some studies have indicated that any
incremental increasesin PM-10, such as during particular 24-hour periods when the
ambient air already exceeds PM-10 standards, can cause health impacts. An in-depth
study of those potential effectsis not believed to be necessary or appropriate for review in
this EIR, but may be necessary or appropriate in connection with reviews of environmental
and community impacts of any development or expansion plans for these or other power
plant sites. In addition, the purchase and sale agreement for these plants requires the
owner to consult in good faith with the City and County of San Francisco about the
impacts of any planned expansion or development of the Potrero Power Plant site.

Detailed responses to the commenter’ s concerns regarding potential health effect issues are
provided in responses to Comments F62, F63, F66, F67, F68, F73, and F74.

Table S-3 (page S-13 in the DEIR) shows that the EIR assumes that the Pittsburg District
Energy Facility (PDEF) will be on line by 2005 (as analyzed in Cumulative Variant 2) and
that another new power plant in San Francisco will also be on line by 2005, either a new
480 MW power plant (analyzed in the primary cumulative impacts analysis) or a new

240 MW power plant in San Francisco, together with a new transmission line (under 2005
Cumulative Variant 1). It was considered too speculative to determine more precisely the
year in which these plants would first be on line. Thetiming of plant retirements that are
assumed to occur under various scenarios can be determined from data presented in

Table 5.2 (see pages 5-17 and 5-18 of the DEIR).

Asindicated in Chapter 5 (page 5-3) of the DEIR, it appears reasonably foreseeable, in
light of the June 9, 1998 agreement between PG& E and the City and County of

San Francisco, that generation and/or transmission facilities to serve the City of

San Francisco and replace the Hunters Point Power Plant would be in place by 2005.
Footnote 1 (page 5-3) explains that, since permitting for new generation or transmission
facilities normally takes about two to three years and construction of new facilities
requires approximately two years, it is reasonable to forecast that such activities would be
complete by 2005. However, asfootnote 1 also explains, it is possible that the Hunters
Point Power Plant will not have closed precisely by 2005, in which case it is presumed that
PG& E would continue to operate the Hunters Point plant at the minimum level necessary
for reliability purposes, until the conditions necessary for closure of the plant were
satisfied. As noted, the cumulative impacts analysis of the DEIR does not depend on the
projects assumed within it having occurred by any particular year. If the Hunters Point
plant were to be replaced by 2007 rather than 2005, for instance, the analysis would remain
valid and applicable.

The commenter suggests that tables (G-1 to G-20) in Attachment G should include notes
asto where in the DEIR the data are used. Thiswould be a very time consuming and
complex process since these tables are used as background or supporting datain varying
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ways and in many places throughout the DEIR. However, for the sake of clarity, the
following changes are hereby added:

To Table S.1 (and Table 3.1) thetitle is changed as follows:
PROJECTED POWER PLANT ANNUAL CAPACITY FACTORS™
And the following footnote is added:
9 Capacity factors shown on this table are taken from Tables G-1, G-5, G-3, G-4,

and G-6 and correspond to the fifth, sixth, seventh, eight, and tenth columns of
data from left to right on the table.

To Table S.3 (and Table 5.2) thetitle is changed as follows:

PROJECTED CUMULATIVE ANALYSISPOWER PLANT ANNUAL
CAPACITY FACTORSA

And the following footnote is added:
I Capacity factors shown on this table are taken from Tables G-1, G-3, G-4, G-5,

G-6, G-9, and G-14 and correspond to the fifth, sixth, seventh, eight, and ninth
columns of data from left to right on the table.

To Table S5 (and Table 6.1) thetitle is changed as follows:

PROJECTED ALTERNATIVESANALYSISPOWER PLANT CAPACITY
FACTORSaf

And the following footnote is added:
f  Capacity factors shown on this table are taken from Tables G-1, G-3, G-4, G-5,

G-6, G-2, G7, and G-8 and correspond to the fifth, sixth, seventh, eight, ninth,
and tenth columns of data from |eft to right on the table.

Information in Tables S.4 and S.6 is not directly correlated to the tables found in
Attachment G. Therefore, Tables S.4 and S.6 remain unchanged.

F4  Pleaserefer to the responses to Comments F53 and F61.

F5  Except for the unique differences being analyzed in Alternatives 2A and 2B (as explained
on pages 6-16 and 6-17 of the DEIR), the underlying assumptions and data for the Y ear
2005 (Alternatives 2A and 2B) are the same as for the 2005 Cumulative Scenario, as
described on pages 3-3 and 3-13 of the DEIR and aso in Attachment G, pages G-7 to G-9.

F6  Theenvironmental impacts associated with Alternative 2B (no bundling of plants for sale)
would generally be increased over those of the project, and not decreased as indicated by
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F7

F8

the commenter. The environmental impacts of Alternative 2A (bundling the fossil-fueled
plants for sale) would be decreased compared with the impacts of the project to the extent
that the magnitude of the project’ simpacts are based on the potential for plant operation
levelsto rise under divestiture. Thisis because the tendency of new ownersto generate
more electricity than PG& E would be somewhat reduced under Alternative 2A compared
to the project as proposed. (Please see page 6-16, third paragraph, of the DEIR for amore
detailed explanation of this.) Asan example, becauseit is assumed that power generation
under Alternative 2A would be less than under the proposed project, there would be less
change in the use of water resources by the plants and discharges into receiving water
bodies would be less, resulting in reduced impacts to water quality and temperature and to
aguatic biological resources. Similarly, decreased operations under Alternative 2A could
result in reduced noise levelsin the vicinity of the plants compared to the project. The
precise amounts by which the impacts of Alternative 2A may be lessened in comparison to
the project is not quantifiable. The analytical maximum capacities of the plants are the
same under both the project and Alternative 2A; the implementation of Alternative 2A
would merely lessen the likelihood that the plants would operate at such capacities. All of
the impacts of Alternative 2 are discussed in Section 6.4 of the DEIR, pages 6-9 through
6-28. The discussion on page S-16 referenced in the comment isintended as a brief
summary of Section 6.4. For additional details on impacts of the alternatives, the reader is
referred to that section.

Regarding the phrase “the levels of significance of the impacts would be identical,” this
means that while the magnitude of impacts under Alternative 2A would be reduced, the
significance level identified for each project impact would be the same under the
aternative. In other words, while the impacts to water quality, for example, would be less
under Alternative 2A than under the proposed project, the impact would be less than
significant for both the alternative and the project. Table S.6 of the DEIR illustrates this
relationship between the project and each alternative for all impacts identified in the
environmental analysis.

Please see response to Comment F30.

As discussed in the response to Comment F6, Table S.6 of the DEIR illustrates the
comparative magnitude of impacts between the proposed project and the project
aternatives. The“L” indicates that the magnitude of the impact under the alternative
would be less than under the project. Conversely, a“G” indicates that the impact would be
greater under the alternative. Table S.6 isintended only as a summary/overview of the
impacts of the project and alternatives. Substantial details on the impacts are provided in
Chapter 4 for the project and in Chapter 6 for the alternatives.

F9 Inorder to reflect the City’s comment and for clarification, Figure 4.1-1 (page 4.1-3) and
Figure 4.1-4 (page 4.1-8) are hereby amended as follows: The property boundary around
the site will no longer include the pipeline to the Pier 70 Marine terminal and the terminal
from the Potrero plant site. Please seetherevised Figures4.1-1 and 4.1-4 below. The
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INSERT FIGURE 4.1-1

Click on the box to display Figure 4.1-1

POTRERO POWER PLANT SURROUNDING LAND USES
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INSERT FIGURE 4.1-4

Click on the box to display Figure 4.1-4

POTRERO POWER PLANT SURROUNDING ZONING
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F10

F11

F12

F13

F14

commenter is correct that the lease (which isincluded in the sale) must be transferred by
PG& E to the new owner, subject to approval by the Port of San Francisco.

The significance criterialisted in Section 4.4.3 are all of the water resources related
criteriafrom CEQA Appendix G. The water resources changes associated with the project
are from the potential operation of the plants at higher levels and from construction of
minor facilities such as access roads and fences. The nature of the project is such that
there would be no impacts to flooding and stormwater runoff quantity (effects on
stormwater quality from construction is discussed). The environmental setting and effects
on public water supplies are discussed in Section 4.12, Utilities and Service Systems. The
setting for water quality, most importantly the NPDES permit limits and groundwater, are
described in Section 4.4.2.

There are no project-related impacts on groundwater at the Potrero plant. Changesin
cooling water use would not affect groundwater, since the water is taken from, and
discharged to, Lower San Francisco Bay. Construction of the minor facilities or the
remediation of soils may require groundwater dewatering. Any water quality concerns
from these activities would be addressed in complying with the required permit conditions.

The DEIR contains descriptions of the discharge sources and the types of chemicals
discharged from these sourcesin Section 4.4.2. A summary of the NPDES permitsis
provided in Section 4.4.1; the new owners would be required to comply with the existing
permit conditions.

The significance criterialisted on page 4.4-13 of the DEIR are hereby amended as follows:

cause substantial flooding, erosion, or siltation;

expose people or structures to flood hazards;

generate substantial storm water runoff;

contaminate a public water supply;

substantially degrade water quality; er

substantially degrade or deplete groundwater resources; or
violate any state or federal effluent limits.

CEQA requires an EIR to focus on the significant or potentially significant effects of a
project. The project would not result in substantial flooding, contamination of apublic
water supply, or any of the other occurrences identified as significance criteriain
Section 4.4.3. Itistherefore not required and it is unwarranted in the interest of
conciseness (also mandated by CEQA) to include a series of impact statements declaring
that no impact on flooding, water supply, etc. would occur with implementation of the
project. Similarly, it isalso unnecessary to provide separate impact statements and
discussions for each of the power plants when the impacts identified and the discussions
supporting them apply to each of the plants.
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F15

F16

F17

F18

F19

Impact 4.4-2 on page 4.4-15 is hereby amended to add the following after the fourth
paragraph:

NPDES permits are issued by the Regional Boards for 5-year periods. The permittee
isrequired to apply for renewal of the permit and provide considerable data to the
Regional Board on historical discharges and water quality monitoring. The Regional
Board may renew the permit with the existing permit conditions and discharge
limitations or may issue more stringent limitations, depending on the water quality
conditions of the receiving body and the performance of the discharger. Since there
is no reason to predict otherwise at thistime, this analysis assumes that the NPDES
permits for the plants will be renewed with the same effluent limitations as currently
exist.

According to 40 CER 122.61, the NPDES permits would be transferred from PG& E
to the new owner with the same permit conditions.

Given the way the DEIR is organized, the information related to groundwater
contamination at the Potrero Power Plant isall in Section 4.9, Hazards, so the appropriate
cross reference would be to that section. The following sentence is added to the DEIR at
the end of thefirst paragraph on page 4.4-1.

Thereader is also referred to Section 4.9, which contains a discussion of
groundwater contaminants at the power plants.

The DEIR assumes that the Hunters Point Power Plant would be operating only to meet
reliability. The commenter is correct that such operational regime is consistent with
Version C of the Must Run Agreement.

On October 8, 1998, the CPUC issued Decision 98-10-029, which approved the agreement
between PG& E and the City and County of San Francisco regarding the Hunters Point
Power Plant. This agreement is summarized within the second complete paragraph on
page 1-4 of the DEIR. The DEIR analysisis consistent with the terms of the agreement.
Please see response to Comment F20 regarding DEIR assumptions with respect to future
Hunters Point plant operations.

On page G-6 of Attachment G, the following statement is made:

All postulated emission control improvements listed in Appendix B, Table B-2 of
PG&FE’ s Fossil Plant PEA were incorporated into modeling, as well as the retirement
of Pittsburg 3 and 4; however, Pittsburg 1 and 2, were assumed retained for voltage
support, with SCR added to Pittsburg 2 to permit observance of the Bay Area air
quality bubble standards in 2005.

During visitsto each of the power plants during the winter and spring of 1998, the EIR
preparers confirmed that the Proposed Retrofit Technology shown in Table B-2 of PG&E’s
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TABLE B-2

HYPOTHETICAL NO, RETROFIT CONTROL SCHEDULE

UNDER A FOUR BAY AREA PLANT NO, BUBBLE

Projected NO,

Emissions
Unit Proposed Retrofit Technology Timing (ppm)2
Contra Costa 6 Combustion Modifications 1998 0
Low NO, Burners (30% FGRP) 2000 24
In-duct Selective Catalytic Reduction® 2003 10
Contra Costa 7 Low NO, Burners (30% FGRD) 1997 24
In-duct Selective Catalytic Reduction® 2003 10
Pittsburg 1-4 Combustion Modifications 1998 125
Restrict Load Range 1999 125
Cold Standby or Retire 2002 125
Pittsburg 5 Combustion Modifications 1997 75
Low NO, Burners 2001 30
In-duct Selective Catalytic Reduction®
(30% FGRP) 2003 10
Pittsburg 6 Combustion Modifications 1996 75
Low NO, Burners 2001 30
In-duct Selective Catalytic Reduction®
(30% FGRP) 2004 10
Pittsburg 7 Combustion Modifications 1997 50
Conventiona Selective Catalytic Reduction 2003 10
Potrero 3 Boiler Tuning 1996 150
Combustion Modifications 1997 115
Over-fire Air/FGR 1999 75
Low NO, Burners 2001 42
Conventional SCR 2003 10
Hunters Point 2 Combustion Modifications 1998 125
Cold Standby/Retire or Retrofit Controls 2002
Hunters Point 3 Combustion Modifications 1998 125
Cold Standby/Retire or Retrofit Controls 2002
Hunters Point 4 Combustion Modifications 1996/7 105
Over-fire Air/FGR/Low NO, Burners 1999 30
In-duct Selective Catalytic Reduction 2003 15

a 1.0 ppm equals about 0.00121 Ib/MMBtu at 3 percent excess oxygen.
b FGR = Flue Gas Recirculation.

C Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) technology requires the storage and use of agueous ammonia at the plant sites.
Facilities and practices would be designed to avoid spills and contain them in the unlikely event they occurred.
Ammoniaemissions are limited to 10 ppm (hourly) under BAAQMD Rule 9-11 paragraph 311. Current SCR
technology also uses a vanadium pentoxide catalyst, which, if possible, would be returned to the manufacturer for
metals recovery. If the catalyst cannot be returned, it would be disposed of as a hazardous waste.

Environmental Science Associates
November 16, 1998
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Fossil Plant PEA was already installed or would be installed during 1998, and would be
operable on each specified unit no later than January 1999.

F20 With one exception, the charts prepared by the commenter are fair depictions of the
emissions data presented in the DEIR. The one exception isfor the A-Max scenarioin
year 1999. For both PM-10 and NO,, the commenter’s charts appears to be based on
emissions data from Table G-5 of Attachment G of the DEIR. However, Table G-5
assumes that the Hunters Point Power Plant would be operated by a new owner of that
plant under the A-Max scenario (i.e., at areduced cost for natural gas). In contrast, the
DEIR air quality analysis derives from emission data shown in Table 4.5-26, which
assumes that PG& E would continue to own and operate the Hunters Point plant and would
operate that plant at minimum levels to meet the San Francisco Operating Criteria, as
explained in footnote “c” of that table. Instead of the values depicted on the commenter’s
charts, the DEIR values for the A-Max scenario in 1999 are 727 tons per year of PM-10
and 8,699 tons per year of NO,.

It is noted that emissions estimates can be presented in various forms, such as tables or
charts. The DEIR used the former, while the commenter requests that the former be
supplemented with the latter in the Final EIR. Either form is adequate; thus, no
supplementary charts have been prepared. However, since all comment letters become
part of the Final EIR, the particular charts prepared by the commenter will become part of
the Fina EIR.

F21 Asdiscussed inthe DEIR in the third paragraph on page 4.5-61, the project was found to
cause some increase in emissions of criteria pollutants relative to existing and baseline
cases. Itisalso noted in the same paragraph that these emissions are covered by existing
air permits with the local air pollution control district. These existing permits already
require the operator of a pollution source to both monitor its emissions and regularly report
those emissions to the permitting agency. It is primarily by these means that these
agencies ensure compliance of permitted sources with applicable air quality standards.
These emissions data are available from these agencies for public review. The commenter
expresses concern that actual emissions from the sources might exceed those stated in the
DEIR and seeks some means of ensuring that this not occur. Since two of the fundamental
bases for the analysis of air quality impacts from the project are that the Analytical
Maximum capacities represent very conservative measures of potential future plant
operations and that the sources could and would not exceed their permitted emission
levels, this by itself assures that actual emissions would not exceed those stated in the
DEIR.

F22 Inthe 2005 cases reported in Tables G-2 and G-8, the results for the entire Bay Area
bubble are 0.017 Ib./MMBtu, so the plants would comply with the overall ceiling. These
cases are in the form of “no project” cases, which assume retention of the “air bubble”
option under BAAQMD Regulation 9, Rule 11, and use of such option by PG&E. In
addition, these results are conservative because they include NO, emissions occurring
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F23

F24

during startup, which are not charged against the ceiling. The energy consumed during
startup typically is equivalent to one to two full hours of operations and, because SCRs
cannot be employed during most of the startup sequence, inclusion of startup emissions
increases the average NO, emission rate overall. The degree of impact, of course,
increases with more frequent startups.

The commenter is correct with respect to interpretation of the results of the Analytical
Maximum cases reported on Tables G-6, G-9, and G-17. Even when the effects of startups
are eliminated, and even assuming that a modified “bubble’” may be used to
simultaneously encompass the Pittsburg and Contra Costa plants, the NO, emission rate
would still exceed the projected ceiling rate of 0.018 Ib./MMBtu. Thiswould mean that
the new owner of the Pittsburg plant would have to either reduce production or install
further emissions controls, or a combination of both, in order to stay in attainment with its
air quality permit. For example, in the instance of Pittsburg Unit 1, a new owner would
have to choose between installing increased NO, emission controls on the unit and/or
reducing the unit’s peak level of operations significantly. The latter case would also
involve coordinating Pittsburg Unit 1 operation at its permitted lower levels of generation
with the operations of the other remaining Pittsburg unitsin a manner that would ensure
that the hourly total NO, emissions from the entire plant remain below 0.018 |b./MMBtu.
While the new owner would have several options from which to select asto how to comply
with the emissions limitations, the new owner would have no choice but to comply with
these limitations.

The DEIR did consider special circumstances for significance criteria. Even though the
power plants proposed to be sold would continue to be governed by existing air quality
permits, and would operate within the parameters of such permits, the EIR did not assume
that compliance with all regulations would automatically mean that the project’ simpact on
air quality was lessthan significant. Particularly in light of agency and community
concerns over air emissions and potential health impacts, the five significance criteria
shown on page 4.5-50 and 4.5-51 were used to analyze the air quality effects of the project.

Significance criterion #1 on page 4.5-50 of the DEIR distinguishes between two different
circumstances. Under circumstances where the background concentration of a given
pollutant is less than the corresponding ambient air quality standard, the ambient air
quality standard itself becomes the significance criterion. Under circumstances where the
background concentration of a given pollutant is greater than the corresponding ambient
standard, a concentration-based threshold identified under Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) provisions is used as the significance criterion. Inthe Bay Area, the
second circumstance appliesto PM-10. (Note that standards for ozone are also violated in
the Bay Area, but PSD provisions do not contain an ozone threshold. Thisis because
ozoneis evaluated in afundamentally different way using emissions estimates rather than
dispersion modeling techniques. It should also be noted that PSD provisions do not
directly apply to the project because the project would not require the power plants to
apply for new air quality permits. Specific PSD provisions are used to provide a
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guantitative basis for evaluating qualitative significance criterialisted in the CEQA
Guidelines.)

Under the second circumstance, PSD concentration-based thresholds were used as the
significance criteria, because such thresholds provide the basis for evaluating dispersion
modeling results (which are also defined in terms of concentrations). PSD provisions are
included in BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 2, which is known as New Source Review
(NSR). NSR also includes emissions-based criteria (e.g., pounds per day), but such
criteria cannot be directly compared to concentration estimates.

The DEIR does, however, cite additional significance criteria, some of which are
emissions-based. Significance criterion #2, for example, cites the BAAQMD-
recommended emissions-based criteria for evaluating the significance of emissions
increases from indirect sources. The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines distinguishes between
indirect sources, such as autos and trucks, which do not operate under BAAQMD permits,
and direct sources, like power plants, which generally do operate under BAAQMD permits
(BAAQMD, 1996). The emissions-based criteria cited as significance criterion #2 apply
to indirect sources, not to direct sources. The DEIR air quality analysis adopts the
BAAQMD approach.

Finally, page 4.5-51 of the DEIR describes significance criterion #5, a criterion devel oped
specifically for this DEIR to address the issue of “nonattainment.” It achieves this purpose
by linking power plant emissions changes to corresponding emissions forecasts contained
inthe BAAQMD’s’97 Clean Air Plan. The’97 Clean Air Plan was prepared specifically
to address regional “nonattainment” for the state ozone standard, but it also contains
PM-10 emissions forecasts and control measures that would address PM-10 concerns as
well (BAAQMD, 1997).

F25 The concentration-based PM-10 significance thresholds cited in the discussion of
significance criterion #1 on page 4.5-50 of the DEIR were derived from BAAQMD
Regulation 2, Rule 2, paragraph 2-2-233 (Significant Air Quality Impacts, PSD).

F26 The 210 tons per year of NO, as shown in Table 4.5-26 is the best estimate of minimum
operations at the Hunters Point Power Plant in light of PG& E’ s agreement with the City
and County of San Francisco. This number was determined by an updated run of
Table G-18. Thisisthe amount that was used for the Hunters Point plant in the air quality
analysis. While the emissions from the Hunters Point plant are relevant background (i.e.,
baseline) data, they were not used to determine significance because they are not part of
the proposed project and are not expected to change from the 1999 baseline numbers.
Table G-1isa 1999 Baseline that assumes that the Hunters Point plant would sell power
into the PX, when economically possible, in addition to just meeting reliability needs of
the 1SO to support the San Francisco peninsula.

F27 Please see responses to Comments U14 and U22.
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F28

F29

Please see responses to Comments U14 and U22. The photochemical models mentioned
(CAM,; the Comprehensive Air Quality Model and UAMV, the nested grid version of the
Urban Airshed Model) are competing tools used primarily for ozone modeling for the
development of regional and statewide air quality plans. The UAMV model is used by the
U.S. EPA to determine State I mplementation Plan (SIP) compliance. Because of the level
of detail that must go into these models (i.e., intense study of meteorological events, and
datafrom all sources) and resulting uncertainty that isimplicit in such models, they are
generally not used for the analysis of individual projects.

The commenter makes avalid point. The DEIR isrevised to eliminate the ideathat the
cumulative impact can be presumed to be less than significant because the project-specific
impact would be less than significant. However, the conclusion of “less than significant”
isrooted in other bases. For example, the DEIR on page 4.5-75, first full paragraph, cites
the Mission Bay SEIR, which notes that no authoritative regulatory body has adopted any
standard to determine whether the risks posed by existing levels of toxic air contaminants
should be considered acceptable and, in turn, whether cumulative increases in ambient
risks should be considered significant. Without a scientifically accepted methodology or
criterion, a conclusion regarding significance of the cumulative impact would be
speculative. Some of the difficulty related to determining cumulative toxic effects relates
to the methodol ogy of determining Maximally Exposed Individual (MEI) locations and
exposure levelsfor individual projects. This methodology is not practical for afuture
scenario with multiple regional stationary and mobile sources.

Thelack of acriterion for evaluating cumulative air toxics impacts contrasts with criteria
air pollutants (e.g., ozone, carbon monoxide, and nitrogen dioxide). With criteriaair
pollutants, both project-specific and cumulative impacts can be evaluated with reference to
particular values, known as ambient air quality standards, since those values represent
concentration levels below which public health and welfare effects can be presumed to be
negligible. In contrast, the project-specific air toxics criterion of “10 in amillion” risk
does not represent a*“safe” level where public health and welfare effects can be presumed
to be negligible, but rather, the “10 in amillion” criterion represents a policy decision by
the air district as to the circumstances under which it will require emissions control
technology of individual stationary sources. In addition, another possible source of
cumulative air toxics criteriais the state’ s Air Toxics “Hot Spots’ Information and
Assessment Act (AB 2588), Under AB 2588, commercial and industrial facilities emitting
air toxics were required to prepare toxics emissions inventories, and based on those
inventories, certain of those facilities were required to prepare health risk assessments.
Based on the results of the health risk assessments, facilities were placed in one of three
categoriesif their calculated risks exceeded 10 in amillion: Level 1 (between 10 and

100 inamillionrisk), Level 2 (between 100 and 500 in amillion risk), and Level 3
(greater than 500 in amillion risk). For facilities whose risk levels are calculated to be
lessthan 10 in amillion, no formal public notification measures were required; thus, the
criterion of 10 in amillion is a benchmark under state law to distinguish among facilities
on the basis of air toxics. But, once again, it is noted that health risk assessments prepared
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under AB 2588 are facility-specific and that the categorization is made of each facility
individually, not to agroup of facilitiesin agiven area on acumulative basis. As such, the
“10inamillion” criterion does not lend itself to cumulative air toxics impact assessment.

Also, it is noted that the project’ s contribution to the cumulative impact would not be
cumulatively considerable. This can be demonstrated by comparing the ambient
background risk with the Potrero Power Plant’s contribution at the maximally exposed
individual (MEI) location. The average background risk from toxic air contaminants was
estimated by BAAQMD to be 303 in amillion in 1995 (see page 4.5-12 of the DEIR).
Eliminating the Potrero plant entirely would reduce the background risk at the MEI
location by only 0.2 to 0.3 in amillion (see Table 4.5-34 on page 4.5-73 of the DEIR),
which essentially would leave the background risk unchanged. Recent changesto the
CEQA Guidelines support the conclusion that such a contribution would not mean that
cumulative impacts associated with the project would be significant. Paragraph (a)(4) of
Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines now states that an EIR may determine that a
project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact is de minimus and thusis not
significant. A de minimus contribution means that the environmental conditions would
essentialy be the same whether or not the proposed project isimplemented. As explained
above, with or without the Potrero Power Plant, the risk from toxic air contaminants in
ambient air in the vicinity of the plant would be expected to be on the order of 303in a
million and, therefore, the project’ s contribution would be de minimus.

Page 4.5-75 of the DEIR (first full paragraph) is hereby revised as follows:

With respect to the cumulative contribution to overall ambient risk from toxic air
contaminants in the Bay Area (from all sources, including mobile and stationary),
the Mission Bay SEIR notes that no authoritative regulatory body has adopted any
standard to determine whether the risks posed by existing levels of toxic air
contaminants should be considered acceptable and, in turn, whether possible
increases in ambient risks could potentialy be considered significant. Without a
criterion, a conclusion regarding significance of the cumulative impact would be

speculative.

In any event, the project’s contribution to the cumulative impact would not be
cumulatively considerable. This can be demonstrated by comparing the ambient
background risk with the Potrero Power Plant’s contribution at the MEI location.
The average background risk from toxic air contaminants was estimated by
BAAQMD to be303inamillion in 1995 (see page 4.5-12). Eliminating the Potrero
plant entirely would reduce the background risk at the MEI location by only 0.2 to
0.3in amillion (see Table 4.5-34), which essentially would |eave the background
risk unchanged. The CEQA Guidelines now state that an EIR may determine that a
project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact is de minimus and thus is
not significant. A de minimus contribution means that the environmental conditions
would essentially be the same whether or not the proposed project isimplemented.
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As noted, with or without the Potrero plant, the risk from toxic air contaminants in
the ambient air in the vicinity of the plant would be expected to be on the order of
303 in amillion and, therefore, the project’s contribution would be de minimus. Fhe

In addition, the following paragraph is hereby added after the third full paragraph on
page 4.5-74 of the DEIR:

As discussed below under * Cumulative (2015) Bay Area Analysis,” with respect to
the cumulative contribution to overall ambient risk from toxic air contaminantsin
the Bay Area (from all sources, including mobile and stationary), no authoritative
requlatory body has adopted any standard to determine whether the risks posed by
existing levels of toxic air contaminants should be considered acceptable and, in
turn, whether possible increases in ambient risks could potentially be considered
significant. Without a criterion, a conclusion regarding significance of the
cumulative impact would be speculative. In any event, as explained below, the
project’ s contribution to the cumulative impact would not be cumulatively
considerable.

F30 The commenter suggests that additional mitigation measures (e.g., restricting operating
hours or requiring air emission offsets) be included in the Final EIR to ensure that air
quality impacts will be less than significant. Subsequent to submission of this comment
letter, the commenter provided another letter addressing this same issue (see
Comment F79). That later, clarifying correspondence requested “a discussion of
mitigation measures, to the extent such measures are available or appropriate,” and
specifically deferred to the CPUC’ s responsibility to make the determination of whether
any additional “mitigation measures are necessary or appropriate.” Asindicated in the
discussion below, it does not appear that such potential additional mitigation measures are
necessary or appropriate because they are not needed to address environmental impacts
and/or are otherwise infeasible.

As noted in the comment, the DEIR identifies Impact 4.5-5 (inconsistency with the

'97 Clean Air Plan) as atemporary unavoidable significant impact. Mitigation
Measure 4.5-5 would eliminate the inconsistency by 2003. Mitigation Measure 4.5-5is
consistent with the strategy identified by the BAAQMD in Comment L etter E (see the
second paragraph of page 1 of its letter dated September 23, 1998). The letter indicates
that the BAAQMD is committed to modifying its Regulation 9, Rule 11 so that the rule
will continue to apply to these power plants, regardless of ownership. The intent of the
modification would be to achieve NO, reductions at least equivalent to the current rule,
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with the same emission limits and deadlines as the current system-wide schedule. The
modification on oil burning (to minimize PM-10, PM-2.5, and toxic emissions) would be
retained.

Limiting operating capacities has been considered for mitigating project effects, but as
explained in some of the points below, such limitations would not be necessary or
appropriate. Acceleration of the Regulation 9, Rule 11 schedule for NO, emission rate
reductions has also been considered, but has been rejected for the reasons given below.
Based on many considerations, the EIR has determined that more restrictive limitations are
not warranted to address the temporary inconsistency with the’ 97 Clean Air Plan that
would result if the plants operated at their Analytical Maximum capacities. The following
points further elaborate on reasons (including policy, cost, schedule, technical and legal
issues) that further mitigation (beyond that identified in Mitigation Measure 4.5-5) is not
considered feasible.

1) Thetime available for new ownersto evaluate the engineering feasibility and
effectiveness of adding pollution control equipment as required by Regulation 9,
Rule 11, is already very limited and further acceleration of the schedulesin not
feasible. Furthermore, the Executive Summary of the October 23, 1995 BAAQMD
staff report noted that the amendments to Regulation 9, Rule 11 were designed to
allow greater flexibility in complying with the rule to take advantage of new
advanced “pollution prevention” low NO, combustion technology, and to reduce the
cost of compliance while maintaining equivalent NO, reductions. The amendments
were not expected to result in any adverse environmental impacts. The BAAQMD
indicated that incorporation of advanced low NO, combustion “pollution
prevention” technology could reduce dependence on add-on “tailpipe” technology
such as selective catalytic reduction (SCR). Forcing acceleration of emission
controls could result in new owners choosing to implement short-term measures,
which would interfere with the flexibility to consider longer-term and more effective
strategies, such as unit retirement or repowering, that may be ultimately more
beneficial to the environment than short term solutions undertaken to address a
short-lived impact that is not certain to happen.

2)  Complex planning, coordination and technical issues would be raised by any effort
to accelerate controls, limit emissions or capacity factors, particularly given the
must-run status of the plants and, in the case of the Potrero Power Plant, the role it
playsin providing for electric reliability in San Francisco (see DEIR, Section 4.12).

3) The BAAQMD-administered emissions banking system, which provides offsets or
“credits,” was set up in the context of the issuance or modification of air permits for
new or modified stationary sources. In contrast, this project involves existing,
permitted sources that may increase their emissions, but these increases would be
within the conditions and limitations of existing permits. Assuch, the project lies
outside of the context from which emissions banking was established and therefore,
there are no clear rules or guidelines to apply. Use of emissions credits to offset the
temporary impact identified for the project would be infeasible. The remedy for the
identified potential inconsistency with the’97 Clean Air Plan is through revision of
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the applicable air rulesto ensure their continued applicability (included as a
mitigation measure in the DEIR) and through revision of the plan, if necessary,
which BAAQMD intends to do as evidenced in its comment letter on the DEIR. It
should be noted that more stringent power plant emissions controls would be one of
many possibilities under consideration in the event that BAAQMD determines that
additional control measures are necessary during the next plan update cycle.

4) It would beimpractical to implement a mitigation measure that would affect four
power plants (until closed, all emissions from Hunters Point Power Plant would still
be considered in determining consistency with the’97 Clean Air Plan) that could
have as many as three different owners (assuming that Pittsburg and Contra Costa
Power Plants are sold as a package). Plan consistency depends upon al Bay Area
electric power-generating steam boilers, and such capacity restrictions at four plants
would complicate 1SO dispatch and could potentially compromise electric reliability.

F31 Theimpact assessment compares future air quality in 2005 (after 2003) to the existing
environment. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.5-5, which requires
substantially the form and stringency of the current BAAQMD Regulation 9, Rule 11, NO,
emissions will be reduced from current levels even if the fossil-fueled plants were to
operate at their Analytical Maximum capacities. The effectiveness of Mitigation
Measure 4.5-5 is portrayed in the following table (Table F31), which summarizes the NO,
data presented in Tables 4.5-23, 4.5-24, and 4.5-25 of the DEIR. The assumptions for the
Analytical Maximum scenarios are very conservative so that the Analytical Maximum
capacity forecasts do not understate the future maximum operating levels of the plants
(please refer also to response to Comment F54).

TABLE F31
NOy EMISSIONS (TONSPER YEAR)

2005 Analytical 2005 Analytical
Maximum without Maximum
Power Plant 1999 Basdline Mitigation with Mitigation
Potrero 389 906 188
Contra Costa 711 1,389 244
Pittsburg 3,000 4,922 1,142

F32 The commenter refers to the 2015 cumulative analysis for carbon monoxide presented in
the DEIR. Such analysiswas prepared in response to arequest by City and County of San
Francisco staff to analyze that year as an extension of the (2015) cumulative analysis
presented in the Mission Bay SEIR. With respect to concentration estimates, the Mission
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F33

Bay SEIR evaluates only carbon monoxide, not the other criteria air pollutants, and thus,
the extension of that evaluation in the DEIR evaluates only carbon monoxide.

The DEIR’ s analysis year for cumulative effects, with the exception noted above, is year
2005. Please see Tables 4.5-29, 4.5-31, and 4.5-32 and the corresponding discussion on
page 4.5-70 of the DEIR for an evaluation of cumulative (2005) concentrations of criteria
air pollutants, including carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, PM-10, and
PM-2.5. The tables mentioned above were prepared with a method designed to account for
mobile and stationary sources of air pollution. Asexplained in footnote "a" in these tables,
a conservative background concentration is assumed for the criteriaair pollutants by using
the 2nd highest value recorded over athree year period at aBAAQMD monitoring station.
These values are actual measured values of recent outside air that include air pollutants
from all sources. The 2005 cumulative project increment is then added to these
background levels. The 2005 cumulative project increment added is for the stationary
sources at the power plants because the mobile sources from the power plants are already
accounted for in the current background used to project the future background and Section
4.6 (Transportation and Circulation; page 4.6-2) of the DEIR found that possible increases
from the project would be negligible in comparison to existing traffic volumes. The
inclusion of other cumulative mobile and stationary source emissionsin 2005 is accounted
for by the conservative nature of the future background concentrations that are used.

There is no information to indicate that other future projects would result in creating
higher 2005 background levels than are forecasted in the EIR, and, for the most part,
criteriaair pollutant levels seem to be trending downward in the regions being analyzed.

PG&E'’ s contractor, Fluor Daniel GTI, has completed a Phase |1 Environmental Site
Assessment and Risk Assessment for each plant to be divested, including the Potrero
Power Plant. The findings of the Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment and Risk
Assessment for the Potrero Power Plant are summarized here. Results of the Phase |1
Environmental Site Assessment and Risk Assessment for the Geysers Power Plant are
summarized in the response to Comment T10. Findings of the Phase Il Environmental Site
Assessment and Risk Assessment for the Pittsburg and Contra Costa Power Plants are
summarized in the staff-initiated text changes in Chapter 4 of this document.

Page 4.9-6 of the DEIR (second complete paragraph) is hereby revised as follows:

PG& E has compl eted iseendueting-Phase | testing to determine the nature, extent
and potential coststo remediate identified contaminants. A Risk Assessment also
was prepared as part of the Phase |1 report. +s+a-preparation:

The findings and conclusions of the Phase I investigations do not modify the analysis nor
conclusions of the DEIR. However, page 4.9-6 of the DEIR (following second complete
paragraph) is amended as follows to reflect the information presented in Fluor Daniel
GTI’s Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment for the Potrero Power Plant:
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The purpose and objectives of the Phase |1 Environmental Site Assessment for the
Potrero Power Plant were:

- to collect and evaluate environmental data on soil, groundwater and sediment
conditions at the Potrero Power Plant;

- to use the environmental data collected to perform a Baseline Health Risk
Assessment and determine hypothetical cleanup levels on the basis of the

findings of the Health Risk Assessment and areview of the requlatory
reguirements; and

to develop and present reasonable approaches for remediating impacted soil,
groundwater and sediment.

Fluor Daniel GTI performed the following field investigations during the Phase |1
study:

drilled 55 soil borings,

hand augered 8 soil borings;

collected and analyzed 198 soil samples from the borings;

collected and analyzed 8 surface debris samples;

collected 12 offshore sediment samples and analyzed 3 of the 12 samples;

installed 36 temporary groundwater monitoring wells;

collected and analyzed groundwater samples from the temporary monitoring
wells;

collected and analyzed groundwater samples from 10 of 13 existing
monitoring wells;

performed slug tests and passive water level monitoring at wells; and

. measured liquid levelsin all accessible well points.

Various soil samples were analyzed for volatile organic compounds (VOCs) (EPA
Method 8260), polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHS) (EPA Method 8310),
phenols (EPA Method 8270), total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) (EPA Method
8015), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) (EPA Method 8081), metals (EPA

M ethods 6000, 7000, and 7196), cyanide (EPA Method 9010), asbestos, (EPA
Method 600), and general soil chemistry using a variety of methodologies.

Sediment samples were analyzed for PAHs (EPA Method 8310) and TPH (EPA
Method 8015).
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Surface debris samples were analyzed for VOCs (EPA Method 8260), PAHs (EPA
Method 8310), phenols (EPA Method 8270), TPH (EPA Method 8015), PCBs (EPA
Method 8081), and cyanide (EPA Method 9010).

Groundwater samples were analyzed for VOCs (EPA Method 8260), PAHs (EPA
Method 8310), phenols (EPA Method 8270), TPH (EPA Method 8015), PCBs (EPA
Method 8081), metals (EPA Methods 6000, 7000, and 7196). and cyanide (EPA

Method 9010).

The Phase |1 Assessment report presented extensive discussions of the findings of
these various analyses. The major areas of potential concern at the Potrero Power
Plant, as reported in the Phase |1 report, include:

the former manufactured gas plant area, especialy the locations of PG& E’s
current fuel tank farm and the Customer Energy Services/ Safety, Health &
Claims area, where TPH, metals, PAHs, nitrogen compounds, phenols, and

VOCs were found:;

areas of the plant where materials formerly were stored on bare earth, where
VOCs, TPH, PAHs, and PCBs were found:;

areas of artificial fill, where VOCs, TPH, PAHSs, metals, cyanide, and phenols
were found:;

old Station A, where TPH, PAHSs, and metals were found;

former fuel storage sites, where TPH, PAHSs, and metals were found:;

former sugar house, where VOCs, TPH, PAHs, metals, and asbestos were
found:;

former oil sludge sump site, where VOCs, TPH, and PAHs were found;

various fuel spills or leaks, where TPH and PAHs were found;

former diesel dump tank, where TPH was found:;

former paint and solvent storage area, where TPH, PAHSs, and metals were
found:;

railroad spur area, where TPH and PAHs were found:;

debris on site, where TPH and PAHs were found; and

groundwater at various locations, where TPH, metals, PAHs, VOCs, and
cyanide were found.

Included in the Phase |11 Assessment report was a Baseline Health Risk Assessment
to determine whether concentrations of chemicals detected in soil and groundwater
at the Potrero plant present an unacceptabl e risk to human health and the
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environment given the assumptions made for the risk assessment. Contaminants of
concern were selected on the basis of test results. An exposure assessment provided

information on potential receptor populations, potential exposure routes, exposure
parameters, algorithms for calculating the exposure dose, and chemical fate and
transport modeling.

The exposure assessment considered the following potential receptor populations:
on-site plant workers, on-site construction workers, hypothetical site visitors, and
hypothetical future recreation users. Exposure routes that were identified included
inhalation, incidental ingestion, and dermal contact with soils, groundwater, and
surface water.

The results of the Risk Assessment indicated that acceptable risk limits are exceeded
for a hypothetical future on-site worker exposed to chemicals of potential concernin
surface soil, and for a hypothetical future construction worker exposed to chemicals
of concern in groundwater. Chemicals of concern in the soils included
benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, indeno(1.2,3-cd)pyrene,
and dibenz(a,h)anthracene. Chemicals of concern in groundwater included
benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzo(k)fluoranthene,
indeno(1.2.3-cd)pyrene, and dibenz(a,h)anthracene. In addition, the results of
modeling analysis indicated that arsenic, chromium, cyanide, lead, nickel, selenium,
mercury, acenaphthene, acenaphthylene, naphthalene, phenanthrene, and benzene
may discharge to the Bay within 100 years.

The conclusions of the Risk Assessment indicated that soil and groundwater
remediation should be carried out at the Potrero Power Plant site in order to protect
the health and safety of future workers.

On the basis of the findings of the Phase |l investigation and the Risk Assessment,
Fluor Daniel GTI specified six remedial issues: (1) soil and groundwater
contamination in many locations of the central area of the site, primarily including
TPH in soil, non-aqueous phase liquids (i.e. liquids that do not mix with water) in
wells, and TPH, PAHSs, cyanide, and metals in groundwater; (2) potential threatsto
San Francisco Bay water quality from non-agueous phase products in several wells,
and from carbon-rich debris at various locations; (3) petroleum hydrocarbonsin
groundwater; (4) cyanide in groundwater; (5) unused conduits to the Bay; and (6)
PAHs and metal contamination in shallow soil.

Remedial alternatives were presented in the Phase |1 report for each remedial issue.
The findings and conclusions of the Phase |l investigation and the Risk A ssessment
do not modify the analysis nor the conclusions of this section.

Refer to Comment F36 for the proper Phase |1 reference citation.

F34 Page 4.9-1 of the DEIR (paragraph 1) is hereby revised as follows:
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...the Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act; Proposition 65; and the Toxic
Substances Control Act.

Page 4.9-3 of the DEIR (at end of Regional Setting) is hereby amended with a new
paragraph as follows:

Pertinent local ordinances that regul ate hazardous materials and hazardous waste
include San Francisco's Hazardous Materials Ordinance, which provides for safe
handling of hazardous materials in the City; San Francisco’s Underground Storage
Tank regulations, which reguire cleanup of underground tank sites at the time of tank
removal; and San Francisco’'s Maher Ordinance, which mandates a site history

study, a soil testing report, and aremediation plan prior to excavation in certain
areas of the City built on fill.

Asthe commenter noted, summaries of environmental conditions at each plant were not
included in the Regional Setting section of the DEIR. These summaries are instead
provided individually in the Local Setting, Section 4.9.2. For the Potrero Power Plant, the
discussion of local environmental conditions begins on page 4.9-3.

According to information presented in the Phase | Environmental Site Assessment for the
Potrero Power Plant, the plant site currently has no underground storage tanks. (This
information can be found on page 5-11 of the Phase | report.)

The presence of subsurface PAHSs at the Potrero plant site is known and was mentioned in
the DEIR on page 4.9-5 (bottom paragraph), and again on page 4.9-6 (second full
paragraph). PAHswere reported in the Phase |1 Environmental Site Assessment report for
the Potrero Power Plant, asis described in the response to Comment F33.

F35 The presence of ashestos-containing materials and PCBs at the Potrero Power Plant had
been noted as “ material recognized environmental conditions’ in the Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment for the Potrero Power Plant. This was mentioned on page
4.9-6 (second full paragraph) of the DEIR. Asbestos-containing waste and PCB-
containing waste at the Potrero Power Plant are handled according to existing hazardous
waste regulations. For adiscussion of the findings of the subsequent Phase 1
Environmental Assessment, please refer to the response to Comment F33.

For a discussion of lead-based paint, please see the response to Comment F47.

Electromagnetic fields are discussed separately as Impact 4.9-6 of the DEIR, which is
found on page 4.9-24.

F36 Page 4.9-25 of the DEIR is hereby amended with the following additional reference:
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F37

F38

F39

F40

F41

Fluor Daniel GTI, Phase Il Environmental Ste Assessment: Potrero Power Plant,
prepared for Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Francisco, California,
June 1998.

Also please see the response to Comment F33.
No remediation schedule for the Potrero Power Plant site has been set as yet.

The PEA done by PG&E for the Potrero Power Plant discussed hazardous materials and
potential site contamination at the plant site. (This discussion can be found on pages 4-85
through 4-87 of the PEA.) Pertinent information presented in PG& E’'s PEA regarding
hazardsisincluded in the DEIR in the discussion of potential site contamination beginning
on page 4.9-5. The PEA found that the site does not pose any current hazards to human
health or the environment.

The current status of the “material recognized environmental conditions’ at the Potrero
Power Plant remains as described in the DEIR on page 4.9-6. For adiscussion of site
information presented in the subsequent Phase |1 Environmental Assessment, please refer
to the response to Comment F33.

PG&E performed the Phase |1 Site Assessment and the Risk Assessment for the Potrero
Power Plant site voluntarily. The relationship between the Phase | Assessment, Phase ||
Assessment and Risk Assessment is discussed in the DEIR on page 4.9-15 (third

paragraph). PG& E was not directed to prepare these documents by a regulatory agency.

The need for site cleanup on the basis of risks to human health or to the environment isto
be determined by the findings of the Risk Assessment, asis described in the DEIR,

page 4.9-17. This Risk Assessment has now been completed, asis discussed in the
response to Comment F33. Cleanup would be done in accordance with remediation plans
drawn up by PG& E’ s remediation contractor, in consultation with the San Francisco
Department of Public Health and the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control
Board. A timetable for cleanup would be prepared at that time.

Environmental contaminants are known to be present at the plants to be divested, but
cleanup of contamination on private property is required by government agencies only if,
in the judgment of those agencies, the contaminants pose a threat to site occupants, to
public health, or to the environment. At present, such conditions do not occur at the
Potrero Power Plant or at any of the other plantsto be divested. Divestiture, therefore, is
the primary process that is promoting accelerated cleanup at these plant sites.

Divestiture is expected to accel erate remediation because site cleanup has been factored
into, and is an integral part of, the divestiture process. PG& E has been planning for
remediation since the divestiture process was initiated. The Phase| and Phaselll
Environmental Site Investigations have been completed and published, remedial options
have been developed and are under discussion, and funds have been set aside by PG& E to
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pay for the cleanup. All of these actions were taken with divestiture in mind. PG&E has
assumed responsibility for legally required remediation of all existing areas of
contamination at the plants, asis discussed in the DEIR starting at the bottom of

page 4.9-16.

Please also see the response to Comment F42.

F42 The Cdlifornia Environmental Protection Agency (Department of Toxic Substances
Contral) or the San Francisco Department of Public Health could require site remediation
if either agency determined independently that conditions at the Potrero Power Plant posed
athreat to public health or to the environment. The San Francisco Bay Regional Water
Quality Control Board could require site remediation if it determined that conditions at the
Potrero Power Plant posed athreat to water quality. The Department of Toxic Substances
Control is currently overseeing the Potrero plant site with respect to environmental issues.

Other laws, ordinances, and regulations, including asbestos regulations, lead-based paint
regulations, San Francisco’s Maher Ordinance, the City’ s underground storage tank
regulations and so on, control the scope and extent of cleanup work at active project sites,
but do not trigger site remediation per se.

Should PG& E’ s Risk Assessment and subsequent agency discussions determine that site
remediation is warranted at the Potrero Power Plant, the “ Site Designation Process Under
the Unified Agency Review of Hazardous Material Release Sites” would be used to guide
the process. Thisis described on page 4.9-17 of the DEIR (top paragraph).

Also please see the response to Comment L 36.

FA3 The divestiture process has included the identification of site contamination as part of due
diligence, as witnessed by the Phase | Environmental Site Investigation, the Phase |
Environmental Site Investigation, and the Risk Assessment. The findings of the Phase 11
report and Risk Assessment for the Potrero Power Plant are summarized in the response to
Comment F33. Under terms of the Purchase and Sale Agreement, PG& E has agreed to be
responsible for any legally required remediation of existing contaminated soil and
groundwater at the divested plants and therefore will be financially responsible for such
remediation activities. Current “must-run” provisionswill be considered in remediation
planning. The determination of which particular remediation strategies will be ultimately
pursued, and how such strategies relate to system reliability, will not be affected by
divestiture. Theissue of how remediation activities are carried out while system reliability
is maintained will need to be addressed regardless of who owns the Potrero Power Plant
when such activities are undertaken.

F44 The current situation at the Potrero Power Plant regarding site contamination was
described in the DEIR starting on page 4.9-5. Supplementary information generated by the
Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment is summarized in the response to Comment F33,
above.
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This setting information indicates that the Potrero plant site does have areas of
contamination, and that those areas have been contaminated for years. Although PG& E
has accepted responsibility for cleanup of existing contamination, PG& E would have little
incentive to accelerate environmental cleanup without divestiture. Even though the
Department of Toxic Substances Control is overseeing the Potrero plant site with respect
to environmental issues, PG& E is currently under no regulatory mandate to perform
remediation.

With regard to costs, al funds necessary to perform remediation would be set aside in
advance through the divestiture process. The fact that PG& E has accepted responsibility
for site cleanup means that the new owners will not have to pay any of the remediation
costs for soil and groundwater contamination existing prior to sale. Divestiture would not
create any new potentially responsible parties asto existing contamination.

Divestiture is expected to promote timely and efficient site remediation. The Phase | and
Phase Il investigations were driven by the divestiture process. Please refer to the response
to Comment F41 for further elaboration on why divestiture will promote remediation.

Regarding possible loss of accessto records, all environmental documentation is being
provided to bidders as well as to interested public agencies, thus divestiture is not expected
toresult in “loss of accessto records,” as stated by the commenter. Under Mitigation
Measure 4.9-3, PG& E will provide to the new owner copies of all safety-related
documentation. Although the new owners will be responsible for ensuring that their
operations are in compliance with applicable laws, thisinformational material may assist
new owners in understanding worker health and safety issues and procedures and in
meeting all safety and legal obligations regarding hazardous materials handling,
emergency plans and storage. For further clarification, the bolded Mitigation Measure 4.9-
3 that appears on page 4.9-21 of the DEIR, and in Table S.2 on page S-36 of the DEIR, is
hereby revised as follows:

For the plants subject to this proceeding, PG& E shall provide the new ownerswith
copies-of-al-safety-related-doeumentation:, for each respective plant, with all of
PG& E's material, non-privileged informational materials and training documents
(not including records relating to PG& E personnel) regarding worker health and
safety, emergency plans and hazardous materials handling and storage. This
material shall be indexed and organized in a manner that is readily accessible to the
new owner.

Because the above information is now reflected in the mitigation measure statement, the
first sentence of thefirst full paragraph on page 4.9-21 of the DEIR is hereby deleted.

F45 The commenter is concerned that “PG& E’ s proposed responsibility for cleanup could be
transferred, diluted, or avoided as a result of the divestiture unless PG& E entersinto
binding remediation commitments prior to sale.”

Final Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Environmental Science Associates
Electric Company’s Application No. 98-01-008 C&R-115 November 16, 1998



2. WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

F46

Each purchase and sale agreement for the plant sites will specify all cleanup provisions for
which PG&E is assuming responsibility. Each purchase and sale agreement will be
reviewed by the CPUC prior to its approval of the sale, ensuring that PG& E’s
commitments to remediation will be spelled out in the agreement and understood by all
partiesinvolved, and will be enforceable.

The CPUC review process will ensure that PG& E complies with the environmental
responsibilities. Remediation will be done by PG& E under full regulatory agency
oversight. Asisdescribed on page 4.9-17 of the DEIR, the appropriate lead agency at each
plant would be selected by means of the " Site Designation Process Under the Unified
Agency Review of Hazardous Material Release Sites.”6 Moreover, Mitigation

Measure 4.9-1 requires PG& E to provide to the CPUC written evidence that the Risk
Assessment has been provided to not only the buyer of the plant, but to the Department of
Toxic Substances Control, the local county health department, and the relevant Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).

Also, please see the response to Comment F41.

Page 4.9-19 of the DEIR (first bulleted paragraph) describes the properties of petroleum-
based products; the paragraph is hereby revised as follows:

Power plantstypically store petroleum products for fuel, lubricants, solvents,
degreasers, ails, and other uses.

Page 4.9-20 of the DEIR (bulleted paragraphs) is hereby amended to include the
following:

Sodium bisulfite (NaHSO,). Sodium bisulfiteis amild chemical reducing
agent. It isrelatively non-toxic, as bisulfite is commonly used as afood
preservative. Some individuals experience an allergic reaction when they
ingest food containing bisulfite ions. Sodium bisulfite is used at power plants
to dechlorinate cooling water; the bisulfite removes any excess hypochlorite
remaining in the water after the once-through cooling water pass. In pure
form, sodium bisulfite is awhite, crystalline solid with a slight sulfurous odor.
Routes of exposure include inhalation of dust or direct contact. At the plants,
it is formulated in aqueous solution. Concentrated solutions of the chemical
could beirritating to skin and mucous membranes. Sodium bisulfite is
nonflammabl e, but it emits toxic fumes when exposed to fire or is heated to

decomposition.

Sodium hypochlorite (NaOCI). Sodium hypochlorite is a moderately
corrosive oxidizing agent. Typically, it is handled in aqueous solutions having
amild “chlorine” odor. Sodium hypochloriteisthe active ingredient in
household bleach; its oxidative property whitens clothing, but can also cause
fabricsto fade or discolor. It istoxic to aquatic life, and is used for

6 california Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.65, January 1, 1997.
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F47

chlorination of cooling water at power plants that use a once-through cooling
system. |t actsto prevent algae and residual buildup on the inside of the
condenser tubes. |t is mildly toxic to humans and can cause irritation of skin,
eyes, and mucous membranes upon direct contact.

See the response to Comment N47 for additional amendments to page 4.9-20 of the DEIR.

The commenter expresses concern regarding the presence of lead-based paint at the
Potrero Power Plant. Lead-based paint is no longer used at the plant, but some surfaces
are still coated with lead-based paint that was applied years ago. Lead-based paint can
therefore be considered a potential site contaminant.

Page 4.9-6 of the DEIR (middle of the page, at the end of the Potential Site Contamination
section) is hereby amended as follows:

L ead-based paint was not mentioned as a recognized environmental condition in the
Phase | Environmental Site Assessment, nor was it identified as a problem in the
Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment. However, lead-based paint is found on
equipment throughout the Potrero Power Plant. Lead, aheavy metal, istoxic to
humans when ingested repeatedly, particularly to young children. When |ead-based
paint adheres to the surface of the materialsit covers, it poses little health risk and is
not considered to be a hazardous waste. Delaminated or chipped |ead-based paint,
however, can cause a potential human health threat if the paint chips are ingested.

L ead dust, which can also be inhaled, may present a possible health risk to
construction workers and the public during demolition of a structure covered with
lead-based paint. L ead-based paint that has separated from a structure could also
contaminate nearby soil.

Prior to any demolition work at the Potrero Power Plant, a paint survey would be
required to identify the locations and guantities of |ead-based paint, as well as the
lead content of the paint. If the survey were to identify lead-based paint, the plant
would be required to comply with applicable federal, state and local requirements for
the handling, removal, and disposal of lead-based paint and lead dust. The key
applicable requirements include the federal OSHA, Cal/OSHA , and BAAQMD
requlations, CCR Title 22 regulations relating to the disposal of |ead-containing
wastes, San Francisco’ s Hazardous Materials Ordinance, and Chapter 36 of the
City’s Building Code.

Chapter 36 of the San Francisco Building Code establishes requirements for property
owners and contractors who engage in activities that remove or disturb |ead-based

paint on the exteriors of buildings and steel structures. The ordinance contains
performance standards, including establishment of containment barriers that are at
least as effective at protecting human health and the environment as those in the
most recent Guidelines for Evaluation and Control of Lead-Based Paint Hazards
promulgated by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Under
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Chapter 36, any building completed prior to 1978 is presumed to have been painted
with lead paint unless proven otherwise.

Specific elements of this ordinance, implemented and enforced by the San Francisco
Department of Building Inspection, include arequirement for a containment barrier
around any work involving lead paint. For activities involving abrasive blasting,
hydroblasting, scraping. or sanding of |ead-painted exterior surfaces, a HEPA (high-
efficiency) vacuum may be required. Burning, torching, or similar activities are
prohibited. Following completion of work involving lead paint, all visible lead paint
contaminants must be removed from the work site. In addition, the ordinance
requires the notification of the Department of Building Inspection and posting of a
sign at the work site where lead paint is being disturbed.

As plant conditions warrant, |ead-based paint at the Potrero Power Plant is abated
and handled in accordance with all applicable regulations. When handled properly,
|lead-based paint is not considered a hazard.

F48 Asisdescribed on page 4.9-21 of the DEIR, PG& E intends to provide the new owners
with all of PG& E’s nonprivileged informational materials and training documents
regarding worker health and safety, emergency plans, and hazardous materials handling
and storage. This disclosure will be made during the bidding process.

The commenter has misunderstood the “three day” provision of Mitigation Measure 4.9-3.
The requirement “at |east three business days prior to transfer of title” that is specified in
the mitigation measure refers only to the disclosure form to be signed by the new owner
documenting that the mitigation has been performed as required.

Furthermore, as is described on page 4.9-21 of the DEIR, PG& E personnel will continue to
operate the divested plants for two years after the sale, which would give the new owners
ample time to familiarize themsel ves with the documents.

F49 Theissuethat concerns the commenter—proper disposal of hazardous waste generated by
remedial activities—would be covered in the Site Remediation Plan that guides each
cleanup. The Site Remediation Plan would be subject to review by the lead agency.
Divestiture would act to accelerate the process of remediation, but would not change the
amount of waste that would ultimately result from any remediation.

Page 4.9-17 of the DEIR (first full paragraph, first sentence) is hereby revised as follows:

For each location to be remediated, PG& E intends to prepare a Site Remediation
Plan that will specify measures to be taken to protect workers and the public from
exposure to potential site hazards and certify that the proposed remediation measures
would clean up the contaminants, properly dispose of wastes generated, and protect
public health in accordance with federal, state, and local requirements.
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F50

F51

The nature and significance of electromagnetic fields, including a summary of CPUC
policy regarding thisissue, are discussed in the DEIR under Impact 4.9-6 on page 4.9-24.
Electromagnetic fields are not power plant “emissions.” Asisdiscussed in the DEIR, the
existence of electromagnetic fields generated by electrical equipment does not constitute a
significant project impact that would require mitigation. The reduction of EMF field using
no- and low-cost methods as proposed by the commenter is applicable to newly
constructed or upgraded utility facilities. The divestiture of the power plants does not
include new or upgraded facilities

Thelist of projects presented in Table 5.1 was originally provided by PG& E on April 2,
1998. Within aweek prior to publication of the DEIR, each of the planning jurisdictions,
including the San Francisco Planning Department, were contacted to update the list.
Consequently, Table 5.1 was up to date as of publication time. In response to the
comment, the San Francisco Planning Department and the Port of San Francisco were
contacted and an additional list of projects was obtained. As noted below, these projects
have been added to Table 5.1. Please see response to Comment F52 for adiscussion of an
updated cumulative effects analysis.

Table 5.1 of the DEIR (page 5-12) is hereby amended to include the following additional
projects known or anticipated by the San Francisco Planning Department and the Port of
San Francisco:

Project Name | Description

Potrero Power Plant

MUNI Diesel Coach | The project would relocate aMUNI diesel coach operating
Operating Division facility from Fisherman’s Wharf to Indiana Street at [slais Creek.
Facility Thefacility would house the storage, dispatch, and fueling of a
fleet of 165200 buses. During Phase |, scheduled to begin in
1999, a 66,000-sguare-foot building would be constructed for bus
maintenance, offices, and training facilities. The 5.32-acre site
would also include bus parking and washing and fueling facilities.
Phase |1 would occur on an adjacent 2.4-acre parcel and would
include construction of more maintenance facilities and bus
parking. This application also includes atemporary relocation of
MUNI’ s Woods bus maintenance facility to a site immediately
adjacent to the MUNI Diesel Coach Operating Division Facility.
This property would be used by MUNI for one to two years while
the Woods facility is renovated. (Case No. 88.700E)

CrushCom This project includes a concrete/rock-crushing operation, with
recycling of the aggregate. It is currently crushing concrete
debris from the recently-demolished Geneva Towers. CrushCom
has a 5-year |ease to operate on the Port of San Francisco's
Western Pacific Opportunity Area, a waterfront site bounded by
Illinois Street on the west, 25th Street on the north, Cesar Chavez

Street on the south, and the Bay on the east. (Case No. 97.711F)
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Project Name

Description

MUNI Metro East

L ocated on the western half of the Western Pacific Opportunity
Areadescribed above, this project entails construction of a

mai ntenance and storage yard for light rail cars associated with
the MUNI Third Street Light Rail Project. The project entails
development of the 13-acre site with a maintenance facility,
tracks, overhead electric lines, and a storage vard for up to 100
light rail cars. The project would relieve crowding at an existing
facility at San Jose and Geneva Avenues. It would be constructed
in two phases, with the first phase (constructing facilities for 60—
70 cars) beginning construction in 2001 and ending in 2002.
Environmental review of this project is covered in the EIR/EIS
for the Third Street Light Rail Project. (Case No. 96.281E)

NORCAL West Coast

NORCAL will utilize an existing warehouse located on Pier 96 to

Recycling Facility

ship recycled materials to foreign markets. NORCAL has signed

amulti-year lease from the Port of San Francisco for use of the
property. The San Francisco Planning Department’ s Office of
Environmental Review determined on July 21, 1998 that this
project was categorically exempt under CEQA.

USA Coach

USA Coach proposes to relocate its bus operations currently
located in the South of Market area of San Francisco to Pier 96.
The company is currently in lease negotiations with the Port of
San Francisco. The proposed project would be a bus maintenance
and storage facility that would be located in an existing shed on
Pier 96.

Mission Valley Rock

This project entails shipment of concrete rubble from an existing

Operation

bulk cargo terminal at Pier 92. Thislease with the Port of San
Francisco represents a continuation of bulk cargo use that has
been ongoing at Pier 92 for decades.

Tidewater Sand and This project is an expansion of the existing sand and gravel
Gravel Facility operation on Pier 92 that Tidewater Sand and Gravel has been

carrying on since 1981. The company extracts sand and gravel
from the Bay and driesit on site. The project, approved in April
1998, expanded the company’s lease boundary, providing them
more space to pile drying sand and gravel.

Bedrock RediMix

This existing operation on Pier 90 is a concrete batch mixing

facility. The terms of the lease were amended to add 10,000
square feet to the existing 30,000 sq. ft. of leased space and to
extend the three-year lease an additional five years. The project
isintended to improve the operator’s efficiency, but does not
entail any increased operations. (Case No. 95.319E)

ASL Private Storage

This project entails moving an existing private mini-storage

facility from Mission Bay to Pier 90. Sea-going cargo containers
will be placed on a currently vacant 127,000-square-foot paved
lot.
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Project Name Description
Specialty Crushing. This 90,000-square-foot concrete-crushing facility has been
Inc. operating on Pier 94 since January 1996, recycling construction

debris from the demolished Embarcadero Freeway. Their lease
has expired and they are currently operating on a month-to-month
basis. It is currently unknown whether the company will apply
for anew lease. (Case No. 94.109E)

F52 The updated list for the Mission Bay/Potrero/Bayview-Hunters Point areaincludes awide
variety of projects. Some are very small in size and would clearly have a negligible
impact on air quality. Othersarelarger in size, such as the Bayview-Hunters Point
Redevelopment Area and Mission Bay projects, but would generate PM-10 primarily
through mobile sources. Mobile-source emissions of PM-10 would be distributed over a
wide geographic area, not just in the immediate vicinity or even just in San Francisco. The
geographic area of impact would be defined by the locations of the origins and destinations
of individual vehicle trips generated by these projects. In other cases, the projects
themselves would reduce the number of stationary PM-10 sources by converting industrial
land uses into residential or commercial land uses.

However, among the projects listed in Table 5.1 (as supplemented in response to Comment
F52), there are six that would have the potential to significantly affect local PM-10
concentrations because they include stationary sources that could potentially generate
substantial amounts of direct PM-10. These six projects include: (1) the Construction and
Building Materials Supply Center at Piers 90 and 92, which would include a concrete
recycling facility and two ready mix batch plants; (2) the RMC Lonestar Pier 90 Lease,
which would include a concrete ready-mix facility; (3) Crushcom, which would include a
concrete/rock-crushing operation; (4) Tidewater Sand and Gravel Facility, which would
extract sand and gravel from the Bay and dry it on site; (5) Bedrock RediMix, which
would include a concrete batch mixing facility; and (6) Specialty Crushing, Inc., which
would include a concrete crushing facility.

PM-10 emissions generated by these projects would depend upon a number of variables
including the exact industrial processes to be used, the size of the equipment and
machinery, and the amount of material throughput. Also, PM-10 emissions and
corresponding cumulative PM-10 concentrations would be affected by conditions and
limitations set forth in air permitsissued by BAAQMD. Unlike the projects generating
only mobile-source emissions, these projects would include substantial new stationary
emissions sources, and as such, these projects would be subject to BAAQMD regulations
that will require implementation of Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and may
also require offsetsif certain trigger levels would be met. BACT, in this context, could
include use of fine sprays or filters or other technigues to reduce direct PM-10 emissions.

Since the variables cited above and the specific emissions controls that would be required
by BAAQMD are unknown, an estimate of the cumulative PM-10 concentration from
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these six sources cannot be made at thistime. However, given BAAQMD’ sregulatory
authority and control over the PM-10 emissions sources associated with these projects, it is
not clear whether their cumulative effect would be significant. Nonetheless, when further
defined, these projects would be subject to separate, project-specific environmental review
by the City and County of San Francisco and/or the Port of San Francisco and other
agencies with jurisdiction over their operation, at which time the potential for these
impacts to occur would be fully evaluated.

The local background concentrations of PM-10 do occasionally exceed the 24-hour state
standards and the project would contribute PM-10 to the environment. However, the small
additional amount of PM 10 contributed by the project should not be considered
cumulatively significant even in light of the arguably serious nature of the already existing
problem. Furthermore, the state 24-hour PM-10 standard is only one-third of the federal
24-hour PM-10 standard. By adopting the more restrictive standard, California has
increased the controls on PM-10, but this strict standard is being met in only one county
(Lake County) of the 58 countiesin California. In light of the recently reviewed federal
24-hour PM-10 standard (which remains 150 ng/m3), a background level of 50 ng/m3 may
not be a severe environmental condition.

In any event, the proposed divestiture's contribution to cumulative PM-10 impacts would
not be cumulatively considerable. Recent changes to the CEQA Guidelines support the
conclusion that just because the total of the proposed divestiture in combination with other
cumulative projects (in addition to the background concentration) would be above the 24-
hour state PM-10 standard, 50 pg/m3, does not mean that the project’s contribution to a
significant cumulative impact is cumulatively considerable and, thus, significant.
Paragraph (a)(4) of Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines now states that an EIR may
determine that a project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact is de minimus
and, thus, isnot significant. A de minimus contribution means that the environmental
conditions would essentially be the same whether or not the proposed project is
implemented.

Table 4.5-29 shows that PM-10 concentrations would be higher under the 2005
Cumulative Analytical Maximum scenario than the 1999 baseline conditions. However,
since the modeled cumulative increase (difference between the two scenarios) in local PM-
10 concentrations would essentially be the same with or without the project’ s negligible
contribution of 0.8 pg/m3, the project’ s contribution to any significant cumulative impact
would be considered de minimus given that the background concentration is estimated to
be 57 pg/m3. Because this project would result in less than a 1 pg/m3 increase on the
maximum day (which is even less than the PSD annual average significance limit), the
effect of the project is clearly de minimus with respect to PM-10. Onthisbasis, itis
determined that the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact to local
PM-10 concentrations. It isalso that the 5.0 pg/m3significance threshold used in the DEIR
for evaluating PM-10 concentration impacts was used in determining the significance of
PM-10 impacts in the CEC’ s decision on the San Francisco Energy Company’s
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Cogeneration Project (Docket No. 94-AFC-1). The CEC decision notes that U.S. EPA
characterized the 5.0 pg/m3 increment as the “level below which it would not require any
impact analysis on the ground that such impact levels are simply insignificant, even ‘in
[the] most stringent regulatory context (i.e., the 24-hour average).’”

F53 Thelikelihood that new owners of the fossil-fueled plants would tend to operate at higher
levels than PG& E, and the methods used to evaluate this potential change, are discussed in
the DEIR in Chapter 3. Refer to Section 3-5 for discussions of the factors that could
produce change as aresult of divestiture, including incentives for new owners to operate at
higher levels.

The commenter argues that subjective considerations were used to develop the concept of
the “Analytical Maximum” scenario that were used in the analysis. However, the
Analytical Maximum case was carefully developed in the DEIR to take into account all
three possible reasons for future higher operation rates by new owners. the portfolio
effect, fuel procurement practices, and the new owner’ s ability immediately to participate
in the direct access market. Asto the portfolio effect, the modeling assumed that the
plants were owned by single owners. Regarding direct access, the modeling assumed that
the new owners would have the opportunity to participate in that market. The model
assumed that low gas prices would simulate extraordinarily beneficial fuel procurement
practices.

The Analytical Maximum case was devel oped to represent a very high, but still plausible,
level of hourly operations consistent with each plant’s forced outage rate and maintenance
schedule. On an hour-by-hour basis, the Analytical Maximum would not violate the
reliability constraints (e.g., scheduled outages for maintenance), supply/demand
constraints, or transmission constraints that could never be intentionally ignored in the real
world. In balancing hourly loads and resources it was assumed that, regardless of new
ownership, generation from the divested plants would not be able to displace must-run,
must-take hydro, and very low-priced coal-fired generation. Thus, the Analytical
Maximum scenario was employed to determine arealistic maximum level of generation
for anew owner whose operations rate would always be constrained by demand for
electricity.

The most straightforward way to implement each Analytical Maximum forecast presented
in the DEIR was to lower the hypothetical fuel cost so much that operation of the fossil-
fueled plants being divested would essentially be preferred over all other fossil-fueled
plants not being divested. The lower gas prices reflect not only potential accessto
discounted gas contracts, but also lower transaction and cycling costs due to greater
potential for direct access sales and alack of a generation portfolio to support cycling
operations. (Please see the response to Comment E2 for additional information.) These
assumptions produced an Analytical Maximum level of operations that was reduced from
each plant’s physical maximum only to a degree necessary to reflect inviolate, real-world
impediments.
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In any event, in the case of the Potrero Power Plant, the Analytical Maximum and the
physical maximum cases would be very similar. In neither case can the three combustion
turbines (CTs) run more than 10 percent of the time due to BAAQMD rules. Itis
implausible that the CTs would operate even as much as 10 percent of the time because
they run on diesel, must continue to contribute to the demands of the San Francisco
Operating Criteria, and are dispatched as Must Run Category C units by the I1SO. The
physical maximum capacity factor for the Potrero 3 boiler unit in 1999 would be 88
percent when forced and planned outages and deratings are taken into account. Thus, the
physical maximum possible capacity factor for the entire Potrero plant (including the CTs)
would be 54.6 percent, only about 10 percent higher than the 1999 Analytical Maximum
case. Inthisinstance, because the Potrero plant operating at its physical maximum would
produce such a small amount of additional generation when viewed in the context of the
State of Californiaasawhole, the Analytical Maximum is not very much less than the
physical maximum and certainly captures the maximum potential environmental impacts
of divestiture.

F54 Please see the response to Comment F53. The Analytical Maximum capacity factors used
in the DEIR are less than the corresponding physical maximum values. The physical
maximum, however, is not an appropriate measure to use in analyzing project effects
because of itsreal-world implausibility. The likelihood of a plant running at its physical
maximum is nil given the system constraints, the limitations on electricity demand (e.g.,
low demand in the middle of the night limits plant potential output), and the economic
considerations faced by any owner.

In addition, calculating the physical maximum might be done easily, but the results could
not easily be incorporated into the SERASY MO model to assess hypothetical cumulative
impacts. The analytical maximum takes into account system constraints and thereforeis
realistic; the physical maximum does not and is not.

F55 The commenter notes that we live in a changing world and that “very little with respect to
the PX and 1SO stays constant these days.” It is agreed that the operations of the PX/1SO
may change in the future. However, no plausible potential changes of which the EIR
preparers are aware would do away with requirements for system reliability or with the
objective of procuring minimum cost generation. The case evaluated in the Analytical
Maximum scenario in the DEIR considered that plant operations would increase to an
extent that would fully capture any credible foreseeable changes in system operations.
Please see the responses to Comments F53 and F54.

F56 The modest transmission modifications that PG& E is now completing with respect to
imports into the City are reflected in the 1999 Baseline and the 1999 Analytical Maximum
cases. These are described in the DEIR in Chapter 3 and summarized on pages S-7 and
S8.

More significant transmission projects are reflected in the 2005 Cumulative Impacts case
entitled “Variant 1.” Thisvariant is described in the DEIR on page 3-13, bottom
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paragraph. Itisalso explained in Table 5.2 in the DEIR, starting on page 5-17 (refer to
note“€”). The results of the 2005 Cumulative Impacts case, including all variants, are
presented inthe DEIR in Table 5.2.

F57 The commenter correctly acknowledges that there is uncertainty as to where and when new
power plants will be added to the power grid in the western region. Chapter 5, Cumulative
Impacts, of the DEIR, addresses the potential for environmental impacts to occur from the
development of new power plants in combination with the divested PG& E power plantsin
2005. Specifically, Section 5.2.2 (pages 5-3 to 5-7 of the DEIR) discusses reasonably
foreseeabl e future power plant development throughout California (including new
generation to replace the Hunters Point Power Plant in San Francisco). In recognizing the
uncertainty surrounding the development of these plants, the DEIR states on page 5-5 that
“it isunknown at thistime which of these power plants, if any, will eventually be
constructed.” To avoid underestimating the localized effects of the proposed project
together with cumulative projects, most of the power plants that are discussed in
Section 5.2.2 as proposed new plants were excluded from the detailed cumulative
modeling and analysis on pages 5-16 to 5-42 of the DEIR. First of al, the devel opment of
these plants was considered to be too speculative to include them in the analysis.
Secondly, as described on pages 5-2 and 5-7 of the DEIR, devel opment of new power
plants would increase the overall generation capacity in California, thereby decreasing the
likelihood that the plants proposed for divestiture would operate at higher levelsin the
future. Asdescribed on page 5-2 of the DEIR, the exception to this premiseisthat al
future projects deemed necessary to support localized demand for electricity by 2005 are
carried forward into the analysis. The discussion under Section 5.3, Potential Cumulative
Impacts, on page 5-16 of the DEIR, summarizes those power plants that are assumed to be
devel oped under the various cumulative scenarios.

As mentioned above, the DEIR explains that an increase in overall generating capacity
resulting from the development of new power plants would decrease the tendency of new
owners of the divested power plants to increase operations at such plants. This suggests
that an increase in the number of new power plants being developed would result in a
decrease in generation at the divested power plants. Conversely, the development of fewer
new power plants would increase the tendency for the new owners of the divested plantsto
maximize the operation of those plants. This concept isillustrated in Table 5.2

(pages 5-17 and 5-18 of the DEIR), which shows annual plant capacity factor estimates for
each of the four plants being divested under various cumulative scenarios. Of the three
cumulative scenarios shown in Table 5.2, the Variant 2 scenario represents the scenario
with the greatest overall generating capacity in terms of number of plants and the size of
plants. When compared to the basic 2005 Cumulative Analytical Maximum, the annual
plant capacity factor at each of the divested power plants decreases. If the excluded power
plants described in Section 5.2.2 were included in the modeling, it is anticipated that the
annual plant capacity factor of the divested plants would be even lower than is shown in
Table5.2.
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Following publication of the DEIR, subsequent SERASY M ™ modeling was completed for
San Diego Gas and Electric Company’s (SDG& E) proposed divestiture of its electric
generating facilities, arefueling facility and long-term power supply contracts. The results
of these modeling efforts are presented in SDG& E' s Mitigated Negative Declaration and
Initial Sudy California Public Utilities Commission, San Diego Gas and Electric
Company's Application No. 97-12-039, Proposal for Divestiture, published on October 13,
1998. The analysis determined that because of increased transmission capability into the
San Diego region, not known at the time of DEIR publication, the proposed Otay Mesa
Power Plant described in Section 5.2 of the DEIR would not be need to meet projected
demands. The modeling completed for SDG& E’s proposed divestiture showed that the
removal of the Otay Mesa Power Plant, in addition to other system-wide upgrades, resulted
in no increase in capacity factors at the PG& E plants being divested from the capacity
factors presented in the DEIR. In summary, the conclusions of these more recent

modeling efforts would not affect the conclusionsin the DEIR.

F58 Section 3.4 of the DEIR (pages 3-4 and 3-5) (not of Attachment C) must be read in context
with Section 3.5 of the DEIR. Section 3.4 does not list these factors “as too speculative to
consider at thistime.” Section 3.4 lists and discusses the types of factors that could
produce environmental change, e.g., changes in the amount of energy generated at a
particular plant or in the number of employees at such plant. Section 3.5 then describes
the DEIR’ s assumptions concerning the changes that divestiture would reasonably
foreseeably effect, e.g., new owners having a tendency to generate more el ectricity than
PG&E. The Analytical Maximum capacity factors go beyond capturing these reasonably
foreseeable changes so as to conservatively depict the potential impact of the project.

F59 The analysisto the extent feasible accounts for the possible range in changes from
restructuring. Attachment C discusses the rationale for how the effects of restructuring
were separated from those of divestiture, and how the incentives of new owners might
differ from those of PG& E. Note that the sentence quoted by the commenter relates to
restructuring, and not to divestiture.

F60 The commenter suggests that the use of the physical maximum in the Final EIR would
capture all of the effects of changes in operating mode and fuel costs, rendering use of the
Analytical Maximum unnecessary. Please see the responses to Comments F53 and F54
regarding the Analytical Maximum and physical maximum concepts.

The change in fuel pricesthat was used in the Analytical Maximum case was
misunderstood by the commenter. The fuel price used in the analysis was 25 percent
cheaper than the cheapest natural gas projected to be available in Californiain each month
considered. In each month of 1999 and 2005 where the Analytical Maximum estimates
were made, the cheapest gas was projected to be available to the Cool Water plant in the
Mojave desert. This projection is due to the near complete absence of inter- and intra-state
gas transmission charges. Since gas service to the plants projected for divestiture incurs
much larger gas transportation charges, the forecasted monthly price of natural gasfuel for
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the PG& E plants proposed for divestiture are significantly higher in the basecase. Thus,
the reduction in fuel price employed in the Analytical Maximum cases was significantly
more than 25 percent below (depending upon the month and year) the fuel price assumed
in the baseline case if PG& E were to retain the plants.

In addition, the operational studies using the Analytical Maximum scenario have already
been completed, making the suggested implementation of the physical maximum an
unnecessary exercise that would not affect the conclusions of the DEIR.

F61 Please seethe responsesto Comments F53 and F54. The commenter provides no
reasonable rationale for why use of the hypothetical physical maximum could more
accurately account for future uncertainties in plant operations. On the other hand, the
DEIR analysts, CPUC staff, and commenters have not identified any scenario that would
allow future generation levels to exceed the Analytical Maximum scenario that was
evaluated in the DEIR. The Analytical Maximum approach yields arealistic upper bound
on possible generation without considering the highly implausible physical maximum
levels of generation.

F62 The approaches used in the DEIR to address the health impacts from exposure to increases
in PM-10 and PM-2.5 emissions go beyond those typically carried out under CEQA. The
levels chosen were not based on administrative rules, but were based on levels that have
shown to cause statistically significant health effects. EIRs usually compare the estimated
concentration increases with the ambient air standards to test for significance. Thiswas
donein the EIR when comparing increases from divestiture with baseline emissionsto
determine if the project would contribute to a violation of a standard. In the case of
particul ate matter, background measurements indicated that the state PM-10 standard has
already been exceeded on occasion. Therefore, the significance threshold identified in
significance criterion #1 (see DEIR page 4.5-50) was used, which is based on the
BAAQMD definition for a measurable contribution to a standard violation. For
criterion #1, the significance threshold is 5 micrograms per cubic meter for a 24-hour
average increment and 1 microgram per cubic meter for an annual average increment.

To be conservative, the DEIR also compares contributions from the entire plant emissions
(existing emissions plus emissions from divestiture) with PM-10 increases that are
considered to cause significant health effects based on relative risk coefficients for
particulate matter exposure. Although the DEIR did not use arigid statistical approach,
the preparersrelied on the information on relative risks that were reported by EPA in the
Particulate Matter Criteria Document (USEPA, 1996a) and in the EPA-OAQPS Staff
Paper (USEPA, 1996b) to determine if the contributions from the plants would result in
acceptable levels. The PM-10 concentrations reported in the DEIR are for worst-case
receptors and are not indicative of typical exposure levelsin theregion. Average levels
around the plants, which are actually more representative of public exposure, are about
one-tenth of these maximum levels. Thisis principally because the public is usually not
located within the prevailing wind direction from the plants. The DEIR does not ignore
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F63

F64

F65

F66

the breadth of human health effects related to particulate matter exposure. It does not state
that there is athreshold below which there are no impacts, nor does it reject the possibility
of alinear dose-response effect extrapolated to zero, even though the studies cited in the
literature do not conclusively reject the potential for athreshold exposure level (see
USEPA, 19963, Val. 1, pp. 12-22 through 12-24). Instead, the DEIR relies on the
information pertaining to relative risk coefficients reported in the literature to establish
exposure levels that may cause significant health effects. The ranges showing significant
effects were increases of 20 to 50 pg/m3. There is even greater uncertainty when increases
range from 10 to 20 micrograms per cubic meter. This uncertainty is described further in
response to Comment F74.

References:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Air Quality Criteria for Particulate Matter,
EPA/600/P-95/001cF, April 1996a.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Review of the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards for Particulate Matter, Policy Assessment of Scientific and
Technical Information, EPA-452/R-96-013, July 1996b.

The impact analysis used the ambient air standards which are health-based. Therefore, it
was not necessary to carry out separate risk assessments for the criteria pollutants. For
criteria pollutants, such as PM-10, that already exceed the state ambient air standards,
strict limitations on concentration increases which are related to measurable thresholds as
identified in the BAAQMD PSD regulation were used to determine whether the project
would cause health effects. Since the ambient air standards for the other criteria pollutants
(NO,, SO,, and CO), which are health-based, were not exceeded as aresult of the project,
the health effects were considered | ess than significant.

The DEIR focused on the worst-case potential impacts from plant emissions, which
involved local receptors. The modeled impacts from the plant emissions on receptors
farther away in the region were found to be considerably lower than the local impacts and
thus do not require further analysis.

The DEIR focused on the worst-case off-site receptors at residences and at locations that
included sensitive receptors, such as schools. Since the modeled concentrations at these
receptors were found to be less than significant, levels at sensitive receptors farther from
the plants would be even lower. Therefore, further analysisfor all exposed populations
was not carried out because the levels are less than significant. Please also see response to
Comment F67 regarding identification of exposed populations.

The approaches used to assess the health effects from the project considered the most
sensitive health outcomes. For toxic substances that are not criteria pollutants, the EIR
used the methods consistent with AB 2588. For criteria pollutants, the ambient air
standards were used to assess impacts, since they are health-based standards. For criteria
pollutants that occasionally exceed an ambient air standard, such as particulate matter,
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F67

F68

more restrictive concentration increases were used, based on measurable concentration
thresholds and relative risk coefficients. However, studiesin the literature that are cited in
the EIR show large variations and uncertainties in relative risks for various endpoints,
especially for moderate increases in particulate matter. Since the relative risks for many of
these endpoints overlap, the risks for all endpoints were grouped together, and the general
term “respiratory-related health effects” was considered in the DEIR. Various health
effect endpoints from exposure to particulate matter were described on pages 4.5-7, 4.5-31,
and 4.5-32 of the DEIR.

Based on discussions with staff at the BAAQMD in determining the proper CEQA
analyses, it was agreed that population health burden should not be included in the
analysis, because of uncertainties in the population demographics and greater uncertainties
in estimating actual exposure by these populations. Instead, it was agreed that the EIR
should focus on the maximum incremental risk at the worst-case receptor and to determine
if the estimated increases are significant.

Studies cited in the literature indicate that health impacts from acute and chronic exposure
to particulate matter are closely related. The EPA Criteria Document states that long-term
exposure often reflects the net sum of acute events that took place in ayear (USEPA,
1996, V I11, P 12-138 and 12-139). Thus, long-term (chronic) health effects associated
with exposure to particul ate matter are likely to reflect some combination of acute and
chronic effects.

The paragraph in the DEIR referred to in the comment describes some of the effects of
exposure to particulate matter. It was not intended to provide an exhaustive description of
all of the health effects, many of which are very similar. The literature cited in the
paragraph in the DEIR are examples of the numerous studies that have been carried out.
Many of these studies relied on the same data sets with slightly different interpretations.
The EPA Criteria Document for particulate matter and the EPA Staff Assessment report
are good compendia of these studies. The last paragraph on page 4.5-7 is hereby amended
as follows to include these compendia:

Several studiesthat EPA relied on for their staff report have shown an association
between exposure to particul ate matter, both PM-10 and PM-2.5, and respiratory
ailments or cardiovascular disease (Pope et al., 1992; Thurston et al., 1992; Burnett
et al., 1995). Other studies have related particulate matter to increasesin asthma
attacks (Whittemore and Korn, 1980; Pope et al., 1991). In general, these studies
have shown that short-term and long-term exposure to particulate matter can cause
acute and chronic health effects. The EPA Criteria Document and the EPA Staff
Report on Particulate Matter (USEPA, 1996a, and 1996b) are compendia of the
many studies related to health effects from particul ate matter exposure. Fine
particulate matter (PM-2.5), which can penetrate deep into the lungs, causes more
serious respiratory ailments. These studies, along with information provided by
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F69

F70

F71

F72

EPA in the 1996 staff report, were used as the basis for evaluating the impacts of
PG& E emissions of PM-10 and PM-2.5, on public health.

The following language is hereby added to the end of the last sentence of the first full
paragraph on page 4.5-12 of the DEIR:

...(pages 4.5-26 through 4.5-32).

The commenter also requests that Appendix G be cross referenced for risk assessment
methodology information. Upon inspection, there is no risk assessment or methodol ogy
information contained within Appendix G and, thus, no further response is required.

Asrelated to the wind rose (Figure 4.5-2 of the DEIR) for the Potrero Power Plant, the
nearest residences and population centers are located to the west and southwest (e.g.,
Potrero Hill) and south (e.g., Bayview/Hunters Point) of the plant sites. This can be seen
to some extent on Figure 2.2 and, for the immediate plant vicinity, Figure 4.1-4 provides
local zoning designations surrounding the site. Per the predominate winds shown on
Figure 4.5-2 (southwest, west-southwest, west and west-northwest), the areas downwind of
the site are all off-shore in San Francisco Bay. Only afew percent of the days annually are
winds observed that would cause the nearby population centers to be down wind of the
power plant (i.e., winds from the east). Please see the response to Comment 4-2, for which
a special wind rose was developed further illustrating this point. The commenter suggests
that the approximate population sizes of these areas be stated. Population datais presented
in Section 4.2.2 of the DEIR on the local population size for the Potrero area.

The sentence was intended to give a general description of some of the potential effects of
exposure to particulate matter and was not intended to include all possible health effects.
However, it does identify both respiratory and cardiac related effects as possible outcomes.
A more comprehensive description is given earlier in the document (DEIR page 4.5-7,
third through fifth paragraphs) in which both acute and chronic respiratory effects and
cardiovascular effects areidentified. The sentence in the DEIR that isreferred to by the
commenter identifies mortality as one of the outcomes from exposure to particulate matter,
and was not intended to downplay this potential effect.

The sentence referred to (second full paragraph on page 4.5-31 of the DEIR) does not state
that only areas with high short-term levels of particulate would result in health effects. It
does cite several prominent studies that show health effectsin cities during air pollution
episodes. In several of these studies, short-term (24-hour average) levels exceeded 300
micrograms per cubic meter. The statement in the second paragraph that refersto typical
annual average background levels ranging from 18 to 58 micrograms per cubic meter in
these cities is not inconsistent with the high particulate matter levels that were observed
during episodes. These differences between annual average concentrations and high short-
term levels are typical for many urban areas.
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The second sentence of the second full paragraph on page 4.5-31 of the DEIR is amended
asfollows:

Most Many of these studies have shown relationships between particul ate matter
exposure and cardio-pulmonary effects during air pollution episodes in major
metropolitan areas, where daily ambient air concentrations exceeded 300
micrograms per cubic meter HeA’.

F73 Page 4.5-31 of the DEIR (third full paragraph) is hereby amended as follows:

“A draft stuey report released by the Bayview Hunters Point Health and
Environmental Assessment Task Force (Aragon and Grumbach, 1997) reported that
1992 hospitalization rates for asthma, hypertension, diabetes and congestive heart
failure are were higher in this-area Bayview Hunters Point than any other part of San
Francisco. However, the draft study €ees did not identify the cause(s) of the
observed increased respiratory problems, and gees did not consider individual
pollutant exposure. To better understand the causes of the increased tretdences
hospitalization rates, a detailed study would have to be carried out...”

F74 By citing the relative risks that were reported for a 20-25 microgram per cubic meter
increase in PM-2.5 concentration, the DEIR does not reject the possibility of alinear
relationship between exposure and health effect, although the EPA Criteria Document on
Particulate Matter (USEPA, 19964) indicates that the interpretation of specific
concentration-response relationships is the most problematic issue when determining if the
responseislinear. Thisis dueto the absence of clear evidence on the mechanisms for
various health effects at lower concentration exposure levels (USEPA, 19963, p. 13-87).
Although most models assume alinear, no-threshold underlying relationship that
potentially extend to zero concentrations, the existing data do not rule out the possible
existence of an underlying non-linear, threshold relationship. The studies reported in the
EPA Criteria Document indicate that there is considerable variability in the relative risks
with estimates varying by afactor of 5 when concentration increases of 10 micrograms per
cubic meter are considered. Information in the Criteria Document showed less variability
in relative risks for a 2025 microgram per cubic meter increase. In addition, Volume 1l
of the Criteria Document (pages 10A-12 through 10A-17) states that total respiratory tract
deposition of particulate matter reaches a minimum in the size range between 0.2 microns
and 1.0 micron. The information on deposition in the Criteria Document is confirmed by
another study (Raabe, 1984). Thisisimportant becauseit isthe size range expected for a
considerable portion of particul ate matter emissions from gas-fired steam boilers (U.S.
EPA, 1998). In effect, of all particle sizes, these particles are the least likely to be trapped
in the lungs and the most likely to be expelled from the lungs during breathing. This
information adds to the uncertainty of health effects from exposure to emissions from gas-
fired boilers at the PG& E units, although this factor would reduce concern from particles
of thissize.
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F75

F76

In choosing levels that could be used to judge the health effects from the project emissions,
the EIR followed the methods used by EPA when establishing new fine particul ate matter
standards. Inits Policy Assessment of Scientific and Technical Information for Particulate
Matter (USEPA, 1996b), the Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards states on

page VII-1:

A final decision (on PM-2.5 standards) must draw upon scientific information about
health effects and risks, as well as judgments about how to deal with the range of
uncertainties that are inherent in the scientific evidence and analyses. The Staff’s
(EPA) approach to informing these judgments is based on a recognition that the
available health effects evidence generally reflects a continuum consisting of levels
at which scientists generally agree that health effects are likely through lower levels
at which the likelihood and magnitude of the response becomes increasingly
uncertain. This approach is consistent with the requirements of the NAAQS
provisions of the Clean Air Act and with how EPA and the courts have historically
interpreted the Act. These provisions do not require the Administrator to establish
NAAQS at azero-risk level but rather at alevel that avoids unacceptable risks and,
thus, protects public health with an adequate margin of safety.

With regard to evaluating the significance of changes in plant operations due to divestiture
(direct project impacts as opposed to total plant operations), the more restrictive
significance criterion #1 was used (as defined on page 4.5-50 of the DEIR), in which
24-hour PM-10 concentration increases exceeding 5 micrograms per cubic meter was
considered to be significant.

CEQA analysis depends upon determining what is a significant environmental impact and
does not assume that any increase is significant, even if the increase is linear or could be
linear. With thisin mind this EIR does not use a standard that a one particle increasein
PM-10 would be asignificant impact. Rather, the EIR uses significance standards based
on concentrations that have shown more certain health effects.

Reference:

Raabe, O., Deposition and Clearance of Inhaled Particles, chapter in Occupational
Lung Disease, Gee, J, K. Morgan, and S. Brooks, Editors, Raven Press, 1984.

The PM-10 significance criteria mentioned on numbered item 1 on page 4.5-50 are taken
from BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 2 as mentioned in the second sentence of that DEIR
paragraph. Thus, thereis no need to modify this text.

Please see response to Comment F74 for the first part of the comment regarding how 24-
hour average and annual average significance criteriawere selected. The significance
levelsidentified in the comment were used to evaluate the consequences of total plant
operations (existing plus project impacts). The cumulative effect isincluded, since the
EPA information on relative risks coefficients was based on concentration increases over
typical urban background levels, which included other sources.

Final Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Environmental Science Associates
Electric Company’s Application No. 98-01-008 C&R-132 November 16, 1998



2. WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The increases for PM-10 are not less than those for PM-2.5. They are the same, because it
isassumed that all of the emissions from the plant are lessthan 2.5 microns. The incremental
increases mentioned in the comment regarding criterion #1 are for both PM-10 and PM-2.5.
Theincreasesreferred to in criterion #1 are related increases from divestiture as compared
with the baseline environmental conditions. The concentration increases identified in
criterion #1 are more restrictive than criterion #4, because #1 deals with emissions changes
from the divestiture project, whereas #4 includes total plant emissions (baseline plus
divestiture. The response to Comment F74 provides an explanation on the rationale for
choosing the numerical targets, and it cites the documents that were relied upon.

The comment regarding the number of days exceeding 20 micrograms per cubic meter
refersto Tables 4.5-30 and 4.5-33 in the DEIR. These tables show the number of days that
the contributions from the plants (baseline plus divestiture) are expected to exceed certain
intervals. The frequencies on the tables identify the number of daysin ayear that
specified threshold level s would be exceeded at the worst-case receptor if ayear of daily
operations were input to the model. The year of daily operations was derived from
SERASYM "™ model runs based on energy demand. Tables4.5-30 and 4.5-33 show that
there are no days in which the 20 microgram per cubic meter threshold would be exceeded.

F77 The changein designation for the national ozone standard does not affect significance
criterion #5 (on page 4.5-51 of the DEIR) since that criterion was devel oped to assess
consistency of the project with the’97 Clean Air Plan, which was prepared to address the
nonattainment status of the Bay Area with respect to the more stringent state ozone
standard, not the national ozone standard.

F78 The PM-2.5 values shown in Table 4.5-29 represent the specific time period and the value
added to the representative background value. For example, 1999 Baseline PM-2.5 values
listed in Table 4.5-29 as 1.2/1.2 indicate that, for the first value of 1.2, the expected 1999
Baseline value for Potrero would be 1.2 pg/m3. The second 1.2 indicates that the Potrero
plant contribution, when added to the background value of “ND” (i.e., no data), isaso
1.2 pg/m3. Any confusion stems from the fact that there are no values currently available for
PM-2.5 backgrounds, and there will be none available for several years until the BAAQMD
completesitsinitial PM-2.5 monitoring program. To eliminate any confusion, Table 4.5-29
(and similar values for Tables 4.5-31 and Table 4.5-32) is hereby amended to read as follows:

For particulate matter (PM-2.5), 24-hour values for the following columns are all changed

to read:
2005
1999 Cumulative
1999 Analytical Analytical
Baseline Maximum Maximum
1.2/ND 2 1.7/ND &+ 2.0/ND 2
F79 Please see responses to Comments F30 and F31.
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September 18, 1998

Mr. Bruce Kaneshiro
Environmental Science Associates
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104

Subject: Comments on Draft EIR for PG& E's Application for Authorization to Sell Certain
Generating Plants and Related Assets - Application No. 98-01-008

Dear Mr. Kaneshiro:

Thank you for providing the East Bay Regional Park District (“ District”) with a copy of the Draft
EIR for the subject project. We have review the EIR and provide the following comments for
consideration by the California Public Utilities Commission.

[Begin G1]

Asnoted in the Draft EIR, the District has avariety of existing and proposed park and trail
facilitiesin the East Bay that are in close proximity to two of the generating plants that are
proposed for sale. These two plants are the Pittsburg and the Contra Costa Power Plants. It does
not appear that the sale of the Contra Costa Plant would have an adverse effect of District
facilities, however, sale and reuse of the Pittsburg facility may have the potential to adversely
affect our park facilities at Bay Point, near Pittsburg.

The District recently obtained a grant from CALFED for the planning and design of atidal marsh
restoration project that is focused on restoring and enhancing habitat for the Deltasmelt. As
noted on page 4.78-35 of the Draft EIR under Impact 4.7-2, cooling water system operations of
the Pittsburg facility may adversely affect the success of this restoration project. Any changein
operations of thisfacility that would affect the availability, quality, temperature or salinity of the
discharge waters could have an adverse affect on Delta smelt and other special-status fish species
in the vicinity of our Bay Point facility. These potential effects and suitable mitigation measures
should be carefully evaluated in the EIR and the Section 10 permit analysis.

[End G1]

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft EIR. | you have any questions, please
contact me at (510) 635-0138 extension 2622.

Sincerely,
/s

Brad Olson
Environmental Specialist
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G. EAST BAY REGIONAL PARK DISTRICT

Gl Theimpacts of future changesin operation, such asincreased generation, at the Pittsburg
Power Plant will either fall under the provisions of the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System and Section 10 effluent limitations, or the new owners will haveto
apply for new permits. In either case, discharges from the power plant will be controlled
by the Regional Water Quality Control Board, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and
other regulatory agencies.
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September 21, 1998

Mr. Bruce Kaneshiro, Project Manager
c/o Environmental Science Associates
225 Bush $t., Suite 1700
San Francisco, CA 94104

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report comments, CPUC Application #98-01-008
Geysers Geothermal Power Plant & Other Divestitures

Dear Mr. Kaneshiro:

District staff has reviewed the referenced document sections related to the air quality
issuesinvolved in the pending sale of the PG& E Geysers Power Plants. The District asks
that major concernsidentified below and the specific comments provided in Attachment
#1 be addressed in the final EIR. The background information provided regarding the
pending sale and the potential new ownersis informative, as are the discussions regarding
the various projections for continued operations under the various scenarios, but we do
consider them incomplete. We are concerned about conceptual errors and the avoidance
of identifying any suggestion of mitigation for the scenarios chosen in the DEIR.

Major Concerns

[Begin H1]

Our major concern continues to be the possibility of plant management under a new
owner incompatible with maintaining the integrity of the steamfields. The document
should emphasize repeatedly that adverse air quality impacts in Lake County are largely a
result of the operations of the applicant’s power plants, and when the plants are not
operating, the associated steamfields located in Sonoma and Lake counties. [End H1]
[Begin H2] There are anumber of reasons for our concerns in this regard for the Sonoma
County units including less advanced technical designs, aged equipment, differing
operating conditions and poorer steam quality among others. [End H2]

[Begin H3]

The issue of avoiding steam stacking is extensively noted, however we need to emphasize
any condition which results in the atmospheric release of untreated steam is at issue and
the cumulative impact of well field bleed flows at well pad locationsis of equal or greater
concern due to the closer proximity to residents, because of poor plume rise and reduced
pollutant dispersion. Additionally, when steamfields are extensively curtailed, well
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maintenance including the need for deep drilling rig utilization and increased numbers of
well blow downs to remove water or rock bridges all contribute to increased emissions.
[End H3]

[Begin H4]

The “must run” contracts have been offered as a reason that hydro or other curtailments
should not be a significant concern. Y et, must run class “B” may be needed only afew
hours per year (Pg. C-ii). Thisneedsto be clarified as to how effectiveit isand what to
expect in the future as regards to the minimum power generation available to the
steamfield owners. Apparently, except for Units 5-8, it isjust a peak temperature
requirement and is unlikely to be relevant to hydro curtailment. Please clarify and
explain.

[End H4]

[Begin H5]

The situation as presented in the DEIR included areference to aless than 2.2¢/KW power
cost and periods of zero price during the present year. Please explain how this will
similarly affect the Geysers need for a minimum production to avoid steam venting. If
that can not be ensured in the future, consider the below scenario and suggested
mitigation for inclusion in the EIR.

[End H5]

[Begin HE]

Were AB 1890 funds used to stabilize the price, and if so at what level? Was the price
driven down because of abnormally high availability of hydro power? What is considered
an economic price? If you conclude asindicated at the 9/15/98 meeting that thisis
unlikely because of the price of power and the production cost, state and support your
assumptions clearly in the EIR. AB1890 apparently provides limited funding to stabilize
pricing during the transition years. Will this funding be available to the new owners, or
once they are sold will they be considered merchant plants? How significant is the loss of
resources of PG& E whom still has avirtual monopoly on customers and extensive hydro
power?

[End H6]

Given the above discussion, please consider the following scenario and suggested
mitigation for comment.

Scenario #1

[Begin H7]

Identified Potential Impact: The market economy is such that generation units are
prevented from selling the power to the PX and no direct customer delivery is possible.
The plant owners shut down all the plantsto zero production. The units then must stack,
by-pass and/or close in the steamfield with resulting water logging of wells, thermal

stress and production well failure. The impact on air quality, water quality and the land is
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significant from the vented steam and emissions associated with repair (none of the
emissions are necessarily stacking). The steamfields become less profitable and threaten
the overall viability of electrical power generation and aloss of this green power
resource.

Suggested Mitigation: Ensure that a minimum production is allowed and deliverable from
each of the two facilities (Lake & Sonoma). Methods to accomplish this could include: 1)
areserve of approximately 50 and 110 Megawatts at the 1SO being set aside specifically
for the Lake and Sonoma Geysers plants respectively that would be under amust run
continuous agreement; 2) requiring the purchaser (and future purchasers) to operate the
facility using a continuous direct purchase customer for at least the sustaining portion of
the production; 3) committing the smaller negotiated quantity of generation asaRMRA
“A” to include hydro-curtailments; or 4) utilize a distribution benefit charge through the
PX/1SO that will support and make viable this minimum production capacity for this
specific existing (stranded) green power and ensure that it is bid into the PX (with a
genera benefit subsidy, if necessary, much like the AB 1890 is now providing).

[End H7]

[Begin H]

We are in agreement that Alternative 3 (sale to steam suppliers) islikely the
environmentally best alternative, provided they have the financia strength to maintain the
facilities and this green power remains cost competitive. The District is not in agreement
with the conclusionsin Table S.2 regarding the air impacts being less than significant, as
that assumes an approximate 10% change on an annual basis. This does not consider the
significant impact of asingle or several individual events. There is no mitigation to assure
that the plants will be operated at alevel at al times sensitive to preserving air quality.
[End HE]

[Begin HIJ

The modeling analysis for the geothermal units predicts emissions variability of between
-13% and + 39%, depending on the analysis scenario, with the Sonoma County units
accounting for the majority of theincrease. Many of these units are approaching their
design life span and have higher air emissions potentials due to their date of construction,
less advanced technical design, increased maintenance requirements and poorer steam
quality. Asthe emissions from these units predominantly impact the Lake County public,
and have been the source of significant air quality complaints and AAQS exceeds in the
past, a40% increase in emissions is considered by the District as significant and thus we
would require mitigation. Inreality such isnot likely to happen unless a choice to change
the abatement systems operational techniques isimplemented by a new owner, as the
abatement systems (especially of newer plants) perform superior to present permit
emission limitations. (See Exhibit A attached that lists the permitted and actual
emissions as tested recently for units being divested.) Again, thisisacase of
performance superior to what is required under regulations, especially for the newer units.
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Similarly the use of mercury scrubbers (while under permit) are not regulatorily required,
since cooperation was high and a variety of incentives existed.
[End HI]

[Begin H10]

The Geysers Air Monitoring Program (GAMP) represents a consortium, and while the
regulatory alternative exists, participation is voluntarily renewed by MOU. Present
PG& E staff displays a sensitivity and concern for safety, the public and the environment
and their programs have clear corporate support. The potential of changing from a
monopoly, or to a company without PG& E resources, is of concern.

[End H10]

Given the above discussion please consider the following scenario and suggested
mitigation for comment.

Scenario #2

[Begin H11]

|dentified Potential Impact: The new owner takes only the steps that are specifically
required by permit as an economy measure and decides not to participate in effortsjointly
or separately. These efforts include seismic monitoring, air monitoring, the use of an iron
chelate catalyst in secondary abatement and the use of mercury scrubbers on the Stretford
equipped units. Thisresultsin lessinformation on which to document environmental
management success, less public trust, greater emission releases and less efficient
management approaches to the overall resource area.

[End H11]

[Begin H12]

Suggested Mitigation: Ensure that the new owner participatesin GAMP, the seismic
monitoring program continues, they continue to use Hg scrubbers and use innovative H2S
technologies presently installed.

[End H12]

[Begin H13]

The DEIR islong on discussion but dlightly off target as to the interaction of the power
plant and steamfield operations. The policy implications of green power also need to be
further enlarged upon as part of thisfirst significant green power divestiture decision by
the CPUC. The document provideslittle in finding significance in the divestiture of the
subject plant and thus avoids having to recommend mitigation measures. The major issue
for the AQMD is not just steam stacking but managing (production assurances) in a
manner that ensures the physical integrity of the steamfields without stacking, field wide
emission or threatening the long term integrity of field operations and production. We do
not believe that we are being overly cautious in attempting to be protective of our air
resources and requesting assurances that the Geysers steam resource is adequately
protected from misuse and abuse, be it intentional, market driven or unwitting. The
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remarks regarding the economic incentive to defer maintenance and utilize plant
malfunctions to increase the rate basis is disturbing, and is counterproductive to both
resource management and air quality. The knowledge regarding the wise management of
the Geysers resources and compatibility with good environmental management has been
an acquired learning experience gained over a period of more than 30 years. Itis
imperative that this knowledge and understanding be retained and that we wisely proceed
and assure that this goal is nurtured to the extent possible.

[End H13]

[Begin H14]

We are concerned that thisfirst sale of green power by a monopoly utility is occurring
without an assessment of policy or the implications of alack of policy and we ask that
such be incorporated into the EIR as arelevant and necessary part of the scope required.
We will not repeat past comments of the uniqueness and environmental advantages of the
Geysers and green power in general, as we have all been educated by the past events and
prior or existing state policies.

[End H14]

[Begin H15]

In discussions before the Lake County Board and el sewhere, two responses have always
come forward from CPUC/ESA staff: 1) that thereis awillingness for consumers to pay
more for green power, and 2) that the federal legislation gives the Geysers a 1.5-cent/KW
advantage. While we hope thisis correct, we want such to be clearly and correctly
evaluated as part of the EIR.

[End H15]

[Begin H16]

Renewables (green power) are apparently 11% of the present PG& E profile and
geothermal is approximately 7% of the total. Isthe present niche market for green power
that large? Isit likely, given that the label “green power” need only to include 50% green
power, that this niche market can adsorb 10-22% of the existing total market? Will the
niche market be sustainable in times of a depressed economy? What specifically are the
state policies that are in place which recognize the advantages of indigenous green power
to our state and country? Please summarize the hidden environmental, national defense,
green house gas, economic, and other costs of nuclear and fossil fuel and the advantages
to society of nurturing and promoting “green power”? Please at least summarize a
responsein the final EIR.

[End H16]

[Begin H17]

Please consider in your discussion the timing and status of the CPUC green power
certifying/ labeling and emissions disclosure on customer billing; the possibility of an

I SO distribution benefit charge to enhance green power sustainability; reduced charges on
the PX exchange; preferential financing; lessening the PX buy in cost; and other
suggestions as are contained in the National Association of State Energy Officials
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“Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Sources: A Primer” dated July 1998. These
issuesin are relevant to our society and should be relevant to the CPUC decision to
approve the sale with or without mitigation.

[End H17]

Sincerely,

Robert L. Reynolds, APCO

Attachments. Specific Comments
Exhibit A

CC: Board of Directors
Interested Parties

RLK/RLR
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Attachment #1
Specific Items of Comment

[Begin H1§]

In Tables S.1, S.3, S.5 (and elsewhere) and Table 2.1 (Description of Facilities) there
appears to be a significant difference between the projected scenario annual capacity
factors for the Lake County units shown which should be elaborated upon. The DEIR
states that the Analytical Maximum Scenario is the “conservative” approach and in the
case of the Geysers represents a minimum operating level (worst case). While we
understand what this is attempting to convey, it is somewhat confusing and represents
approximately a 10% reduction in capacity over the no project alternative. The DEIR is
vague on the factors which result in this being the “worst case” and does not recommend
if thisisthe minimum level of operation necessary to preserve the existing air quality
(Section 3.6.2 end of paragraph 2) or that thiswill be aregulatory limit imposed on the
buyer. Thisiswherethe “must run” contract requirements need to be specific enough to
ensure that adverse air quality impacts are minimized, or it acknowledged that they are of
little relevance.

[End H18]

[Begin H19]

Page 2-26 Geysers Power Plant. Mining was an important historical previous use but has
been very limited in the past 40 years to limited aggregate associated with geothermal
development and otherwise to recreational prospects. Timber harvests have occurred
within the area and the most significant adjacent land uses are recreational, residential
and bottled drinking water production.

[End H19]

[Begin H20]

Page 2-35 Geysers Geothermal Field. The Geysersfield is more roughly 10 mileslong
by 4 miles wide although the Known Geothermal Resource Area (KGRA) is more
extensive. Surface manifestations of thermal activity occur throughout the area, however
it is acknowledged that major early development centered on the Geyser Creek/Geyser
Canyon area.

[End H20]

[Begin H22]

Page 2-38 Geyser Power Plant Units (paragraph 3). More correctly, the steam contains
hydrogen sulfide and other reduced sulfur compounds which exist in both a dissolved and
gas phase. A portion of the hydrogen sulfide remains dissolved in the liquid condensate
and is subsequently chemically treated to maintain solubility and prevent “air stripping”
in the cooling tower. The non-condensible gasistreated to convert the H2S to elemental
sulfur or SO2 using a Stretford or Incinerator system respectively. The elemental sulfur
is more commonly produced as a“ sulfur cake or slurry” product more so than a molten
material (both are elemental sulfur); the SO2 is removed using a scrubber system and the
resulting solution re-injected. The description in Table 2.2 contains a better description
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of the process. Flow diagrams Figures 2.18 and 2.19 lack the abatement chemical inputs.
Abatement system failures on single units in Sonoma County can cause ambient air
quality exceeds in Lake County under various conditions.

[End H22]

[Begin H23]

Page 3-12, 3.6.2 1999 Analytical Maximum Scenario (last four sentences of the first
paragraph). The 230KV line outage results in simultaneous multiple plant outages and is
of concern during coincident periods of poor air dispersion. The District’s concern
regarding hydro curtailment is acknowledged, however paragraph (3) is adisclaimer that
any particular plant may not operate within range of capacity factors cited. The Districtis
also concerned that the plants receive ongoing preventative maintenance and upgrades
where feasible to reduce unexpected maintenance, related temporary shutdowns and
resultant emissions. Again, analysis on an annual basis misses short term, event driven,
emissions impacts.

[End H23]

[Begin H24]

Chapter 4, 4.1.1 Sonoma and Lake Counties - The reference to a“series of geysers’ is
likely areferenceto a*“ series of geothermal power plants’. Retirement residential and
related services are also amajor factor in the economy of Lake County. Thisisan
important distinction considering the expanded government service requirements and the
sengitivity to air pollutants of the receptor population.

[End H24]

[Begin H25]

Page 4.1-4 Geysers Power Plant - While the Sonoma county portion of the Geysersis
sparsely inhabited, the Lake County portion is within or adjacent to community
residential, recreational (camps, retreats) and rural residential development. We are not
aware of any active mining activity other than geothermal resource exploitation.

[End H25]

[Begin H26]

Page 4.2-10 Geysers Power Plant - The comparison of the number of jobs relative to
Sonoma County is not representative of the impact on Lake County (where alarge
proportion of the workersreside).

[End H26]

[Begin H27]

Page 4.3-6 Geysers Power Plant - Geologic description should include serpentine as a
significant rock type present in the Geysers. Serpentine is of concern due to its asbestos
content and potential for airborne release.

[End H27]
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[Begin H28]

Page 4.5-4 (top of page) Discussion of pollutant transport should emphasi ze that the
regional northwest winds transport pollutants from the Sonoma County power plants into
inhabited communities within the Lake County Air Basin (Glenbrook, Pine Summit,
Cobb, Anderson Springs, Middletown).

[End H28]

[Begin H29]

Page 4.5-8 Hydrogen Sulfide - Is highly toxic and lethal at concentrations of 1,000 ppm.
H2S concentrations in the geothermal steam varies by location, usually in the range of 50
-1,200 ppm. H2S concentrations in the non-condensible gas is within the range of 10,000
- 50,000 ppm.

[End H29]

[Begin H30]

Page 4.5-9 Table 4.5-2 Lake County Air Basin, Particulate Matter (PM-10)°. The
footnote refers to the new federal PM 2.5 standard. In addition to the PM 2.5 standard, a
modified federal PM-10 standard was also retained.

[End H30]

[Begin H31]

Page 4.5-20 Lake County AQMD Regulations, Plans and Policies (first paragraph); The
40 Ib/hr particulate emission limit is from the District Rule 411. The source of the cited
15 Ib/hr H2S limit is not known and oversimplified. The District has general regulations
limiting sulfur emissions from various sources, set at various concentration and mass
emission limits. Power plants are subject to New Source Review and Best Available
Control Technology (BACT). BACT is project specific and for the existing Lake County
units has been defined as emissions of not more than 5 Ib/hr H2S per million pounds of
steam used. The District’s authority to construct and permits to operate further refine and
restrict project emissions based on the New Source Review assessment of project
emission impacts on the closest receptor.

[End H31]

[Begin H32]

Page 4.5-45 Paragraph (2); The PM-10 monitoring data includes analysis by XRF for the
elements cited. Ambient radon concentrations are also measured at the Glenbrook and
Anderson Springs sites.

[End H32]

[Begin H33]

Page 4.5-46, Table 4.5-19 “Particulate Matter (PM-10)". Datais available for Glenbrook
and Anderson Springs (both located adjacent to and downwind of the Geysers). This
GAMP data should be utilized in this table as representative of geothermal impacts.

[End H33]
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[Begin H34]

Page 4.5-46 Existing Emissions (first sentence). Include benzene and radon in the
category of “other gasses’. Geothermal air pollutants are not generally emitted from
steam wells, steam transmission lines and steam stacking facilities under normal
operations. Steam is emitted during well construction, testing and maintenance
operations. Most of the geothermal emissions are from the cooling towers and gas
treatment facilities. While well bleeds and well maintenance is currently the largest
“steam field” emission source, steam field emissions are relatively insignificant when the
power plant is operating.

[End H34]

[Begin H35]

Page 4.5-47, top of page; Most of the air pollutant emissions during normal operations
are from the evaporation of the circulating water and “air stripping” which occursin the
cooling towers (provided the gas treatment systems are properly functioning).

[End H35]

[Begin H36]

Paragraph (2): Steam Stacking is more properly aresult of the power plant’sinability to
utilize the available steam rather than a slowdown in use of the steam wells. The
“dowdown” istypically an immediate 100% rejection of steam flowing to the plant.
While stacking is an immediate and usually short term occurrence, such was not always
the case previoudly.

[End H36]

[Begin H37]

Paragraph (3): Of greater concern now is a condition where a power plant is not operated
(for mechanical or perhaps economic considerations) and the steam wells have to be shut-
in to a sustaining steam bleed rate consistent with maintaining well integrity for extended
periods of time. The cumulative impact of such action has a greater impact potential due
to the large number of wellsinvolved, their location closer to residents and the lower air
dispersion characteristics of the bleed flows as compared to the massive stacking flow
rates.

[End H37]

[Begin H38]

Paragraph (4): Ambient radon measurements continue to be part of the Geysers Air
Monitoring Program. The measurements show ambient radon concentrations of 0.3 - 0.5
pico-curies per liter (not 3 -5 pico-curies) and these values are considered background and
are within the range of reported background concentrations for many areas in the United
States.

[End H38]
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[Begin H39]

Page 4.5-49 Tables 4.5-21 and 4.5-22; Since the Geysers Power Plant emissions
primarily impact Lake County residents, the Tables would be more descriptive if the
emissions were all compared as a percentage to the Lake County emissions inventory.
[End H39]

[Begin H40]

Page 4.5-50 (top of page) ; The reference exposure levels used in calculating risk are
currently under review by OEHHA and it is expected that the revised values may result in
asignificantly higher calculated risk.

[End H40]

[Begin H41]

Page 4.5-60 (Tables 4.5-27 and 4.5-28). Arethe Baseline and Analytical Maximum
emissions estimates in these tables different than those presented in the Executive
Summary and Section 3 where analytical maximum was a minimum capacity factor? Are
the emissions factors utilized based on test data or permit limits? If permit limits are the
basis, emissions would not be expected to change, if operating datais utilized, do the
estimates consider that the new owner will continue to control emissions to less than (at
times considerably below) the permit limits? The difference between actual and
permitted emissions can be significant. For Lake County Unit #16, actual emissions are
approximately 3.5 times lower than allowed by the permit for H2S and 16.5 times lower
for particulate matter. The EIR should address whether or not the new owner will operate
the plants similarly. If realized, the projected 40% increase in emissions from the
Sonoma County units would appear to be capable of a significant impact. Of greater
concern to the LCAQMD is an increase in “uncontrolled” emissions due to economics,
reliability or maintenance factors.

[End H41]

[Begin H42)

Page 4.5-75 Geysers Power Plant; Although steam stacking has been shown as a cause of
AAQS exceeds the same can be demonstrated for emissions from untreated well bleeds,
normal and abnormal power plant operations as separate and cumulative sources.
Cumulative steady state “controlled” emissions are capable of, and have been the source
of both nuisance complaint generation and AAQS exceeds. These events are typically
associated with episodes of regional air stagnation and a“flushing” of built up pollutant
concentrations from West Geysers area into Lake County during the early afternoon wind
flow reversal from awesterly direction. The approach here in the DEIR istoo simplistic
and ignores the various complexities discussed above.

[End H42]

[Begin H43]

Page 4.5-76 Geysers Power Plant; The reference to the absence of combustion sources
and acidic particulate does not consider the operation of the “incinerator” abatement
systems and SO2 emissions from both the abatement systems and the atmospheric
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oxidation of H2Sto H2SO4. A less than significant impact from FTP would be expected
due to the proximity and elevation distances between the source(s) and receptors rather
than the absence of combustion sources.

[End H43]

[Begin H44]

Page 4.8-2 (Paragraph 1) Economic curtailment is asignificant concerniif it resultsin
untreated steam releases such as would occur if the production wells were required to be
placed on bleed flows or the wells were damaged due to excessive thermal stress (thus
requiring extensive maintenance and maintenance related emissions). Thisisan
important point and should be in body of the text and not a footnote.

[End H44]

[Begin H45]

(Paragraph 2) Many of the Geysers Power Plant units have reached or are approaching
their 25 year design lifetime. It is expected that the inefficient older units will be
abandoned and the remaining marginally efficient units reconstructed to make efficient
use of the lower pressure steam resource. We believe it isimportant to efficiently utilize
this valuable, renewable and more environmentally sound resource through careful
management and in so doing preserve the air quality. This should be accomplished by
efficiency improvements and operating the plants at flow rates that are sustainable and
protective of the steam production facilities (some form of sustainable base loading).
[End H45]

[Begin H46]

Page 4.8-1 Impacts and Mitigation Measures, No mitigation measures are proposed and
the DEIR represents that none are required despite obvious adverse and significant
impacts should the power plants be operated inefficiently or without regard to protecting
the steam supplies. This section needs additional review and mitigation to assure that
power plant operations remain consistent with good management practices which are
protective of this valuable resource. We suggest appropriate “must run” agreements and
regulatory support to assure that this power resource is preserved.

[End H46]

[Begin H47)

Page 4.9-12 Hazardous Materials and Waste (Paragraph 2) Mercury and arsenic are two
important additional hazardous constituents of the geothermal steam which are
concentrated in the power generation cycle at various locations. PG& E constructed and
operates “hygiene facilities’ at each of the Geysers power plants primarily in response to
concerns regarding exposures to these two materials.

[End H47]

[Begin H48]
Page 4.9-19 - 4.9-20 Hazardous Materias, Add hydrogen sulfide, arsenic, mercury and
possibly radon as hazardous components of geothermal steam which are found in
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significant concentrations at the Geysers power plants. It should be noted that
concentrations of asbestos >1% is associated with serpentine rock and soils which are
common to the Geysers area and possibly on properties considered for divestiture. The
District believes that Unit #16 is located on or adjacent to property extensively mined for
mercury.

[End H48]

[Begin H49]

Page 4.12-11 North Geysers Unit Loading Instructions; Current and planned future
modifications to system loading requirements and transmission line improvements should
consider promoting the optimal use of the steam resource and electrical generation from
the Geysers, especidly asit relates to a sustainable base loading of units and transmission
linereliability.

[End H49]

[Begin H50]

Page 4.12-14 Sanitary /Storm Sewers; Although this may or may not be the location in
the DEIR to discuss thisissue, it should be emphasized that the operations of Regional
Wastewater Plants in Lake County are tied to the operations of the Geysers viathe
Geysers Wastewater Pipeline Project. Operational changes at the power plants should
consider not only impacts to the steam suppliers but also the Lake County Sanitation
District and the general economy of the county relative to the economic continuance of
these essential services.

[End H50]

[Begin H51]

Page 4.12-15 Solid Waste; The Clearlake Landfill isapublic County of Lake Solid Waste
facility located in the City of Clearlake. Geothermal wastes were previously transported
to the IT Benson Ridge site (a now closed facility) and also to Gll site located on Butts
Canyon Rd., Middletown. The GlI site received PG& E wastes and is in the process of
sorting out the responsibilities for remediation costs. The Geysers continue to produce
both solid and liquid industrial wastes (both hazardous and non-hazardous). Those
materials, amounts and locations should be identified either in this section or in

Section 4.9.

[End H51]

[Begin H52]

Page 4.12-17 Electricity (Paragraph 1) The 1SO coordination and dispatch to maintain
reliability of the transmission system presumably will minimize line outages which have
recently occurred. It should be noted that the PG& E Geysers plants do not generally have
the ability to produce “in house load” power for critical component operation during line
outages, but must rely on externa line power for pumps, fans and controls necessary to
rapidly return to production after aline fault is cleared. Air emissions during extended
start up conditions have been/can be significant.

[End H52]
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[Begin H53]

Section 5.3.2 Cumulative Effects by Environmental Topic.
See comments above in reference to Section 4.5, Air Quality.
[End H53]

[Begin H54]

Page 5-33 Noise - Geysers Power Plant; Steam Stacking occurs through the “ stacking
mufflers’ located at each power plant. This operation is not normally a significant noise
source. Power plant operations which result in unmuffled steam releases, produce
harmonic or tonal sound because of improperly sized valves, loudspeaker annunciator use
at inappropriate hours, or off-hours maintenance operations (bearing failures,
construction/repair operations and truck traffic) have all been sources of noise
complaints. These may be considered less than significant with new owners complying
with the Lake County Planning Department Use Permit conditions for noise mitigation
and adherence to the noise mitigation plans

[End H54]

[Begin H55]

Page 6-23, Section 6.4.3 Alternative Three, (paragraph 2, sentence 3) “nhamely steam
stacking” add: well bleeds and steam field maintenance problems. Referencesto
“stacking” should be expanded to include all atmospheric releases of untreated steam.
Steam stacking presently is arelatively rare event which occurs as result of sudden steam
flow rejection and has been of limited occurrence due to lower pipeline pressures and the
ability to intertie multiple power plants together. Stacking now islargely avoided by
using the interties, the ability of the pipelines to reduce the rate of pressure increase
through well steam flow reductions using automated controls.

[End H55]

[Begin H56]

Paragraph 4: While the steam field operators have a contract to accept effluent for 25-30
years, the steam supply contracts are likely not of similar duration. The remaining useful
life span of many of the power plants will expire prior to this time frame unless there are
provisions for maintenance, re-construction or replacement.

[End H56]

[Begin H57]

Paragraph 6 (RE: CPUC authority to force sale to particular buyers): While the DEIR
explores the potential impacts of a sale to the steam suppliers, it does not explore CPUC
or other agency alternatives to assure that the geothermal resource and power production
is beneficially operated. The DEIR should explore the impact of classifying the Geysers
Power Plant as a“ stranded asset” aswell as additional details regarding the viability of
promoting or subsidizing “green power”.

[End H57]
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[Begin H58]

Attachment C, Page C-1, 1.1 Level of Operation. While the price of steam isafactor in
the higher availability of the Lake County power plants, it should aso be noted that these
Units are of a more advanced design than most of the other PG& E Geysers plants, the
steam has significantly lower H2S and corrosive content and the steam supplier has
expended considerable capital to maintain production capabilities and improve steam
production and electrical generation efficiencies.

[End H58]

[Begin H59]

Page C-7 (Paragraph 1); Steam is supplied by the geothermal wells utilizing the
underground reservoir pressure and is not “ pumped”. “Transport” would be a more
appropriate term.

[End H59]

[Begin H60]

Page C-8 Remedial Actionsto Maintain Steam Supplies; Load cycling increases

mai ntenance costs and necessity to re-drill or perform additional well construction.
These activities all have increased emissions or increase the potential for emissions and
should be minimized to the extent practical and feasible. This should be addressed and
mitigation proposed.

[End H60

[Begin H61]

Page C-10 Historic and Forecasted Generation, Table C-1. Insight asto why PG&E’s
actual generation is significantly lower than available generation since 1995 may be
helpful in determining how fuel pricing and contracts affect power plant operations.
[End H61]

[Begin H62)

Page C-11, Section 1.4.1, Must Run Designations. Should be modified for the Geysers
power plant to favor the efficient use of the resource and to minimize air quality impacts.
This unique resource should be removed from the “ competitive market” if necessary for
preservation.

[End H62]

[Begin H63]

Page C-24, Choices Facing Single Power Plant Operator. Page 25 describes the probable
certainty of asingle plant operator shutting down operations during periods of abundant
hydro power, low energy demands and low pricing. This discussion appears to address
combustion units and not geothermal, however a complete shut down of the geothermal
plant may have unacceptable consequences to the steam field and air quality. A aternate
scenario of hydro curtailment is alow load cycling operation which increases stress on
components and has higher associated maintenance costs and potential air quality impacts
due to breakdown emissions. Power plant cycling from a shut down situation isaless
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efficient use of the resource and has a much higher excess emissions potential due to
equipment failures (unit trips) during plant start up operations. This type of operation
should be discouraged and regulated to the extent feasible. This should be discussed and
mitigation proposed.

[End H63]

[Begin H64]

Page C-29, Spares and Maintenance Policies. This discussion outlines the negative
impact on maintenance and spares availability due to price structuring of deregulation.
Deferred maintenance and equipment failure is represented as having an increased profit
incentive to the portfolio holder of a number of various types of power plant facilities.
Equipment failures, start ups and shut downs all typically have associated excess air
emissions. For geothermal plants, the emissions can be significant and unscheduled
outages also can have severe consequences on the steam suppliers equipment and the
geothermal reservoir. These should be discussed with mitigation recommendations.
[End H64]

[Begin H65]

Page C-33, Section 3.2.4 Geothermal Steam Supply Contracts. The steam supply contracts
have historically impacted air emissions dueto avariety of reasons. Where contracts were
tied to electrical production there waslittle incentive for the efficient utilization of steam
resources, often to the detriment of air quality where there is no other purchaser available for
the steam and the steam flow cannot be fully curtailed because of the potential for well
damage. It would appear to be in the best public interest to manage the steam resource for the
most efficient utilization of this unique, environmentally superior commodity.

[End H65]

[Begin H66]

Page C-34, Section 3.3 The Influence of Must-Run Status on Operations. In order to
minimize air emissions associated with cycling, excessive startups or shutdowns and
consequent impacts on the steam fields causing well bleeds and/or maintenance related
breakdowns, the Geysers Power Plants should be required to maintain a minimum
sustaining level of availability and operation. This may be accomplished under a specific
must run agreement or other similar regulatory requirement crafted to address these
issues. We believe that this type of agreement or approach should be included in the
mitigation required for this project. The issue would not be startup costs as much as the
cost to the steam supplier and environment of having to shut down. Thisis missed and
needs to be assessed.

[End H66]

[Begin H67]

Page 36, (Paragraph 1, footnote 71). Under CPUC D.97-04-042 would the new owner of
the older Geysers units have the ability to retire the units, recover associated stranded
assets and re-power or construct new replacement units?

[End H67]
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[Begin H68]

Page D-5, NOP, Environmental Effects. (Bottom of page, paraphrased) The sale of the
Geysers Plant could have an effect on the environment, which might be significant, if the
sale causes changes such as: the amount or pattern of generation; maintenance practices,
etc. (among others). The DEIR concludes that the pattern of generation and maintenance
practices may change. The analysisincluded scenarios which considered a operating
capacity range of -9% to +16% from the a 1999 baseline. The air emissions evaluation
described more variation with up to a 40% increase, however the analysis did not include
emissions from the steam wells or steam field maintenance associated with changesin
plant operations. The cumulative impact is believed significant, given that a malfunction
at asingle plant is capable of causing an exceed of the AAQS and athough noneis
offered, mitigation should be required.

[End H68]

[Begin HE9]

Page G-5, Footnote 10. The model heat rate utilized 10,000 Btu/kWh instead of the more
technically correct 22,000 Btu/kWh. The footnote stated that this did not affect the total
potential generation nor economic dispatch position of individua plants. Thereferenceis
in the context of emissions and we fail to understand how afactor of 2.2 is essentially the
same value unless the notations in the footnote are incorrect.

[End HE9]

[Begin H70]

Page G-7, 2.3 Analytical Maximum Generation, 2.3.1 Procedures, (last paragraph).

Typo: Geysers geothermal plants (nos. 13 and 16) supplied by Calpine wells; not Calpine
wells (Nos. 13 and 16).

[End H70]

[Begin H71]

Tables G-1 through G-17; Apparent program or program input error for geothermal
units. Power plants #13 and #16 are shown with identical capacities, similar generation
and capacity factors and share a similar steam resource yet the H2S emissions of Unit #13
is approximately afactor of (6) higher. The H2S values reported in Table G-1 are 28 tons
per year and 5 tons per year for Units #13 and #16 respectively. H2S emissions are
limited by permit at Unit #13 to 9.47 Ib/hr and at Unit #16 to 5 Ib/hr. Actual emissions as
tested at either unit are similar and typically less than 2 Ib/hr (approx. 1.5 - 4 tons per year
for each unit), see Exhibit A. The Title V applications (referenced as the source of input
data) cite annual emissions at Unit #13 as 14.4 tpy and Unit #16 at 6.2 tpy (total 20.6
tpy). Table 4.5-27 lists 38 tpy for existing and 33 tpy as the 1999 baseline (Table G-1
total for both unitsislisted as 31 tpy). We also note that the ROG emissions factor
(0.01#/Mwh) is the same for all units, however the NC gas concentration (source of

ROG) is highly variable on aunit by unit basis. The Appendix G Tables are unclear asto
the basis for the underlying emission factors and should be clearly identified.

[End H71]
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Note: Included with this comment was one page of Exhibit A. Since these cannot be

reasonably duplicated here on this web page they are no i ectronically.
Should the viewer require a copy of these, please contact|Webmaster for a printed copy.
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H. LAKE COUNTY AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

H1 Section 4.5 of the DEIR addresses air quality impacts of the Geysers Power Plant. The
DEIR indicates on page 4.5-19 that Lake County is the only county in the state designated
“attainment” for all state and federal air quality standards and state visibility standards. In
response to the comment, the following sentence is added to the DEIR as the last sentence
of the second paragraph on page 4.5-45:

Adverse air quality impactsin Lake County are recognized to be largely aresult of
the operations of the Geysers plant, and when the plants are not operating, the
associated steam fields in Sonoma and Lake County.

H2 The CPUC isaware of the differencesin age and technology among the Geysers units, and
that the Sonoma County units are generally older and less technologically advanced than
the Lake County units, though afew Sonoma County units are as advanced as the Lake
County units. Those differences were fully accounted for in the DEIR analysis.

H3 Itistruethat air pollutant emissions at the Geysers come from avariety of sources, not just
the controlled releases of unabated steam during steam stacking events. All possible
emissions sources were considered in the DEIR analysis. Some of the data and
conclusions of the DEIR were drawn from the results of the Geysers Air Monitoring
Program (GAMP), which detects and measures actual emissions, regardless of the source
or the factors that cause increasesin emissions. The GAMP was in operation during the
types of events the commenter refers to, so emissions from all sources during those events
were detected and measured. It isthis data that was used to reach the conclusions noted in
the Impacts sections of Section 4.5 of the DEIR. Regardless, as detailed in the response to
Comment H15, generation at the Geysersis likely to increase rather than decrease in the
future, and any potential impact caused by generation curtailment at the Geysers will be
the result of restructuring, and not divestiture.

H4  Whilethe “must-run” contracts (Reliability Must Run Agreements, or RMRAS) will
require that certain Geysers units will run during certain times, these do not provide a
guarantee against curtailments because of low market prices caused by hydropower spill
conditions or other economic factors. In fact, under the current contracts between PG& E
and its steam suppliers, such economic curtailment is allowed.

In 1997, PG&E curtailed 19.8 percent of available steam deliveries from U-N-T, and 2.8
percent from Calpine, largely because of economic considerations. That the Geysers units
run at relatively high availability factors (usually in excess of 60 percent since 1994, when
such curtailment was first allowed) is atestament to the low costs for producing such
power. The Calpine contract is particularly advantageous to PG& E, and thisisreflected in
the higher economic output levels from Units 13 and 16.

The new owners would likely have the same or similar contracts that place the Geysers
units at an economic advantage compared to natural gas-fired units, which typically
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establish the market-clearing price in 70 percent to 90 percent of the hours. Also, as
detailed in the response to Comment H15, the new owner will apparently have access to
programs that offer financial incentives or give some preference for generation from
renewable resources, and be eligible for tax incentives that PG& E is not eligible for, which
should act to increase generation at the Geysers. In any event, potential impacts caused by
economic curtailments are the result of restructuring, and would occur even if PG& E
would continue to own the Geysers generating units.

H5 Please seeresponse to Comment H4. The steam prices at the Geysers under both the U-N-
T and Calpine steam supply contracts typically translate to bulk power pricesthat are
below the market-clearing prices during most hours of the year. In other words, economic
incentives already exist to encourage continued substantial generation at the Geysers.
Under the restructured market, Geysers generation is rejected only when its bid priceis
above the market-clearing price. Whilethisprice likely will fall during hydro spill
conditions, perhaps even to zero, there is no direct link between hydro conditions and
Geysers generation.

PG&E is now in adispute with U-N-T as to what is the minimum generation regquirement
for those units (see page C-8). If the Geysers units were not divested, this dispute would
continue. Thus, the controversy over sustaining a minimum generation level to avoid
significant steam venting at the Geysersis aresult of restructuring and a contract dispute
among the existing stakeholders, and not a result of divestiture. However, because the new
owner is expected to maintain substantial operations at the Geysers generating units, as
noted in the response to Comments H13 and H14 below, no increase in steam venting is
expected at the Geysers after the sale to a new owner.

H6 Please seeresponse to Comment H15 for a discussion of the incentives and programs
available to new owners of the Geysers units and of the use of AB 1890 funds to stabilize
the price of renewable energy.

The low market prices during off-peak hoursin April through May of 1998 most likely
reflected unusually abundant hydropower caused by the El Nifio weather conditions of
1997-98. During that time, the abundance of hydropower, coupled with the low demand
during the mild spring weather, resulted in avery low market clearing price at the Power
Exchange (PX) compared to the rest of the year. Thisisaresult of simple *supply and
demand” economics. However, 1997-98 was a particularly wet season in California, and
such an abundance of hydropower is not likely to occur often. Therefore, because of the
transmission constraints and the economic incentives detailed in the response to
Comment H15, the price of power from the Geysers unitsislikely to be a or under the
market clearing price at the PX during the vast majority of the hours of the year, thus
ensuring the Geysers will continue to generate substantial amounts of energy.

The commenter’sfinal question in this comment reads: “How significant is the loss of
resources of PG& E whom still has a virtual monopoly on customers and extensive
hydropower?’ Under restructuring, either PG& E or a new owner of the Geysers
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generating units must recover their investment solely through revenues from direct sales
from the units, whether to the PX or through the Direct Access market. PG& E can no
longer cross-subsidize operations at the Geysers with revenues from hydropower
generation or transmission and distribution operations. Therefore, either PG& E or a new
owner of the units would face the same challenge of managing the units such that their
operations remain economically viable on a stand-alone basis.

H7 Please see response to Comment H5. The scenario described by the commenter could
occur whether or not PG& E continues to own the Geysers generating units, so the project
examined in this EIR —the sale of four PG& E power plants —would have no effect on the
likelihood of such a scenario occurring. The potential for all scenarios that would result in
steam stacking already exists today under restructuring and would not be affected or
exacerbated by divestiture. The environmentally superior alternative set forth in the DEIR
(page 6-28) to sell the plants to the respective steam suppliers directly addresses thisissue.
The following numerical responses correspond to the commenter’ s suggested mitigation
measures and is provided for informational purposes only since none of these proposed
measures relate to environmental impacts associated with the project analyzed in this EIR.

1)  Thereservation of 50 to 110 MW of must-run requirements for the Geysersis
beyond the authority of the CPUC, and would be a matter for consideration by the
Independent System Operator (1SO).

2)  Requiring that the new owners sell a prescribed amount of power into the direct
access market in order to satisfy aneed for minimum generation at all timeswould
be extremely difficult in a practical sense because of the nature of energy use by
most customers (which varies widely during the week) and because of the
transmission constraintsin the region. However, whoever owns the Geysers units
will be required to take a certain amount of steam each month from the steam
suppliers. Thisrequirement effectively ensures a certain amount of generation will
occur during much of the month, though not for every hour of the month; and it
would effectively accomplish the same objective as requiring the new owner to find
one or more direct access customers to take energy at all times.

3)  Asmentioned in response to H6, hydro curtailment no longer exists as a defined
condition pertaining to the performance of power sales contracts. All hydro
conditions are now reflected in the market-clearing prices set by the PX. In other
words, during hydro spill conditions, hydroel ectric plant owners will bid into the
Power Exchange at very low prices, since the power produced is essentially free.
That would force the PX to essentially take all the hydropower available.
Curtailment at the Geysers during hydro spill conditions would only occur when
owners of the Geysers units do not meet or beat the market clearing price.

4)  Asmentioned in the response to H15, the California Energy Commission (CEC)
administers funds to subsidize eligible renewable power operations. In addition,
numerous power marketers are already selling “green power” to consumers at rates 1
to 2 cents per kWh above standard market prices, following the tenet that many
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Cdlifornia consumers are willing to pay a premium for non-polluting, renewable
energy.

H8 The commenter isreferring to Impact 4.5-1 on page S-30 of the DEIR. Impact 4.5-1is
further discussed on pages 4.5-51 to 4.5-61. Asdescribed in the “Conclusions’ paragraph
on page 4.5-61 of the DEIR, the emissions increases are from “direct” sources which are
covered by air permits. Since the emissions increases that are discussed by the commenter
would occur under air permits and would be consistent with all emissions limitations and
standards, they are not considered to be significant. These emissionswould only be
significant if they were expected to result in any significant increasein local
concentrations of criteriaair pollutants (see Impact 4.5-2), a significant increase in health
risksin the vicinities of the plants (see Impact 4.5-3), or significant increases relative to
emissions projections used in regional air quality plants (see Impact 4.5-5). None of these
other impacts were found to be significant at the Geysers plant.

Thereference to single or several individual eventsisreferring to steam venting episodes
that could release large quantities of unabated steam. Asindicated in response to
Comment H5, divestiture is not expected to increase steam venting at the Geysers plant.

With the transfer of existing permits to a new owner, plants would continue to operate
under reissued air permits that would be consistent with all emissions limitations and
standards. These emissions limitations and standards are assumed to be sensitive to the
preservation of air quality.

H9 Regarding increased emissions, please see response to Comment H8. Asthe commenter
notes, a 40 percent increase in emissions is not likely unless the abatement systems were
changed. The analysis presented in the DEIR (page 4.5-75) indicates that the project
would not have a significant impact on either local health risks or nuisance odors, and
therefore mitigation is not needed. A change of abatement systemsis not part of the
proposed project, and is not anticipated. With respect to mercury scrubbers, please see
response to Comment H11.

H10 Regarding the resources of the new owner(s), PG& E requires that successful bidder(s) for
the Geysers units have sufficient financial resources and technical expertise to properly
operate and maintain the plant, and the CPUC is also responsible for ensuring that the new
owners are financially responsible and viable entities to operate the plant.

The commenter is correct that participation specifically in the GAMP program is
voluntary. However, asthe DEIR states (page 4.5-45), air permits from both the Lake
County Air Quality Management District and the Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution
Control District require participation in an air monitoring program comparable to GAMP.
According to the Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control Officer (Erdman, 1998,
ascited in DEIR page 4.5-83), the mechanics of assigning PG& E’s participation in GAMP
to anew owner, or owners in the event different units are sold to different parties, have
been worked out. PG& E recently contractually committed itself to participating in GAMP
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for at least the next 4 years. Even though any new owner would have to participate in an
air monitoring program and the DEIR indicates that emissions from the Geysers units
would not result in significant environmental impacts, in light of the commenter’s
preference, the DEIR on page 4.5-61 is amended to add the following mitigation measure:

Mitigation Measure | dentified in this Report
Nenetreguired:

Mitigation Measure 4.5-1: The new owner of any generating unit at PG& E’s Geysers
Power Plant shall participatein the existing Geysers Air Monitoring Program
through at least June 30, 2002.

Monitoring Action:  The purchaser(s) of the Lake County units and the Sonoma County
units shall submit documentation to the CPUC that the new owner
has made a binding commitment to participate in the existing
Geysers Air Monitoring Program through at least June 30, 2002, and
has given notice of such participation to the Air Pollution Control
Officer of the Lake County Air Quality Management District and/or
the Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control District as

applicable.

Responsibility: CPUC

Timing: At least 10 days prior to the transfer of title of the Geysers Power
Plant.

H11 Regarding air quality monitoring, please see the response to Comment H10. With respect
to seismic monitoring, PG& E does not do any seismic monitoring, nor does it participate
in the seismic monitoring done by others. As described on page 4.3-13 of the DEIR, the
Southeast Geysers Monitoring Advisory Committee was created by the Lake County
Board of Supervisors. The continued existence of the committee would not be affected by
the project, and neither the new owner nor the CPUC has authority over the composition of
the committee.

With respect to the use of the chelate catalyst, it is noted that the economic costs of using
the chelate would be similar for both PG& E and the new owner(s). Although a small
portion of the chelate PG& E has used comes from boiler cleaning solution at its fossil
plants, most of the chelate is purchased from non-PG& E power plants. Catalysts are used
to make the processes in which they are used more efficient. Because the use of the
chelate improves the efficiency of the abatement systems at the Geysers and the new
owner’s economic constraints and incentives to use it would be similar to PG&FE's, itis
assumed that the new owner(s) would continue to use it, unless a better systemis

devel oped.

Regarding the use of mercury scrubbers, as noted on page 4.9-13 of the DEIR, PG& E
recently installed activated-carbon scrubbers to remove and collect the trace amounts of
mercury. The scrubbing system minimizes mercury contamination in the sulfur waste,

Final Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Environmental Science Associates
Electric Company’s Application No. 98-01-008 C&R-158 November 16, 1998



2. WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

lowering overall operational costs by reducing the overall amount of hazardous waste
generated. Since the mercury scrubbers are in place, and reduce overall operational costs,
it isassumed, as stated in the DEIR, that the new operators would continue to use the
equipment.

H12 Regarding continued participation in GAMP, please see response to Comment H10. With
respect to the suggested mitigation measure that the seismic monitoring program continue,
as noted in response to Comment H11, PG& E does not participate in a seismic monitoring
program and does not have authority over the composition of Lake County’ s Southeast
Geysers Monitoring Advisory Committee.

H13 The CPUC strongly supports the continued viability of the Geysers as a geothermal
generating resource, which includes continued coordination of operations between the
steam field owners and the generating unit owners. The CPUC will not approve any
transfer of a Geysers generating unit to an entity that is not qualified to operate those units
in aresponsible manner. The response to Comment H14 below addresses the issue of
“green power” policy.

With regards to maintenance policies, the commenter may have misread Attachment C to
the DEIR. The new ownerswould have a greater incentive to maintain the Geysers plants
than would PG& E (see page C-29 of the DEIR). The new ownerswill have the benefit of
PG&E labor and insight for at least two years after divestiture, and they are freeto
continue to employ valuable PG& E employees.

Also, it appears that the market will provide avery strong incentive to the new owners of
the generating units to ensure the long-term viability of the units and the steam fields that
supply them. One cannot sell power, or recover investment, from a plant that does not
generate.

H14 The purpose of an EIR isto provide decision-makers and the public with information
concerning the environmental impacts of a proposed governmental action. The project
will not alter any policies concerning green power. Thus, this EIR is not the appropriate
avenue for examining policy concerning green power production in the state. Please see
the response to Comment H15 for further discussion of policy issues.

H15 The discussion of market forces and available subsidies and other incentives for the
Geysers plant is largely mooted by the fact that the electric transmission systemin
Northern Californiais significantly constrained during much of the year, meaning that
bringing in power from outside the region to serve local loads is often difficult, if not
impossible. Because of thisfact, the 1SO has designated the Geysers plant as a “must-run”
facility, meaning that PG& E (and any future owner) receives payments from the |SO over
and above any revenues received from selling the power from the facility, merely for
remaining available to serve local loads. (This contractual arrangement assures that an
owner of amust-run facility would not charge exorbitant prices during times when that
facility isthe only resource available to serve certain loads.) Barring construction of a new
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major power plant near the Geysers, or a significant upgrade of the transmission system
(which would most likely include obtaining new rights-of-way because existing rights-of-
way are already at maximum capacity), this situation is likely to continue indefinitely.
And because of the lead time needed to construct a new power plant or to upgrade the
transmission system, the situation will likely continue for several years. Therefore, an
evaluation of subsidies, tax benefits and other incentives for renewable power in this EIR
is not needed and would not enhance the analysis. However, for discussion purposes, a
brief examination of market and policy issues related to renewable energy resourcesis
provided below.

The California Legislature and the CPUC have enacted the restructuring of the electric
utility industry in the state following the tenet that consumer choice isavery powerful tool
in guiding the electric power market in the years to come. By expressing their desire to
use renewable energy to power their homes and businesses, even if they must pay a
premium above the cost of power from conventional resources, California consumers can
in effect make decisions on the makeup of the future generating portfolio availablein the
state. This processis apparently already occurring, as some consumers have switched to
service providers who guarantee that all or a significant portion of the power they market
comes from renewable sources. Since restructuring was initiated in March 1998, at |east
69,000 residential customersin the state have switched their service provider from their
local utility to independent suppliers. According to the Center for Energy Efficiency and
Renewables Technology, the majority of those customers switched to green power
providers. Several businesses have also publicized their switch to renewable energy
service providers as a means of attracting customers (article, “ Green power luring
consumers,” by Associated Press reporter Martha Bellisle, in the September 28, 1998 issue
of the San Francisco Examiner).

While only time will tell if alarge, robust market for renewable energy resources will
develop in California, early indications show that the market is promising, and could
become much larger than it was before restructuring, largely because of the innovation and
creativity in marketing brought about by restructuring. For example, Green Mountain
Energy Resources, LLC, an energy service provider registered with the CPUC, has
promised to construct a new wind turbine for every 4,000 new customers that sign up
under one of its Green Power programs. The company to date has committed to installing
two new turbines in the Palm Springs area because of the marketing commitment. It
recently stated the two turbines represent “the first new renewable generation ever built in
the U.S. because of electric deregulation” (“‘ Green energy’ sales build new turbines,” by
George Raine, San Francisco Examiner, October 15, 1998). Use of this type of marketing
technique isadirect result of the CPUC’ srestructuring effort, and shows that by bringing
market forces to bear in the electric generation marketplace, companies will craft
innovative and creative marketing techniques to become long-term playersin the market.
Thisis exactly what is envisioned in the sale of the Geysers geothermal plant. The CPUC
believes that market forces will pressure the new owner(s) of the Geysers generating units
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to become similarly creative and innovative in marketing their non-polluting power to
California consumers.

In addition to market forces, efforts by various agencies and non-profits are also acting to
promote use of renewable resourcesin the state. For example, to help consumersin
deciding whether and who to choose as a renewable energy service provider, AB 1890 (the
California Legislature bill mandating restructuring) requires the CEC to implement a
process for certifying renewable energy providers. In response, the CEC has established a
program for certifying the renewable energy products offered by registered energy service
providersin the state. The electric service industry, through the efforts of various
associations and individuals, has a so established a program, called the “ Green-e
Renewable Branding Program,” for certifying renewable energy service products. Green-e
certification is administered by the Center for Resources Solutions, a non-governmental
non-profit organization. To receive the Green-e certificate or to qualify as arenewable
energy service provider with the CEC, at least 50 percent of the energy offered through the
product must come from qualifying renewable energy resources. Those include solar,
wind, biomass, waste tire, municipal solid waste, small hydroelectric, digester and landfill
gas, and all geothermal sources. Aswell, Senate Bill 1305 requires all energy suppliersto
periodically disclose the sources of the energy resources they market, using a standard
label created by the CEC. The CEC believes these labeling programs will become a
powerful marketing tool for energy service providers.

The CEC itself is strongly promoting renewable energy to the state’s consumers. Inits
educational material available on the Internet, the CEC points out that although consumers
may have to pay a premium for renewable energy, that premium is just a small portion of
the consumer’s overall bill. The material also points out that the price of power from
conventional sources does not include the cost to repair the environmental damage caused
by the generation of that power, nor is the environmental benefit of renewable energy
resources included in the pricing of the power they generate.

In relation to the various incentives available to renewabl e energy generators, many
sections of the Energy Policy Act of 1992 (EPAct) address subsidies and tax incentives
provided to renewable power producers. Section 1212 (e) specifiesthat qualified
renewable energy facilities are eligible for adirect 1.5 cent/kWh energy production
subsidy from the federal government for a period of 10 years. This credit will rise over
time to account for inflation. However, the Geysers project does not appear to qualify for
this direct subsidy under the EPAct. The subsidy applies only to projects owned by
government and non-profit corporations or to private wind and closed-loop biomass
projects, and any representation by a CPUC representative to the contrary was incorrect. 1f
the Geysers plant was purchased by a government agency or government-owned
corporation or non-profit organization, however, energy sales from the facility would
apparently be eligible for the 1.5 cent/kWh subsidy under the Act.
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The Geysers plant, like all renewable energy projects except hydroelectric facilities, is
eligible for tax and other benefits under the EPAct and state law. The benefits vary
depending on the nature of the new owner of the facilities. The EPAct (Public Law
102-486-Oct. 24, 1992) contains several provisions that encourage investment in
renewable energy technologies by private and public entities. Under the act businesses can
take a 10 percent business investment tax credit for purchases of solar and geothermal
energy property under Sec. 1916, Permanent Extension of Energy Investment Credit for
Solar and Geothermal Property.

Other applicable EPAct provisionsinclude: Section 2111, Renewable Energy, and

Section 1202, Demonstration and Commercial Application Projects for Renewable Energy
and Energy Efficiency Technologies, which both offer funds, financial assistance and cost-
sharing benefits to renewable energy generators for a variety of research and
demonstration projects, including the demonstration of reliable generation from existing
resources, Section 29, which grants atax credit for producing fuel, including electricity,
from a non-conventional source; Section 3001, Research, Development, Demonstration,
and Commercial Application Activities; and Section 3002, Cost Sharing, which obliges the
federal government to pay up to 50 percent of certain renewable energy research or
demonstration projects.

In addition to the provisions of the EPAct, Section 168 of the Internal Revenue Code
contains aModified Accelerated Cost Recovery System (MACRS) by which businesses
can recover investmentsin solar, wind, and geothermal property through depreciation
deductions. The MACRS establishes a set of class lives for most property, ranging from 3
to 31.5 years, over which the property may be depreciated. The types of property covered
by MACRS include equipment used to produce, distribute or use energy derived from a
geothermal deposit, up to the electrical transmission stage.

Other potentially applicable federal laws giving preference, tax or other benefitsto
renewable energy generators include the Public Utilities Regulatory Policy Act (PURPA)
of 1978, the Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Technology Competitiveness Act
of 1989, the Energy Policy and Conservation Act, the Powerplant and Industrial Fuel Use
Act of 1978, and the Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 1980.

At the state level, renewable energy policy has somewhat shifted away from using set-
asides and other government mandates to ensure renewabl e resources were developed to
help meet California s electricity needs. Instead, in the new competitive electricity
market, consumers will decide whether further development of renewable resources will
continue. However, many state programs offering incentives for renewable energy
generators still exist. Primary among those is a program run by the CEC under which
consumers of renewable energy can receive a credit of up to 1.5 centskWh. Some electric
service providers may reflect the value of this credit in their pricing scheme, while others
may use the credit to give customers a monthly bonus.
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To qualify for the program, the electric service provider must: register with the CEC asa
renewable electricity product provider (having a Green-e certificate does not necessarily
make a provider eligible for the credit because that program has slightly different criteria
for determining eligibility); serve customers previously served by either PG& E, Southern
California Edison or San Diego Gas & Electric; and, obtain the renewable energy from
non-utility generators within the state. Power sold by the new owner of the Geysersto
customers of PG& E, Edison and SDG& E would qualify for this credit. The creditis
funded through a $0.0002/kWh surcharge an all electricity sold in the state (typically,
about $8 million per year), which can and will be used for other programs that promote
development of renewable resources.

Conversely, if PG& E would continue to own the Geysers, purchasers of power from the
Geysers would not be eligible for this credit. Thus, through the divestiture project, the
Geysers should become more competitive under a new owner. And if the Geysers plant
was purchased by a government-owned entity, it apparently would be eligible for atotal of
at least 3 centskWh in generation subsidies or credits.

Other Californiaincentives programs potentially available to a new owner of the Geysers
include: the Geothermal Resources Development Account (GRDA); the Energy
Technologies Advancement Program; the Geothermal Grant & Loan Program;
Opportunity Technology Commercialization Program; and the Energy Technology Export
Program. Most of those programs offer grant and/or loans for geothermal research,
resource development, commercialization, planning and impact mitigation. The GRDA,
however, is specifically aimed at finding ways to make existing geothermal generators,
including the Geysers, more competitive in the restructured electric industry.

By mandating these programs in state law, including the 1.5 cent/kWh credit and the
certification process, the California Legislature made clear it wants the renewable energy
industry in the state to continue to flourish. Some municipal utilities, especialy the
Sacramento Municipal Utilities District, are also offering their customers the choice of
having all or aportion of their power come from renewable sources, and are crafting ways
to provide incentives to make that choice.

In any event, however, PG& E has successfully generated very large amounts of electrical
energy from the Geysers plant over the years without the benefit of many of the subsidies
and tax benefits available to other renewable project owners. The new owner(s) of the
Geysers unitswill likely receive the same or better subsidies or tax benefits as PG& E has
had. Therefore, given the constraint of the transmission system, and PG& E’ s successful
track record to date, any analysis of how market forces or government-mandated
incentives for renewable power production will affect the viability of the Geysers would
not change the conclusions of this EIR.

H16 Please see responsesto Comments H14 and H15 above.

H17 Please see responsesto Comments H14, H15, and J8.
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H18

H19

H20

H21

H22

Theterm “ Analytical Maximum scenario” used on the pages cited by the commenter is
more relevant to the potential change in operations at the fossil-fueled plants proposed for
divestiture than to future Geysers operations. Because of the potential adverse air quality
impacts and damage to the steam fields, the theoretical “worst case” for the Geysers units
isreduced generation. The capacity factors for Geysers units listed in the tables cited by
the commenter represent the minimum expected output level under new ownership with no
mitigation measures or minimum generation requirements beyond those already in place.
(Please see response to Comment H7 on the appropriateness of mitigation measures.) The
Analytical Maximum scenarios are not meant to capture realistic operations, but rather are
artificial constructs used to analyze the maximum potential environmental impacts
associated with the change of ownership for all the divested plants. The reduced capacity
factorslisted for the Geysers generating unitsin fact do not reflect any changesin behavior
by the new owners of the Geysers units compared to PG& E; rather it reflects how
increased generation at the other divested fossil-fueled plants depresses generation at the
Geysers. In other words, under the Analytical Maximum scenario, generation from the
Geysers units would fall even if they were till owned by PG& E. Thus, the change in
capacity factors for the Geysers unitsis not aresult of analyzing the effects of the
divestiture of the Geysers units, but rather is an effect related to the predicted change in
operations of the fossil-fueled plants at Pittsburg, Contra Costa, and Potrero after
divestiture. Asthe DEIR states on page 4.5-55, the Analytical Maximum scenario is
“extremely unlikely” to reflect atrue operating scenario. The Analytical Maximum
scenarios were used to provide a* conservative’ analysis, as noted in the comment.

To reflect the commenter’ s clarification, the last sentence of fourth paragraph on page 2-26
of the DEIR isrevised as follows:

an important historical use, but in the past 40 years has been confined to limited

aggregate mining associated with geothermal development and otherwise to
recreational prospects.

To reflect the commenter’ s clarification, the second sentence of the fourth paragraph on
page 2-35 of the DEIR isrevised asfollows:

“The areaisroughly 5:5 10 mileslong and 4 4 mileswide and is drained by Big
Sulphur Creek.”

This comment number was not used.

Thistopic isaddressed in “Existing Emissions,” which begins on page 4.5-46, and Impact
4.5-3, which begins on page 4.5-71 of the DEIR.
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Page 2-38 of the DEIR (third full paragraph) is hereby amended as follows:

Geothermal steam contains reduced sulfur compounds that exist in both aliquid and
gas phase. Mare specifically, Fthe geothermal steam contains small amounts of
“non-condensable gases,” including hydrogen sulfide gas (H,S). After passing
through the steam turbine and the condenser, a portion of the hydrogen sulfide
remains dissolved in the liquid condensate and is subsequently chemically treated to
maintain solubility and prevent “air stripping” in the cooling tower. Air stripping in
this case refers to the process in which hydrogen sulfide is converted from its liquid
phase to agas phase. These non-condensable gases are removed from the condenser
and transferred to an H,S abatement system, where they are treated to convert the
hydrogen sulfide component of the gas into elemental sulfur or sulfur dioxide (SO,)
using a Stretford or Incinerator Abatement System, respectively. The chemical
solution in a Stretford Abatement System oxidizes the hydrogen sulfide into
elemental sulfur by producing a*“sulfur cake or slurry” product that remains
suspended in the cooling water and can easily be removed. Sulfur dioxide, a
byproduct of hydrogen sulfide combustion in an Incinerator Abatement System, is
removed using a scrubber system in which the remaining scrubber solution isre-
injected into the cooling tower. After converting the H,Scomponent of the gas into
other sulfur by-products {e-g¢etementat-or-metten-satur), the remaining non-
condensabl e gases are routed into the cooling tower and exit to the atmosphere.
Table 2.2 describes the four types of abatement systems used at the Geysers Power
Plant and identifies the units to which these systems apply. Asshownin Table 2.2,
each of the units at the power plant has more than one H,S abatement system
available for use. Figures2.18 and 2.19 show a schematic flow diagram of the
power generating process for atypical geothermal unit equipped with a Stretford
Abatement System and an Incinerator System, respectively.

Figures 2.18 and 2.19 are intended to show only the general processesinvolved in power
generation in a steam turbine generating unit. Specific details relating to any one of the
processes were not included. However, to clarify where chemicals are put into the system,
Figure 2.18 on page 2-40 is hereby amended to show that chemicals (i.e., Stretford
Solution) are added to the process block labeled “ Hydrogen Sulfide (H,S) Abatement
System.” No chemicals are added during the incinerator process of an Incinerator
Abatement System and, therefore, no changes have been made to Figure 2.19.

H23 Please see response to Comments H5, H7, and H18. Not all future events can be
anticipated in any modeling exercise, and for this reason capacity factors for individual
generating units will periodically fall outside the ranges shown in this analysis.

Asto the commenter’ s concerns regarding maintenance done on the Geysers units, the new
ownerswill have a greater incentive than PG& E to maintain the generating units because
they must remain operational in order to recover their investmentsin the units. For this
reason, short-term, event-driven outages and resultant emission impacts are no more likely
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to occur with a new owner than when PG& E owned the units. Please also see response to
Comment H13.

H24 Page 4.1-1 of the DEIR (last paragraph, first sentence) is hereby amended as follows:

The Geysers Power Plant includes a series of geysers generating units dispersed
throughout the northeastern portion of Sonoma County...

The last sentence of the first paragraph on page 4.1-2 is amended as follows:

Lake County’s economy is primarily based on tourism; resource extraction;
retirement, residential and related services; and agriculture.

H25 To reflect the commenter’s clarification (here and in Comment H19), the third paragraph
on page 4.1-4 of the DEIR is hereby amended as follows:

Other uses include recreational (pritnariy-hunting clubs, camps, and retreats) and
mtAhg-(e-g-goetemeredry)- limited aggregate mining associated with geothermal

development. The small towns of Anderson Springs, Cobb Mountain, and
Whispering Pines are located adjacent to the Geysers area to the east.

H26 Page 4.2-10 of the DEIR, the second paragraph under Geysers Power Plant subheading is
hereby amended as follows:

The Geysers, which employs 204 208 workers, are located in rural portions of
Sonoma and Lake Counties. Twelve of the 14 units are located in Sonoma County;
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two are located in Lake County. Of the 208 employees of the Geysers, 105 livein
Lake County, 87 live in Sonoma County, and the remaining 16 workerslive in other
nearby counties.

In 2000, Sonoma County is projected to have 184,810 jobs. Employment in Sonoma
County is projected to increase by 14 percent between 2000 and 2005, representing
nearly 26,000 jobs. Fhe204tobsThe 87 workers living in Sonoma County and
working at The Geysers constitute less than 0.1 percent of Sonoma County’s jobs.
Due to data limitations for L ake County, the number of employed residents of the
County is used as an indicator for the number of jobsin the County. The 105
Geysers workers who live in Lake County represent less than 0.5 percent of the
21,100 employed residents (1996 employment inventory from California
Department of Finance).

Although it is unknown if the future owners of the Geysers units would increase or
decrease the number of employees at the plant, a doubling of the existing jobs at the
Geysers would represent 0.1 percent of Sonoma County jobs and about 1.0 percent
of Lake County jobs. A change of this nature would not substantially affect Sonoma
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County’s current jobs/housing ratio of 1.26 employed resident per job. Because data
on the number of jobs located in Lake County is not available, the jobs/housing ratio
cannot be determined. However, because L ake County is primarily arural county,
many employed residents likely travel outside of the county for jobs, and the county
probably has ajobs/housing ratio greater than 1.00. A change in the number of jobs
in Lake County of 1.0 percent would not substantially affect L ake County’s
jobs/housing ratio. Therefore, there would be no substantial growth or large
concentration of population in Sonoma or Lake Counties, and the divestiture project
would have aless-than-significant impact on population growth.

H27 Page 4.3-6, paragraph 2 is hereby amended as follows:

The bedrock within the Geysers area consists of two basic groups: the Quaternary
and Tertiary age volcanic rocks of the Clear Lake Volcanic Series and the Franciscan
Formation of Jurassic-Cretaceous geologic age. The Clear Lake Volcanic Series
rocks are of basaltic to rhyolite composition and overlie the Franciscan rocksin the
Clear Lake area north of the plant. The closest outcrop of these volcanic rocks to the
Plant is on Cobb Mountain. The Franciscan Formation is the predominant rock type
within the area and consists of an assemblage of volcanic and sedimentary rocks
which were deposited in a subsiding marine trough. Major rock types of the
Franciscan Formation include graywacke, shale, are-volcanic of basaltic
composition, and masses of serpentine. These deeply imbedded rocks were
subjected to regional metamorphism and intrusion by ultramafic rocks. A thin
veneer of valley alluvium sediments can be found in the local drainage channels with
thicker sequences found in the valleysto the east and west of the Geysers area.

Impact 4.9-3, second bulleted item on Page 4.9-20 (Asbestos), is hereby amended to add
the following:

The bedrock in the Geysers areais formed of, among other rock types, serpentine,
which contains asbestos. In order for asbestos particles that are contained in the
serpentine rock to become a hazard, it would have to be entrained into the air and
transported by the wind to off-site receptors. For this to occur the exposed rock
would have to be crushed through construction activities and clearing and grading
operations. The project will not require construction operations at the Geysers plant;
therefore, there would be no exposure to asbestos particles as a result of divestiture.

H28 Thetext referred to by the commenter is concerned with the broad overview of the

H29

regional climate and meteorological setting of the project. The commenter requests that
specific text be added to point out that various communities are downwind of the Sonoma
County Geyser units and thus are potentially impacted by these units. The DEIR addresses
thisissue in Section 4.5.3 and, thus, no modification of the DEIR text is necessary.

Although concentrations of hydrogen sulfide in the gas stream may reach unsafe levels,
similar to those identified in the comment, these levels have not been observed in the
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ambient air at offsite receptors, mainly because the pollutants are diluted in the atmosphere
while being transported to downwind receptors. In order to ensure that releases of
hydrogen sulfide do not occur when the levels are high in the gas stream, workers

routinely measure the hydrogen sulfide concentrations in the gas stream, and when the
levels are higher than normal, extra checks are performed on the hydrogen sulfide control
systems, such as the Stretford units, to make sure that they are properly operating. Also,
the concentrations of the analytesin the sulfur removal solutions are checked to optimize
the H,S control system.

H30 The commenter is correct that footnote “d” refersto the new federal PM-2.5 standard. As
presented, the table conveys that the modified federal PM-10 standard was also retained,
and the table lists the current attainment status for PM-10 (i.e., for Lake County it is
“unclassified”). Footnote “d” simply reminds the reader that the attainment status for the
new PM-2.5 standard has yet to be developed. The federal PM-10 standard is presented
(with the new PM-2.5 standard) in Table 4.5-1.

H31 Page 4.5-20 of the DEIR (first full paragraph) is hereby revised as follows:

LCAQMD regulates emissions from geothermal power plants through its permitting
authority over stationary sources. LCAQMD Rule 411 teeatregutations limits
emissions of particulate matter for each operating unit to 40 pounds per hour ;-anel
hydrogen-saifide-emissions-are- HmitedHto-15peundsper-hour- LCAQMD has
general regulations limiting sulfur emissions from various sources, set at various
concentration and mass emission limits. New power plants are subject to New
Source Review and Best Available Control Technology (BACT). BACT is project-
specific and, for the existing L ake County units, has been defined as emissions of not
more than 5 pounds per hour of hydrogen sulfide per million pounds of steam used.
LCAQMD's ahility to issue Authorities To Construct and Permits To Operate further
refines and restricts project emissions based on the New Source Review assessment
of project emission impacts on the closest receptor.

H32 Page 4.5-45 of the DEIR (second paragraph, second sentence) is hereby amended to read:

The PM-10 monitoring stations provide data that can be analyzed by X-ray
Florescence (XRF) for various compounds, including arsenic, mercury, sulfur,
vanadium, and others. Ambient radon concentrations are also measured at the
Glenbrook and Anderson Springs sites.

H33 GAMP PM-10 datafor the Anderson Springs station and for the Glenbrook station were
obtained from PG& E and are added to the revised Table 4.5-19 given below. Thetextin
the second paragraph, fourth sentence on page 4.5-45 is amended as follows:

Table 4.5-19 also presents ozone data from L akeport and PM-10 data from Lakeport,
Anderson Springs, and Glenbrook.
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TABLE 4.5-19
LAKE COUNTY AIR BASIN CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANT CONCENTRATIONS,
1992-1996
State Monitoring Data by Year?

Pollutant Standard¢ 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996

Ozone:

Highest 1-hr. average, ppmP 0.09 008 008 009 007 0.09
Number of exceedances 0 0 0 0 0

Particulate Matter (PM-10):

Highest 24-hr. avg., ng/m3° L akeport 50 22 30 21 30 26
Exceedances/Samplesd 0/58 0/61 0/61 0/61 0/61
Annual Geometric Mean, rrg/m3 30 111 99 101 96 9.1

Highest 24-hr. avg., no/m3® And. Spre 50 29 29 26 45 36
Exceedances/Samplesd 061 061 045 060 0/59
Annual Geometric Mean, ng/m3 30 10.7 9.5 11.9 125 10.8

Highest 24-hr. avg., no/m3P _Glenbrook® 50 18 18 14 24 26
Exceedances/Samplesd 061 061 045 060 0/59
Annual Geometric Mean, my/m3 30 56 954 66 58 58

Hydrogen Sulfide (H5S):

Highest 1-hr. average, ppm
(Anderson Springs station) 0.03 001 001 001 001 o001
(Glenbrook - High Valley Road station)  0.03 001 002 001 003 o0.01
(Hobergs — Pine Summit station) 0.03 001 001 001 005 o0.01

a8 Datafor ozone and PM-10 are from the air quality monitoring station in Lakeport. The hydrogen sulfide data are
listed with the applicable monitoring station.

b ppm = parts per million; mg/m°> = micrograms per cubic meter.

C State standards for ozone and PM-10 are not to be exceeded; the state standard for hydrogen sulfide is not to be
equaled or exceeded.

d PM-10is usually measured every sixth day (rather than continuously like the other pollutants). For PM-10,

“exceedances/samples’ indicates the number of exceedances of the state standard that occurred in a given year and

the total number of samples that were taken that year.

Datafrom LCAQMD.

1D

SOURCE: California Air Resources Board, California Air Quality Data, 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, and 1996.

H34 Page 4.5-46 of the DEIR (last paragraph and then continuing onto the next page) is hereby
revised as follows:

Geothermal steam contains small amounts of naturally occurring non-condensable
gases, including carbon dioxide, H,S, anmonia, methane, hydrogen, nitrogen, and
trace amounts of other gases, including reactive organic gases, benzene, and radon.
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H35

H36

H37

H38

H39

Geothermal air pollutants are not generally emitted from steam wells, steam
transmission lines and steam stacking_facilities under normal operations. Steamis
emitted during well construction, testing and maintenance operations. ;-aneen-
eondensabte Most of the geothermal emissions are from the cooling towers and gas
treatment facilities at power plants. While Wwell bleeds and well maintenance
steam releases are currently the largest “ steam field” emission sources, steam field
emissions are relatively insignificant when the power generating units are operating.
Most of the air pollutant emissions from the Geysers plant are due to naturally
occurring constituents of the geothermal steam released to the air from the
evaporation of the circulating water and “air stripping,” which occursin the cooling
towers ( DI’OVI ded the gas treatment systems are functioning properly).during

0 el : the- One significant
congtituent is H,S, and all the units are equipped with HZS abatement systems.

Please see response to Comment H34.

Though stacking can occur with a mere slowdown in the rate of steam use at a generating
unit, the commenter is correct that stacking events are more likely to occur after an
immediate 100 percent rejection of steam flowing to a Geysers generating units, such as
when a generating unit is tripped off-line. For further clarification, the second sentence of
thefirst full paragraph of page 4.5-47 is hereby revised as follows:

H_,S emissions can occur as aresult of steam stacking, which is the term used to
describe the controlled release of unabated steam in order to relieve a buildup of
steam pressure in a geothermal field due to atemporary slowdown or cessation in
use of the steam wells.

As detailed in the response to Comment H18, the analytical maximum scenarios examined
in the DEIR conclude that generation at the Geysers may decrease somewhat in the future,
but such a scenario isan artificial construct designed to capture the maximum potential
environmental from divestiture of the Geysers units. Because of the factors discussed in
the response to Comment H15, incidences of shutting in the steam wells are not expected
to increase under divestiture because the new owner(s) of the Geysers generating units will
have significant incentives to operate the Geysers units at relatively high capacity factors.
Thus, there would be no impacts expected from divestiture, even if generation decreased as
described in the analytical maximum scenario. Also, the magnitude of aH,S gas release
during such an operation would be considerably lower than releases that may occur from a
stacking event and would result in lower concentrations at off-site receptors, even though
such arelease may create less turbulence than a stacking event.

Please see response to Comment T7.

The DEIR’ s air quality analysis concerning emissions from the Geysers Power Plant fully
accounts for the fact that wind patterns in the Geysers area generally result in all emissions
from both the Sonoma County and Lake County Geysers generating units flowing into the

Final Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Environmental Science Associates
Electric Company’s Application No. 98-01-008 C&R-170 November 16, 1998



2. WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Lake County air basin. Asdetailed in the response to Comment H3, the Geysers air
quality analysisrelies mainly on the results of the Geysers Air Monitoring Program

(GAMP), which detects existing emissions, regardless of their origin or destination.

However, for further clarification, Page 4.5-47 of the DEIR (last paragraph and then
continuing onto the next page) is hereby revised as follows:

Table 4.5-21 shows criteria air pollutant emissions from the plant units located in
Lake County for 1995, 1996, and 1997 and compares the 1997 estimates with
county-wide emissions for Lake County in that year. Table 4.5-22 shows the 1995,
1996, and 1997 criteria pollutant emissions from the Sonoma County units and
compares 1997 emissions the-vattes with county-wide and basin-wide emissions for
Sonoma County. Asindicated in Table 4.5-22, the Geysers Power Plant accounted
for relatively large portions of Sonoma County’s 1997 inventory of PM-10._Given
that prevailing winds tend to transport emissions from the Sonoma County units to
the L ake County Air Basin, a comparison of the aggregate emissions from all of the
Geysers Power Plant units with Lake County emissionsis also appropriate. Table
4.5-22a provides such a comparison and shows that Geysers Power Plant emissions
constitute a substantial fraction of total L ake County emissions of total organic gases
and PM-10.

TABLE 4.5-22a
EMISSIONS FROM GEYSERS POWER PLANT UNITS, 1995, 1996, 1997

Emissions (tons per year)@ 1997 Emissions As
Pollutant 1995 1996 1997 Per cent of | ake County
Total Organic Gases 2.463 2.839 2.755 46
Reactive Organic Gases 29 33 32 0.8
Particulate Matter (PM-10) 552 651 734 16

2 Emissions estimates represent the sum of emissions estimates shown in Tables 4.5-21 (L ake County units) and
4.5-22 (Sonoma County units).

H40 Therisk assessmentsthat are in the DEIR reflect the |atest reference dose information
officialy released by the Office of Environmental Health and Hazards A ssessment
(OEHHA). These reference doses are revised when new data are reported by the scientific
community. For plantsthat emit pollutants with revised reference doses, the risks must be
recalculated. Under AB 2588, the Air Toxics“Hot Spots’ Information Act, all industrial
facilitiesin the state must report any changes in emissions and/or any changesin risks
from their plants on abiennial basis. Thus, if reference doses are revised, the owner(s) of

Final Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Environmental Science Associates
Electric Company’s Application No. 98-01-008 C&R-171 November 16, 1998



2. WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

the Geysers units would be required to update their risk assessments in accordance with
AB 2588.

H41 The emission estimates reported in the air quality section (as well as the baseline and
analytical maximum capacity factors used to derive them) are consistent with those
reported in other parts of the EIR. With regard to the comment on emissions factors, the
emissions reported in Tables 4.5-27 and 28 are based on factors that were derived from
measurements for these systems and are not based on permitted levels. Actual production
rates were used in combination with the emission factors to estimate the emissions
reported in the tables. Please see the responses to Comments H8 and H9 for further
discussion of the analytical maximum scenarios and air quality impacts.

H42 The DEIR refersto steam stacking as an example of a condition that can result in unabated
releases. In order to include other factors besides steam stacking that can result in these
releases, the text on page 4.5-75 (under “ Geysers Power Plant”) is hereby amended to read
asfollows:

The principa health risk that could be experienced from plant operations under the
1999 A-Max scenario would be the potential for increased acute exposure to toxic
hydrogen sulfide emissions. For the Lake County units, emissions of hydrogen
sulfide are estimated to remain the same (see Table 4.5-27) under the 1999 A-Max
scenario as compared with the 1999 Baseline, while the corresponding emissions at
the Sonoma County units under this scenario are estimated to increase by
approximately 40 percent (see Table 4.5-28)._ The scenario analyzed in Tables 4.5-27
and 4.5-28 is the one that maximizes "controlled emissions' and not the scenario that
depicts the minimum level of operations that has generally been used for the A-Max
for the Geysers (see Table 3.1). Although steam stacking has been shown to cause
exceedances of ambient air quality standards (AAQS), the same can be demonstrated
for emissions from untreated well bleeds, normal and abnormal power plant
operations. Steady state "controlled" emissions are capable of, and have been the
source of both nuisance complaint generation (odors) and AAQS exceedances.

These events are typically associated with episodes of regional air stagnation and a
"flushing" of built up pollutant concentrations from the West Geysers areainto Lake

County during the early afternoon wind flow reversal from awesterly direction.

—As discussed in the setting section, in addition to H>S
abatement systems to reduce controlled operations, an automated pipe manifold -
system has been installed, and this system has significantly reduced the incidents of
steam stacking. Because the project would not affect operation of the H2S
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H43

H44

abatement systems, or the manifold systems, steam wells and wellheads, or change
the applicability of any air district rules or regulations, or affect the frequency of
regional air stagnation, the project would not have a significant effect on the local
health risks or the potential for nuisance odor complaints that are associated with
controlled releases, or steam stacking and related uncontrolled rel eases of steam.

The commenter is correct in that some of the Geysers units (5, 6, 7, 8, 11, and 12) utilize
an incinerator system (aform of combustion) as an emission control system. It isalso true
(and is so stated on Table 2.2 of the DEIR) that emissions from this system contain SO,
However, this abatement system is by no means comparable to the large boilers found in
the Bay Areafossil-fueled plants, which release their emissions through atall chimney via
ageneraly hot, dry process, versus the Geysers incinerator abatement systems emissions
being released through cooling towers (essentially awet, cool process). Furthermore, one
of the key features of fallout-type particulate (FTP) from the fossil-fueled plants (as
described on pages 4.5-13-14 of the DEIR) is the formation of FeSO,, which is aresult of
the interaction between the boiler exhaust gas and the boiler tube steel walls. While there
are apparently ssimilar chemical processes between the Geysers incinerator abatement
systems and the fossil-fueled power plants, no datais available to suggest that FTP (as
discussed beginning on page 4.5-13 of the DEIR) is emitted from the Geysers Power Plant.
There are also great process differences between the two systems. Regardless, the
commenter is correct that because the Geysers Power Plant location is far from any
potentially impacted sources, the DEIR is correct in stating that, for the Geysers, this
would be aless-than-significant impact. Thus, in response to this comment, the first
sentence of the third paragraph of page 4.5-76 of the DEIR is hereby amended to read:

Unlike the three Bay Area fossil-fueled power plants, Becadsethere are no
combustion sources tiseeH-theproeess that can generate acidic particles at the
Geysers; therefore, no measurable impact from FTP is expected at the Geysers.
Geysers units 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, and 12 do utilize an incinerator based emission control
system that emits exhaust gasses with similar chemistry to that causing FTP from the
fossil-fueled power plants. However, the distance of these Geysers units from
potential receptors that could experience any FTP-like nuisance effects from these
unitsisfar greater than that of the Bay Areafossil-fueled power plants and thus,
further ensure that no FTP-like nuisance effects would be experienced.

The issue of economic curtailment is mentioned in a footnote on page 4.8-2 of the DEIR
instead of in the body of the text because it is an economic issue that is not directly related
to plant ownership and therefore is not affected by divestiture. Economic curtailment has
occurred at least in the U-N-T fields since 1994, and would likely continue under PG& E
ownership. Divestiture would have little or no detrimental effect on economic curtailment,
and in fact would be more likely to reduce curtailment as shown in the response to
Comments H5, H7, and H13 through H17.
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H45 The number of units that could be closed to better utilize the steam resource is quite
limited by the fact that geothermal steam can only be transferred to another site lessthan a
mile away. Both PG& E and the new owners would face the same decisions on plant
closures and reconstructions, so that divestiture would not change this situation. The new
ownerswill have a strong incentive to maintain the resource in a manner that is most
economically efficient and beneficial. The alternative of selling the plants to the steam
suppliers only reinforces this incentive.

While the commenter believes that operating the units at a sustainable, baseload flow rate
would efficiently utilize the steam resource, the Legislature and the CPUC have decided to
rely on the marketplace to the extent feasible as the best means of efficiently managing
these resources. The CEC is charged with assessing the societal benefits and costs of
pursuing different resource options. Nevertheless, restructuring isintended to decentralize
resource planning so as to avoid the compounding of mistakes that can occur with one
decision-maker overseeing all.

H46 Thereisno basisfor concluding that Geysers units would be operated inefficiently after
divestiture. Please see responses to Comments H7 and H45, where related issues of
energy efficiency are addressed.

H47 A new paragraph on page 4.9-12 of the DEIR (following the fourth paragraph) is hereby
added asfollows:

PG& E maintains hyagiene facilities (buildings with lockers, showers, and coverall
storage areas) at each unit site. These facilities minimize worker exposure to the
trace contaminants that are found in the steam, primarily arsenic.

The activated-carbon scrubbers that remove mercury from the geothermal steam are
described in the DEIR on page 4.9-13 (second paragraph).

H48 The comment refersto the project setting, which is discussed starting on page 4.9-12 of the
DEIR, and not to a project impact. Page 4.9-12 of the DEIR (fourth paragraph, second
sentence) is hereby revised as follows:

Other constituents include ammonia, hydrogen, methane, nitrogen, carbon dioxide,
and trace amounts of other gases, including radon, as well as trace amounts of
various metals, including arsenic and mercury. Ashestosis present in serpentine
rock and soils, which are common throughout the Geysers area.

The presence of trace metals arsenic and mercury in geothermal steam was also described
in the DEIR on page 4.9-13 (second paragraph). Please see the response to Comment T18
for adiscussion of mercury mining in the Geysers area, aswell as further details on
potential asbestos contamination.
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H49 The North Geysers Unit Loading Instructions are instructions written by PG& E staff to
ensure that system operators preserve system reliability. They are in a state of flux
because another unit, Geysers Unit 11, is being “wired” into the north Geysers system to
provide greater and more reliable voltage support in the Mendocino area. These
instructions and the responsibility for observing them have now been transferred to the
SO and it is assumed in the DEIR that the 1SO will continue to observe them asthey are
modified to reflect the completion of the Unit 11 interconnection.

These instructions do not consider economic or energy policy issues and would not be an
appropriate document into which to insert such considerations. Such considerations are
currently in the hands of PG& E and will in the future be in the hands of the new owner of
the Geysers plant. The economics of the steam supplies will certainly affect how these
units are operated. It may be possible that in the context of providing green power, the
Geysers could be employed in a more basel oaded mode in order to firm up other sources
of green power such aswind generation or hydro. That issue is appropriately left to the
discretion of the new owner.

H50 Page 2-39 of the DEIR notes that the Lake County Sanitation District (LACOSAN) has a
long-term contract to supply wastewater to the Geysers Power Plant where it isinjected
into the steam fields. A pipeline from the Southeast Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant
(SERWTP) delivers up to 8 million gallons a day of treated wastewater or lake water to the
Southeast Geysers geothermal field. This mutually beneficial arrangement provides
LACOSAN with ameans to dispose of SERWTP wastewater effluent and allows the steam
field operators to increase recoverable steam pressure and improve the reliability of steam
delivery. Thisinformation was not presented in the discussion on sanitary and storm
sewers because that section of the DEIR examines potential impacts of the proposed
project on sanitary and storm sewer systems and, in the case of the Geysers, there would
be no such impacts, nor would there be any impacts on LACOSAN. CEQA does not
require consideration or discussion of economic effects, except insofar as they may result
in secondary environmental effects. Given that the proposed project would not affect
LACOSAN, thereis no reason to assume that there would be project-generated economic
effects related to the continued provision of wastewater management servicesin Lake
County.

H51 The source points, waste composition, quantity, and ultimate disposal method of each
hazardous waste stream generated at the Geysers Power Plant are summarized in the DEIR
on page E-5 of Attachment E.

PG& E has provided the following information on waste generation at the Geysers Power
Plant for 1998 through September:
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Nonhazardous Waste
Unit Hazar dous Waste (Tons) (Tons)
7&8 39 0
9&10 41 0
13 136 135
14 141 72
16 33 145
17 442 436
18 0 171
20 28 241
Various 146 23
Common 27 0
Total 1,035 1,225

(1998 through September)

Note also that the amounts of hazardous and non-hazardous wastes generated each year
can vary significantly, depending on whether special equipment or site upgrades or repairs
are performed.

Page 4.12-15 of the DEIR (fifth paragraph, first sentence) is hereby amended to read:

Solid waste generated in Lake County is disposed of at the privately-ewned Eastlake
ClearlakeHighltands Landfill, located off State Route 53 in the City of Clearlake.

H52 The commenter is correct that the Geysers generating units do not have “black start”
capability, meaning they must have off-site power available to start up, and that significant
emissions occur during unexpected shutdowns and resultant startups. However, divestiture
of the units will have no effect on the availability of off-site power, and therefore no
impact on the reliability of the electric grid in California. As noted by the commenter,
transmission outages are likely to decrease under restructuring due to the operation of the
I SO, because its one and only task isto ensure reliability of the grid. In contrast, the
previous grid operators (PG& E, Southern California Edison, and San Diego Gas &
Electric) each operated only a portion of the state’' s transmission grid and had a variety of
motivations behind their transmission system operational decisions, such as protecting
their generating assets. By having a single entity controlling all of the state’ s transmission
grid, with continued reliability asits only motivation, outage duration and frequency in the
restructured electric utility industry are more likely to decrease rather than increase.

H53 Comment noted.
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H54

H55

H56

H57

H58

H59

H60

The DEIR assumes that the Geysers units under new ownership would operate within the
parameters of their existing permits, as stated on page 3-8, first paragraph. Inits comment,
the agency agrees that if thisis the case, the noise impact would be |ess than significant.

In response to comment, the third sentence of the second paragraph under Section 6.4.3
(page 6-23) is hereby amended to read:

This may reduce environmental effects that are of concern, namely steam stacking,
well bleeds, and field maintenance problems.

The last sentence of the same paragraph (pages 6-23 — 6-24) is hereby amended to read:

As owners of the generating units, the steam field operators would be uniquely
positioned to coordinate the operations of the units to maximize utilization of steam
pressure and avoid steam stacking, well bleeds, and other problems associated with
field maintenance.

As noted on pages 2-4 to 2-5 of the DEIR, PG& E plans to transfer its rights and
obligations under the existing steam supply contracts with U-N-T and Calpine to the new
owner(s). Divestiture would not change the future need for maintenance at the units or
shorten the useful life span of the units.

Utility plants are not classified as“ stranded assets’ arbitrarily by the CPUC. Whether a
plant is an “economic” or “uneconomic or stranded” asset is derived by comparing the
remaining book value to the market value. The important factor is not the determination of
whether an asset is economic, but rather the dollar amount representing the difference
between the book and market values. That determination cannot be made until the asset is
market valued in some fashion, including by an auction. No other special significanceis
attached to a“ stranded asset.” Please see responses to Comments H13, H14, and H15 for
discussion of “green power” policies.

The Lake County steam contract provides for prices as much as 50 percent lower than
those in Sonoma County, partially because the steam from Calpine’ sfield isless
contaminated than steam from other fields, thus reducing abatement costs. Thislower
price is sufficient incentive to dramatically reduce economic curtailments. Calpine does
drill more intensively to supply its adjacent QF plants, which hold comparatively lucrative
Interim Standard Offer 4 (1SO 4) contracts with PG& E, as mentioned on page C-8 of the
DEIR. Please see response to Comment H2.

Please see response to Comment N61.

Attachment C of the DEIR concludesthat divestitureis more likely to reduce cycling at
the Geysers, not increaseit. In any event, as noted in the responses to Comments H5, H7,
H13, and H44, any increase in load cycling at the Geysers, and the resultant increase in
emissions, would be adirect result of restructuring, and not of divestiture of the units.
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H61

H62

H63

Ho64

H65

H66

H67

H68

Thefirst bullet on page C-8 of the DEIR, “Baseload to |oad-following operation,” explains
why Geysers generation has been economically curtailed and discusses how “fuel pricing
and contracts affect power plant operations.”

Please see response to Comment H7.

Please see responses to Comments H5 and H7. Cycling of the Geysers units already
occurs under PG& E ownership, and is likely to decrease, rather than increase, under any
new ownership scenario.

Please see response to Comment H13. The commenter may have misinterpreted the
discussion at C-29 to arrive at a completely opposite conclusion from the DEIR. The
portfolio holder discussed there is PG& E, not the new owners, who will have a small
portfolio of plants, if any. Therefore, assuming the new owners only have one or few
generating plants from which to recover their investment, they would be more likely to
ensure their units are well maintained.

The commenter’ s statement reflects the rationale behind the designation of the
environmentally superior alternative in the DEIR. Aswéll, if the steam field owners do
not exercisetheir right of first refusal, the new owners will assume the existing steam
contracts. Therefore, the project will have no effect on any potential impact related to the
steam supply contracts.

Please see responses to Comments H5, H7, H15 and J8.

CPUC Decision 97-04-042 applies to those electrical utilities regulated by the CPUC. The
new owner of the Geysers will presumably be a non-utility company, and therefore will
not be regulated by the CPUC. Asaresult, the policies contained in D.97-04-042 will not
apply to the new owner. New owners of the divested power plants will have the freedom
to retire, repower, or replace the generation units. The recovery of stranded generation
assets, legislated by AB 1890, isrestricted only to utility companies regulated by the
CPUC.

The commenter references the Notice of Preparation (NOP), which is the public notice
required by CEQA stating the lead agency’ s intent to prepare an environmental impact
report. The NOP provides a brief discussion of the project and the known potential
environmental effects that will be addressed in the EIR. It was prepared before any of the
analysis conducted for this EIR was even started, and does not reflect any of the
conclusions reached in the DEIR. However, addressing the commenter’ s concerns about
the cumulative impact of emissions from all parts of the Geysers area, including the steam
fields, the analysis conducted for the air quality section (Section 4.5) of the DEIR relied
heavily on the data collected by the GAMP, which detects all pollutants coming from the
Geysers units, steam fields and related equipment. That data confirmed the effectiveness
of the pipe manifold network system installed at the Geysers in the mid-1980s, as noted on
page 4.5-47 of the DEIR. Because of thistechnology, the GAMP has detected only one
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incidence of release of significant amounts of H,S in recent years, as noted on page 4.5-45
of the DEIR. In any event, the DEIR concludes that malfunctions at any of the Geysers
units leading to exceedance of ambient air quality standards are no more likely to occur
under a new owner than under PG& E’ s continued ownership. Aswell, existing air quality
permits, with which the new owners of the Geysers units must comply, clearly specify that
the new owner must not exceed ambient air quality standards, including H,S concentration
limits, and that they must participate in an air quality monitoring plan similar to the

GAMP in order to ensure standards are not violated. Thus, with these permit
requirements, the continued use of the manifold piping system and continued coordination
between the steam field owners and the generating unit owners (as specified in the steam
supply contracts), the DEIR concludes that the potential for the project to result in
increased impacts associated with exceeding ambient air quality standardsis|ess than
significant.

H69 Thefootnoteiscorrect. The geothermal purchase contracts governing payments by PG& E
for geothermal generation from U-N-T and Cal pine base payments on the number of
kilowatt-hours produced. Thus, PG& E determines dispatch of Geysers generation based
upon the incremental cost of generation, not on the amount of geothermal energy used. In
the SERASYM™ modeling, the same behavior needed to be employed to forecast future
Geysers operations. Because the incremental cost of generation for most utility generating
unitsis determined by a combination of fuel cost and unit specific energy conversion
efficiency, the same approach is followed in the SERASY M ™ algorithms, thereby
necessitating special procedures to accurately reflect the geothermal contracts. These
adjustments involved normalizing the unit heat rates for each geothermal unit to a 10,000
Btw/kWh “pseudo-hesat rate” so that the actual cost of geothermal steam was reflected in
forecasted operations of the units. Once it was determined how much the units would run
(using the above procedures), the actual heat rates were used to calculate the emissions.

H70 Page G-7 (last paragraph, first sentence) is hereby amended to read:

The Geysers geothermal plants (Nos. 13 and 16), supplied by Calpine, wehs{Nes:
13-and-16) are already running at their steam-limited maximum levels; the
remainder, supplied by UNT, are not.

H71 The source of emission ratesin the SERASY M ™ program for both unitsis the CEC
Electricity Report 94 (page A-11-A-19, dated 12/8/94), wherein the column for hydrogen
sulfide was understood to be 7 pounds per hour and 1.1 pounds per hour for Geysers
Units 13 and 16, respectively,” which is within permitted levels. The reason that the
emissions do not differ by the full 7 to 1.1 factor of 6.36 is that the decline in capacity
caused by steam supply reduction is more severe for Geysers Unit 13 than for Geysers
Unit 16.

7 Thecolumn heading in the report is actually Ib/MMBtu which would result in a much higher emission rate, but
CEC staff clarified that the column should have been listed as pounds per hour.
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It is noted, however, that the emissions estimates for the Geysers units in Chapter 4.5 (Air
Quality) of the DEIR relied upon the information contained in Attachment G for electricity
generation estimates and for hydrogen sulfide only and that Title VV application data was
used as the basis for ROG, NO,,, and PM-10 emissions estimates. Based on Title V
application data, ROG emissions factors used for the emissions estimates included in
Chapter 4.5 of the DEIR were 10.9 pounds per GWh for Unit 13 and 8.0 pounds per GWh
for Unit 16, which, incidentally, round to 0.01 pound per MWh. Since the footnotes to
Tables 4.5-27 and 4.5-28 are not precise on this point, those two tables are hereby revised
asfollows:

TABLE 4.5-27
LAKE COUNTY GEYSERS POWER PLANTS
CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS, 1999 AND 2005

Estimated Emissionsin Tons Per Year2
2005
1999 Cumulative
1999 Analytical  Analytical
Pollutant ExistingP Basdine  Maximum Maximum

Carbon Monoxide 0 0 0 0
Reactive Organic Gases 7 6 6 5
Nitrogen Oxides 0 0 0 0
Hydrogen Sulfides 38 33 33 31
Particulate Matter (PM-10) 46 39 39 38

a8 Baseline and analytical maximum emissions estimates were devel oped using generation rates developed by Sierra
Energy and Risk Assessment, Inc. for this report, ang-emissions factors for carbon monoxide, ROG, NOx, and PM-
10 derived from the Title V applications (to the Lake County AQMD) for Units 13 and 16, and emissions factors
for hydrogen sulfide from the California Energy Commission’s Electricity Report 94.

b Existi ng emissions reflect an average of emissions over the 1995 to 1997 period. The emissions estimates were
made based on electricity generated during the 1995 to 1997 period, are-en emissions factors for carbon
monoxide, ROG, NOx, and PM-10 derived from the Title VV applications (to the Lake County AQMD) for Units 13

and 16, and emissions factors for hydrogen sulfide from the California Energy Commission’s Electricity Report
94.

Finally, it is noted that the hydrogen sulfide emissions data provided by the commenter
substantially lowers the emissions estimates of that pollutant. Using the commenter’s
data, emissions of hydrogen sulfide from the two Lake County units would be 5 tons per
year under existing conditions, 1999 baseline, and 1999 Analytical Maximum, and would
be 4 tons per year under the 2005 Analytical Maximum. The corresponding DEIR
estimates were in the 30 to 40 ton-per-year range. However, since the DEIR concluded
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TABLE 4.5-28
NORTHERN SONOMA COUNTY GEYSERS POWER PLANTS
CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS, 1999 AND 2005

Estimated Emissionsin Tons Per Year?2
2005
1999 Cumulative
1999 Analytical  Analytical

Pollutant ExistingP Basdine  Maximum Maximum
Carbon Monoxide 1 1 1 1
Reactive Organic Gases 25 24 30 30
Nitrogen Oxides 3 3 4 4
Hydrogen Sulfides 516 488 685 696
Particulate Matter (PM-10) 600 571 778 786

a8 Baseline and analytical maximum emissions estimates were developed using generation rates developed by Sierra
Energy and Risk Assessment, Inc. for this report, and emissions factors for carbon monoxide, ROG, NOx, and PM-
10 derived from the Title V applications (to the Northern Sonoma County APCD) for Units 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12,
14, 17, 18, and 20, and emissions factors for hydrogen sulfide from the California Energy Commission’s
Electricity Report 94.

b Existing emissions reflect an average of emissions over the 1995 to 1997 period. The emissions estimates were
made based on electricity generated during the 1995 to 1997 period, ane-en emissions factors for carbon
monoxide, ROG, NOx, and PM-10 derived from the Title VV applications (to the Northern Sonoma County APCD)
for Units 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 17, 18, and 20, and emissions factors for hydrogen sulfide from the California
Energy Commission’s Electricity Report 94.

that even the higher emissions estimates included therein would not be significant, the
conclusion would remain the same with respect to the lower estimates as well.
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September 21, 1998

Mr. Bruce Kaneshiro

CPUC EIR Project Manager

C/O Environmental Science Associates
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104-4207

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report comments, CPUC Application #98-01-008
Geysers Geothermal Power Plant & Other Divestitures

Dear Mr. Kaneshiro:

[Begin 11]

| wish to thank CPUS/ESA staff for past presentations before this Board and attempts to fully
addressissues in the above referenced matter. Nevertheless, it was disappointing that a separate
EIR could not be written as requested by the Board of the Geysers sale nor an official public
hearing held in our areato allow formal verbal comment on the draft EIR. It would have made
participation by the public much easier.

[End 11]

[Begin 12]

| ask that the final EIR seriously consider the many and interrelated i ssues which were brought
forward during our discussion, comments at the recently held public participation meeting of
September 15, 1998, and the comments both written and verbal forwarded to you by Board of
Supervisor members, the public and agency staff.

[End 12]

[Begin 13]

The Geysers play an important role in the continued prosperity of Lake County, and your
conclusion that effects of 1-2% are not a significant cause of concern is not acceptable. Itisthe
Board' sfeeling that if the sale of Geysers facilities resultsin a selling price lower than the tax
base now established, Lake County and special districts will be adversely impacted. Mitigation
of these impactsis quite essential. We realize that much of the DEIR scenarios are based on
assumptions and forecasting, and ask that you take a more detailed and wider spectrum of
scenarios and suggest specific mitigation steps should the less likely and desirable occur.

[End 13]

[Begin 14]

For the record and to ensure that the statement isincluded in the EIR record, | want to repeat the
statement included in May 13, 1998 letter, “ It is vital to the well being of our county to preserve
our air quality (the only air district in the state to meet all the ambient air quality standards),
preserve our chosen waste treatment option of injecting waste water into the Geysers and
recogni ze that the Geysers represent a significant direct and indirect component to our local
economy. The Geysersisaworld class environmental show piece for renewable green energy
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which needs to be preserved and promoted. It is of paramount importance that the long
standing and mutual cooperative basis that has largely contributed to the success of the Geysers,
as an environmental model project, be continued and viable under CPUC decisions as a result of
deregulation and divestiture.”

[End 14]

[Begin 15]

We continue to request the opportunity to review, prior to the CPUC consideration of approval,
the proposal and qualifications of the potential owner to assure that our needs will be protected.
[End 15]

[Begin 16]

The Board is continuing to request that any new owners continue to honor existing written
agreements and that unwritten operating protocols be incorporated as a precondition of a change
of ownership. Other members of our community and staff have further enlarged upon these
issues as part of the EIR process. We would especially like to see recommendations on those
activities that have been identified.

[End 16]

[Begin 17]

The EIR needs to examine in more detail green power policy to ensure a viable continuing
industry in Californiaand to tie that into this sale approval consideration. When appearing
before the Board, ESA/CPUC staff stated federal law gave a 1.5 cent/KW subsidy to green
power and the Geysers. Isthisstill avalid statement? AB 1890 funds apparently enabled
operation during the current year’'s high availability to hydro-power by ensuring atemporary
transition floor of 3 centsKW. The CPUC/ESA staff and DEIR contend that it is not an issue
because of desirable economics, yet during the current year PX price apparently fell to zero
cents’ KW (Appendix C). Will AB 1890 apply to the Geysers Plants once the plants are sold, or
will they be treated as merchant plants? Will they still be able to be assisted during transition
years by AB 18907 Please, identify any incentives given to green power by state policy and
explain how these will be incorporated into the CPUC’ s consideration in utilizing the final EIR
and decision on sale approval.

[End 17]

[Begin 18]

Hydro-curtailment’ s effect upon the steamfield management and the impact on industry’s
continuing ability to manage our air, water, land and economic resources continues to be of
concern. We realize that the question is not fully resolved, and we further understand PG& E and
steamfield operators may identify specific mutual steps to address this concern. Any such steps,
such as assurances of minimum generation consistent with protection of the steamfield integrity
during al time periods including high hydro availability periods of time, should be identified,
and it must be made clear how they will continue with new owners that are without PG& E’'s
resources and customers. This issue has been commented on extensively and we ask that the
final EIR identify specific possible mitigation steps for all reasonable outcomes.

[End 18]
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Thank you for your consideration and commitment to afair and factual final EIR that identifies
potential impacts this divestiture proposal may have on our county, state and country, and identifies
mitigation that could be implemented to achieve policy goals and protect our environment.
Sincerely
/s

Louise Taley, Chairman
Lake County Board of Supervisors

CC: CPUC Members
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|. LAKE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS (Louise Talley)

11

The proposed project is the divestiture by PG&E of its three fossil-fuel ed power plants and
its Geysers geothermal plant. While it would have been possible to prepare two separate
EIRs (one for the sale of the fossil-fueled plants and another for the sale of the Geysers
units), CEQA does not require that PG& E’ s application be so divided for purposes of
environmental review. The same analytical requirements would apply, and the same
information would be presented, with respect to the Geysers units, whether one or two
EIRs were prepared. Indeed, the preparation of asingle EIR facilitated the analysis of the
manner in which the sale of the fossil-fueled plants would affect the Geysers plant, and
viceversa. In any event, separate discussions on the Geysers Power Plant were provided
throughout the DEIR under headings identifying them as such. Any reader specifically
interested in issues pertaining to the Geysers can readily locate such information in the
appropriate topical sections.

Regarding a separate public hearing in or near Lakeport, CEQA does not require alead
agency to hold a public hearing on a DEIR or at any stage of the environmental review
process (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15202), but as a courtesy and convenience to the
public, the CPUC elected to conduct a public hearing in San Francisco during the public
review period (August 5-September 21, 1998). In accordance with the requirements of
CEQA, written comments on the DEIR were accepted during this review period. The
CPUC did conduct a public information workshop in Lake County on September 2, 1998.
Key findings of the DEIR were presented to the public at that workshop, and CPUC staff
attempted to answer the public’s questions aswell. Moreover, the public was encouraged
to submit written comments to the CPUC staff at the workshop, or to mail their comments
before the comment period closed. All written comments received are reproduced in this
FEIR, and responses to each comment have been provided. The written comments were
accorded the same consideration and treatment given to the oral comments received during
the public hearing.

All written comments submitted in response to the August 5, 1998 DEIR, aswell as oral
statements made at the September 15, 1998 public hearing, are addressed in the Final EIR.
Earlier discussions with the commenter (and others) that occurred during EIR scoping
meetings were taken into consideration during the preparation of the DEIR. Although not
required by CEQA, to the extent possible, comments made by members of the public at the
series of four public informational meetings held following publication of the DEIR
(August 24 & 25, and September 1 & 2) were also considered in preparing the Final EIR.

How property tax revenues might changeis largely a consequence of restructuring under
AB 1890, not of divestiture. PG& E must market-val ue these assets before December 31,
2001, at which point the plants would in any event be reassessed by the Board of
Equalization. The valuation and reassessment can be done at any time after January 1,
1998. Divestiture is simply one of several methods of establishing that market value, in
this case by using an auction. The divestiture process may accel erate this market valuation
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process by up to three years, but it also may not, since aternative valuation methods could
be pursued by PG& E within the same time frame in which divestiture would occur.

The CPUC cannot accurately forecast the possible ranges of sale prices for the Geysers,
and the resultant tax assessments. In general, the divested plants have sold for more than
their book values, resulting in increased property tax revenues for the host counties.
Whether the Geysers will sell for above or below book value is one of the unknownsin
transforming to a market-based from an administered industrial structure. That said, itis
worth noting that PG& E believes the current market to be favorable for achieving a good
price, as noted in Chapter 2 (page 2-1). In any event, with the caveat that divestiture may
cause reassessment to occur earlier than it would otherwise, any changesin property tax
revenue from the Geysers would stem from restructuring and not from this project.

To clarify that the only impacts divestiture may have with respect to reassessment of the
plants would be an acceleration of changes that will occur under restructuring, the
following is added as the third paragraph on page 4.11-14:

In considering any changes affecting property tax revenues as a result of the
reassessment of the plants, it isimportant to keep in mind that the effects of
divestiture (if any) would be temporary. Restructuring mandated by AB 1890
requires that plants be market-valued by the end of 2001. Once the market value of
aplant is established, it would be reassessed by the Board of Equalization.
Divestiture is not the only means by which market valuation could be established. It
is also noteworthy that PG& E has applied to sell the plants now because it believes
current market conditions are favorable for the sale of generating assets, as noted in

Chapter 2.

And the following sentence is added to the end of the third paragraph on page 4.11-16 of
the DEIR:

...physical effects on government services. Because restructuring requires that the
market value of the plant be established by the end of 2001, by means of the
proposed auction or some other means, any impact divestiture would have on the
reassessment of the plant as aresult of its valuation would be temporary.

By submission of the comment, the request that the commenter’ s statement be included in
the Final EIR is met, since the Final EIR will include both the comment itself and this
response. Inresponse to the statement itself, certainly much of the statement is accurate
and was recognized by the preparers of the DEIR. However, the statement covers avery
broad set of issues, many of which are beyond the scope of this EIR, (e.g., deregulation of
the electric utility industry, injection of wastewater into the Geysers, and the recognition
that the Geysersisa“world class” show piece which needs to be promoted). While the
commenter’ s views on these broad issues may or may not be accurate, it is beyond the
scope of this EIR to address these issues.
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I5  The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the EIR. Although CEQA mandates the
provision of several opportunities to review and comment on the potential environmental
effects of a proposed action, which have been provided in the case of the currently
proposed project, it does not require the type of project review requested by the
commenter. However, the comment will be considered by the decision-makers prior to
taking any action on the project.

16  Thenew owner would be subject to existing air and water regulations and associated
permits required for operation of the plant. With respect to operating protocols, as stated
on page 2-7 of the DEIR, PG& E will continue to operate the plants at the direction of the
new owner pursuant to an Operation and Maintenance Agreement that would have aterm
of two years after the sale closes. This Response to Comments document does address
(where specific issues are identified) comments related to unwritten operating protocols.
See responses to Comments H9, H10, and H11.

I7  For the reasons discussed in the response to Comments H14 and H15 above, it appears that
generation from the Geysers units will remain viable for the reasonably foreseeable future.
In fact, given the transmission constraintsin the region, the financial incentives and
benefits available to any new owner of the Geysers units that are not presently available to
PG&E, and the ability of the new owner to immediately compete in the direct access
market, generation from the Geysersis more likely to increase rather than decrease.

Asto the commenter’ s other suggestions, the CPUC is unaware of any transition floor
price made available to PG& E under AB 1890. It isalso unaware of any assistance
provided to PG& E with regards to the Geysers from AB 1890. Regardless of ownership,
the owners of the Geysers are required to collect al of their future or “going forward”

costs from power market revenues, i.e., from the Power Exchange, the Independent System
Operator, or direct access sales. Although a private owner of the Geysers units would not
be eligible for the 1.5 cent/kWh federal subsidy mentioned by the commenter, the new
owners may be able to apply to the CEC or the federal government for assistance that was
not available to PG& E because of its status as an investor-owned utility. (Please seethe
responses to H4 through H6 and H13 through H15 for a thorough discussion of incentives
and subsidies available to the new owners of the Geysers units.) Whether the new owners
apply for this assistance is at their discretion. However, the Geysers units are expected to
be economically viable in the restructured market because of their low fuel price compared
to fossi|-fueled power plants.

18 Please see response to Comments H4, H5, and H7.
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September 20, 1998

Mr. Bruce Kaneshiro

CPUC EIR Project Manager

C/O Environmental Science Associates
225 Brush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104-4207

Re: Draft Environmental Report, CPUC Application #98-01-008
Geysers Geothermal Power Plant & Other Divestitures

Dear Mr. Kaneshiro,

Thank you for having the workshop at the Little Red School House in Cobb. Asyou heard at that
meeting most are unaware of the legal process and are unlikely to follow up in writing to restate
their concerns. Therefore, for the record, | feel that it was inappropriate that people could not
submit verbal comments but instead would be required to attend a hearing in San Francisco in
order to do so. The purpose of thisletter isto formally put on the record severa of my concerns
and try to repeat some of those concerns that were expressed during that workshop.

[Begin J1]

First and most importantly, our Air Pollution Control Officer stated several timesthat you are
going forward with asale of "green" power without an assessment of policy or the implications.
While you did remark that there was a one and one-half cent per kilowatt advantage given to
green power and renewables during ESA/CPUC staff’ s presentation to the Board of Supervisors,
our APCO has continued to contend that those moneys are not available in the Geysers and are
available only for new power.[End J1] [Begin J2]Some question exists as to the possibility of
that even AB 1890 will not apply once the plants are sold. Please resolve thisissue. Also, please
identify any incentives or advantage given to green power by state policy, likely to be
incorporated into the CPUC’ s consideration or other state agencies, asthisisan important issue
to our community at large and to our state and nation. We desire this policy issue to at least be
discussed and considered within the divestiture and sale of this first green power by what used to
be a monopoly utility. Clearly, the CPUC can condition the sale and policy options may be
available.[End J2]

[Begin J3]

Second, the issue of the tax base changing and the manner in which you looked at the economy
and the effects upon jobs, etc., was pointed out to be somewhat poorly supported, particularly the
conclusion that 1-2% was insignificant causes great concern.[End J3] [Begin J4] The comparison
to the work force in Sonoma County versus that of Lake County was another major concern and
should be corrected. The local agencies that might be heavily affected by any decision of sale
that would result in lesser tax revenue includes the school district, the local fire district, as well
asthe county.[End J4] [Begin J5]We are concerned that if thisimpact is significant that there be
fair consideration of mitigation and compensation. [End J5] [Begin J6] It is my concern that you
try to quantify any such impacts realizing you will not know the selling price of the facilities, but
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that you have an obligation to suggest mitigation should the selling price be substantially lower
than the present tax base yield value. Werealize the reevaluation islikely in two years, but still
two years for preparation is significant. Mitigation could perhaps include a payment from
Pacific Gas and Electric as part of any sale that would compensate the fire districts, school
districts, etc., and cushion the effect. Again, asfar asthe job market issue, we understand your
approach but ask for a consideration of the effect upon Lake County where a majority of workers
reside versus that of Sonoma County. [End J6]

[Begin J7]

Y ou heard several comments regarding the sale of the facility and the continuation of programs
that are not necessarily regulatory but that have served the community such as the use of
mercury scrubbers not being required, but being in place, participating in GAMP, and
participating in the seismic studies associated with earthquakes. Instead of suggesting no
mitigation, we would suggest a reasonable mitigation of the condition of the saleto require the
owner to continue these programs until they are determined to be resolved or unnecessary after
discussions with the public and effected agencies. | would also like to reiterate how the Geysers
power plants are interrelated with many aspects of our community function and more than just
power plants. The classic isthe disposal technique we use for our sewer plants, and the other
hydro-curtailment resulting in the need for waterlogged wellsto be cleared and that resulting in
the noise complaints that you heard during the workshop. [End J7] [Begin J8] Thisisnot a
simple system, and it is more than just power plants. The Geysers have been largely devel oped
with arealization that green power was good for the state, the county and the country. Such
realization should continue through this sale and future operations of these plants. Any step that
the CPUC could take in assuring that should be in the final EIR. Mitigation might include: the
SO having "aset aside" to enable them to sell sustaining amounts of power during hydro-
curtailments; the state having a distribution added value charge that would compensate in a more
general manner for green power such as the Geysers; a green power portfolio requirement for
sellers; and/or amethod of charging the real cost of nuclear and fossil fueled power. Seeking
any needed mitigation early seems especially important given that California and PG& E have a
significant installed green power component as part of our present power generation and
distribution. [End Jg]

[Begin J9

I would reference you to the Board' s letter of May 13, 1998, bringing up many of these issues
and ask specifically that you consider mitigation for the six itemsidentified therein, and the need
for mitigation should the conclusion of "no significant impact” prove not to be the case.

[End J9]

[Begin J10]

Again, | understand that you can take a simple approach but want to reemphasize that: 1) this
green power saleisthefirst of thistypein Californiafor a utility, it is of a precedent setting
nature, and the manner in which the sale is completed may be a direction without adequate
policy considerations; [End J10] [Begin J11] and 2) while CPUC/ESA did a commendable job of
trying to address hydro curtailment induced stacking emissions, the seriousness of hydro-
curtailment and that it isincompatible with the wise operation of the Geysers steam fields and
causes a variety of physical and fiscal problems seems to have been largely missed. [End J11]
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[Begin J12]

Finally, the overall profitability of green power in the future and now, cannot beignored. When
you have a company such as PG& E that has the vast mgjority of the customers, it isincumbent
on us all to ensure the transition to market is rational and does not unfairly disadvantage
indigenous green power which is small and may have special but reasonable needs to assure
continued success.

[End 212

Sincerely,

Ed Robey
County of Lake
Supervisor District 1
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J. LAKE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS (Ed Robey)

Please see responses to Comments H14 and H15 above.
Please see responses to Comments H14 and H15 above.
Please see response to 13.

Please see to response to Comment H26.

Please see responses to Comments I3 and K2.

Please see response to Comment 13. The market valuation of the Geysers without
divestiture could have occurred at any time after January 1, 1998. Therefore, even though
divestiture may accel erate reassessment, quantifying how much sooner this may have
occurred would be purely speculative.

Please see response to Comment H11. Theissue of potential curtailment of generation at
the Geysers during periods of high hydropower availability is unrelated to the proposed
divestiture of the power plants, but is addressed in the response to Comment H6. Please
see the response to Comment H54 concerning noise issues. Regarding wastewater
disposal, the steam field operators have contracts to accept effluent for injection into the
steam fields, and these contracts will not be altered by divestiture.

Please see response to Comment H14 above. The policy recommendations offered by the
commenter would far exceed the authority of the CPUC. The Independent System
Operator (1S0O) is an independent state corporation regulated by FERC. ThelSOis
governed by an independent Oversight Board that periodically reviews | SO policies and
makes recommendations for improvements, but major changes to 1SO policies would
require action by the FERC or by the Legislature or Congress. However, the commenter’s
suggestion for a distribution added value charge that would compensate in a more general
manner for green power such asthe Geysersis already in effect, as detailed in the response
to Comment H15 above. Asto the commenter’s other suggestions, previous attempts by
the CEC and the CPUC to quantify the real costs (i.e., the cost of environmental damage,
or “externalities’) of nuclear and fossil-fueled generation foundered because industry
players could not reach consensus. Aswell, consensus could not be reached during the
state' s previous attempt to mandate a set-aside for renewable energy, requiring service
providers to maintain a portfolio of renewable energy resources. With the enactment of
AB1890, and the CPUC' s preferred policy decision, consumers now have the power to
determine the future makeup of the generating mix in California.

The following responses correspond to numbered items listed in the May 13, 1998, letter
from Louise Talley, Chairman of the Lake County Board of Supervisors, to the CPUC.

(1) Regarding hydro curtailment, please see response to Comment H6.
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J10

Ji1

J12

(2) Regarding noise mitigation, as stated in Section 4.10 of the DEIR (page 4.10-14),
operational noise levels at the Geysers units are not expected to change, or to exceed
land use standards as a result of operation by a new owner and no operational noise
impacts are expected to occur as aresult of operation by anew owner. Section 4.10
also states (page 4.10-15) that steam stacking can result in brief yet substantial noise
events. However, a pipe manifold system installed in the mid-1980s (described on
page 4.5-47 of the DEIR) has significantly reduced stacking events. The project
would not affect operation of the manifold system, so the system’ s benefits with
respect to noise mitigation would continue. Also see response to Comment H54.

(3 Regarding mercury scrubbers, please see response to Comment H11, fourth
paragraph.

(4) Regarding GAMP participation, please see response to Comment H11, second
paragraph.

(5 Regarding sumplessdrilling, neither PG& E nor the new power plant owners would
have any drilling operations at the Geysers; any drilling in the area would be
conducted by the steam field operators, whose operations are not part of the
proposed project.

(6) Regarding preventive maintenance, as noted in Attachment C of the DEIR
(page C-29), anon-utility plant owner would have a greater incentive than a utility
(such as PG&E) to invest in plant maintenance, in order to maintain a high level of
availability. Also seeresponsesto Comments H23 and H64.

Please see responses to Comments H7, H13, H14, H15, and H46 above. The commenter is
correct in that PG& E's sale of the Geysers generating units would be the first sale of a
“green power” generating asset by a utility in California. However, the issues associated
with the sale of the Geysers Power Plant are unique, and the CPUC will make its final
decision based on the merits of this EIR, and the evidence and comments submitted in the
divestiture proceeding. Any decision made in the case would likely not be precedent-
setting merely because no other similar utility-owned green power generating asset exists
in California (CEC, California Power Plant Data Information, June 1998).

Please see responses to Comments H4, H5, and H7. The issue of economic curtailment at
the Geysersis one that arises from restructuring and contract disputes among the current
stakeholders, and not from divestiture in any way.

Please see responses to Comments H7, H13, H14, H15, H46, and J8 above.
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September 18, 1998

Mr. Bruce Kaneshiro

c/o Environmental Science Associates
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104

Re: Comments from Lake County Community Development Department on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Application for
Authorization to Sell Certain Generating Plants and Related Assets

Dear Mr. Kaneshiro,

The County of Lake recognizes and appreciates the extensive research and quality presentation
that Environmental Science Associates has devoted to the DEIR. Theindividualized attention
given to the Geysers power plantsin Lake County was warranted. Also, the public hearing in the
Cobb Mountain area was helpful to Lake County officials and residents.

The Community Development Department has the following comments on the DEIR:

[Begin K1]

1

During the 9/2/98 public meeting at the Cobb Community Center, Lake County
Supervisors and residents discussed concerns over the possible abandonment of a
power plant due to a new operator going bankrupt or “skipping town”. Such a
situation would be devastating to the County if the County were to be burdened with
clean-up and restoration costs of an abandoned, defunct power plant. Can the Final
EIR answer the following guestions?

a) Isthe County or isthe CPUC the lead agency with regard to clean-up of an
abandoned power plant?

b)  CantheFina EIR discussthe feasibility of requiring a new operator to post to
the lead agency afinancial assurance mechanism such as a surety bond? This
would insure that any restoration and environmental clean-up will be funded in
case of operator bankruptcy.

[End K1]

[Begin K2]

2)

On page 4.11-16 the DEIR discusses impacts on public services. The DEIR notes
“The Geysers Power Plant generates an estimated $920,000 per year in property
taxes to Lake County, which is about 2.8% of the County’ stotal property tax
revenues. Proportionately, the Geysers generates more property tax revenues to
Lake County than any of the other power plants being considered for divestiture.”
The DEIR goes on to conclude that “... it is unlikely that the decrease (property tax
revenue) would lead to adverse physical effects on government services.” A
decrease in property tax revenue would be a significant impact to Lake County
government services. The County is not awealthy county and has a high percentage
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of retirees and individuals on various social welfare programs. The current County
budget already falls short of funding needs.

Can the FEIR recognize that a decrease in property tax revenue would be a
significant impact to Lake County and eval uate the following proposed Mitigation
Measure?

a)  Should property tax revenues to Lake County decrease, the CPUC shall fund
the amount of the decrease to Lake County for three years to allow the county
to maintain government services while seeking along term solution to the
decrease in property tax revenue.

[End K2]

[Begin K3]

3)  Page5-10 discusses the Basin 2000 Project. It is my understanding that this project
has been subject to budgetary cuts when the last state budget was finalized. If so,
can the FEIR discuss how these budgets cuts will impact the future operations and
planning for the Lake County units?

[End K3]

Thank you for taking my comments under consideration. Please feel free to contact me at
(707) 263-2221 if you have any questions.

Sincerely
/sl

Dave Wappler
Environmenta Officer

cc: Lake County Board of Supervisors
Robert Cervantes, Community Development Director
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K.

K1

LAKE COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
(Planning Division)

Public Utilities Code Section 377 removes much of the CPUC'’ s regulatory authority over
utility generation plants after these plants are market valued—an event mandated by

AB 1890 even if divestiture does not occur. Consequently, lead agency responsibility for
clean-up of an abandoned power plant would fall to the County. However, if soil and/or
groundwater contamination were present, lead agency responsibility could fall to the
Department of Toxic Substances Control and/or the Regional Water Quality Control
Board.

Asnoted in the DEIR, under terms of the Purchase and Sale Agreement, PG& E will
identify and retain liabilities associated with soil and groundwater contamination existing
prior to sale (unless caused by a purchaser, steam supplier or land owner, in addition to
other limited exceptions) and off-site disposal prior to sale (with certain limited
exceptions). PG& E will also retain any liabilities associated with ongoing operations of
assets or interests that it does not sell. To control the potential costs associated with these
liabilities, the proposed Purchase and Sale Agreement gives PG& E the right to conduct
post-sale remediation. PG& E would be responsible for remediating the contamination for
which it retains liability if and when such remediation is required by law. The buyer will
be required to indemnify PG& E against liabilities arising from buyer and third-party post-
sale activities. In addition, the buyer will agree not to develop the site for residential or
certain other uses and will be responsible for returning the site to its natural condition upon
any required decommissioning. Please see response to Comment B5 for additional
information on decommissioning requirements.

Regarding posting a bond, as discussed below, such arequirement is now imposed on
steam field operators at the time of transfer of ownership. However, these requirements
pertain to the steam field operators, not the power plant owners. Consequently, divestiture
will not affect or implicate these requirements in any way. No mechanisms currently exist
by which to require the new power plant owners to post a bond to ensure proper
environmental clean-up, though, as noted in response to Comment B5, a variety of legal
obligations pertain to decommissioning. Also as noted in the response to Comment B5,
there would be no reasonably foreseeable increase in the risk of environmental impacts
occurring during decommissioning under a new owner. In addition, the CPUC will ensure
that the new owners are financially responsible and viable entities to operate the plants.
There would be no impact on environmental clean-up associated with the project, and
therefore no such mitigation as required by the commenter would be required.

Section 3723.5 of the Public Resources Code requires any person who acquires ownership
or operation of any geothermal well or wells to post with the State Oil and Gas Supervisor
(Cdlifornia Department of Conservation, Division of Qil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources)
an individual indemnity bond for $25,000 for each well acquired, or a blanket indemnity
bond for $100,000 for any number of wells acquired. The bond is intended to secure the
State against all losses, charges, and expenses incurred by it to obtain compliance by the
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well owner with all of the provisions of Chapter 4 (commencing with Section 3700) of
Division 3 of the Public Resources Code requirements pertaining to drilling, redrilling,
deepening, maintaining, or abandoning any geothermal well. The bond remainsin effect
until the well or wells covered by the bond have been properly abandoned or the bond has
been substituted by another valid bond. Proper abandonment requires a demonstration to
the satisfaction of the State Oil and Gas Supervisor that all necessary steps have been
taken: 1) to protect underground or surface water suitable for irrigation or farm or
domestic uses from the infiltration of any harmful substance, and 2) to prevent the escape
of all fluidsto the ground surface. Abandonment must be accomplished in accordance
with requirements specified in Chapter 4 of Division 3 of the Public Resources Code,
which include notification and reporting requirements and oversight by the Oil and Gas
Supervisor. Failure to comply with Chapter 4 is punishable by a fine of up to $1,000
and/or imprisonment for up to six months for each offense.

In 1997, aproposed bill to increase the existing bond requirement to $1.5 million died in
committee. The California Department of Conservation is hoping to find a sponsor to
reintroduce the bill at the next legidlative session.

K2 Please seeresponse to Comment 13. Asit clarifies, changesin property tax revenues (if
any) would ultimately be the consequence of restructuring, not divestiture. The only
impact divestiture may have with respect to the reassessment of the power plants would be
an acceleration of changes that will occur under restructuring, because P& E must market-
value its generation assets by the end of 2001. Whether the Geyserswill sell for above or
below book value is an unknown the CPUC cannot accurately forecast at thistime. That
said, it isworth noting that PG& E believes the current market to be favorable for
achieving agood price, as noted in Chapter 2 (page 2-1). Thisis especially true for the
Lake County units because the steam from the Lake County (Calpine) steam field is
considerably higher quality than the steam from fields in Sonoma County. However, even
if the appraised value of the Lake County generating units were to fall to half their present
value, the resultant 1.4 percent reduction in property tax revenues paid to the County
would not meet the definition of a“significant impact” under the CEQA Guidelines.
Section 15002(g) of the CEQA Guidelines defines a significant effect on the environment
as “asubstantial adverse change in the physical conditions which exist in the area affected
by the proposed project.” While aloss of 1.4 percent in property taxes could affect the
services provided by Lake County, thisloss would not be likely to cause a substantial
decrease in government services or adverse physical effects on government facilities. As
for the commenter’ s suggested mitigation measure, the CPUC has no authority to allocate
funds to compensate Lake County in the unlikely event of adrop in property tax revenues
resulting temporarily from divestiture or from restructuring the electric utility industry.

K3 Budget changes for the Basin 2000 project would have no effect on the future operations
and planning for the Lake County units because the Basin 2000 project would not increase
or decrease the amount of water injected into the Lake County steam field. Rather,
wastewater generated by the Basin 2000 project would merely displace raw lake water
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currently diverted from Clear Lake into the Southeast Geysers effluent pipeline. The total
volume of water sent up to the Lake County steam fields would not change whether or not
the Basin 2000 project is funded and constructed.
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September 21, 1998

Mr. Bruce Kaneshiro, Project Manager
c/o Environmental Science Associates
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental |mpact
Report for Pacific Gas and Electric Company’ s Proposed
Divestiture Application No. 98-01-008

Dear Mr. Kaneshiro:

PG& E hereby submits the attached comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft
EIR) for PG& E’ s proposed divestiture of its Potrero, Contra Costa, Pittsburg, and Geysers Power
Plants. The comments are provided in two sections; the first section contains general comments
and the second section contains specific comments by page number.

PG& E appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR, and urges the Commission to
certify the EIR asfinal as soon as possible.

If you have any questions, please call me at (415) 973-1595.

Sincerely,

CeciliaF. Montana
Acting Director, Divestiture and Gas Ratemaking

Attachment
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PG&E'SCOMMENTSTO THE CPUC
ON THE DRAFT EIR FOR PG& E'SAPPLICATION NO. 98-01-008
September 21, 1998

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. Conservative Nature of the Analytical Methodology. PG& E would like to underscore the first
sentence in the section of the Draft EIR that describes the analytical methodology employed
throughout the document. The Draft EIR states, "In reading this EIR, it isimportant to understand the
uncertainty involved in predicting the future behavior of PG& E or new plant owners; the legal
framework in which this divestiture proposal exists; and the conservative nature of and bases for the
assumptions used throughout the document to evaluate the environmental impacts of the project”

(page 3-1).

Due to the uncertainty inherent in predicting the behavior of PG& E and new owners in the new
restructured market, the analysts created hypothetical scenarios. Some scenarios predicted what

PG& E's behavior might be in the future and other scenarios predicted the behavior of unknown future
plant owners.

[Begin L1]

While creating the scenarios, the EIR drafters had awide array of assumptions from which to choose.
The drafters consistently selected the most conservative assumptions, that is, the assumptions that
would result in the greatest potential for environmental impacts. This process was repeated for each
of the scenarios so that the analysis would represent a reasonable worst case. The analysis therefore
overestimates the potential for environmental impacts.

[End L1]

This consistent leaning toward the worst case resulted in scenarios that the EIR characterizes as
unlikely. For example, the fundamental basis for the analysesis that new owners might operate the
plants at higher levels than might PG&E. The EIR cautions that "the degree to which generation
would increase at the plants slated for divestiture is highly uncertain” (page 3-8). Further "it is not
possible to determine with any precision at which plants operations would increase, or the degree to
which operations would increase at any particular plant” (page S-8).

[BeginL2]

One of the most influential assumptions in the analysisis that, for new owners of the fossil-fueled plants
but not PG&E, "natural gas could be purchased in unlimited quantities at a 25 percent discount from the
least expensive supply of gas assumed to be available to fuel California power plants® (page 3-12).
This assumptionis an artificial construct. It was used to force the computer model to movein the
desired direction, that is, toward a greater potential for environmental impact. Asthe EIR points out,
"The purpose of this assumption was to remove, to a great degree, the cost of fossil fuel from the new
owner's decision whether and when to generate

power. Although it isextremely unlikely that such areduced gas price could be obtained, this
assumption further strengthens the conservative nature of the impacts analysis’ (page 3-12).

[EndL2]

[BeginL3]

It isindeed unlikely that a new owner would ignore the price of fuel initsdecisions. Itisaso highly
unlikely that a new owner, and only a new owner, would be able to purchase natural gasfor 25
percent less than its California competitors. It is more likely that similar gas prices would be available
for all generators and the generator with the most favorable economics would tend to generate more
than one with less favorable economics. In any case, total generation would be limited by overall
demand. Nevertheless, PG& E recognizes that the Draft EIR analysts employed this conservative
approach in order to examine the greatest potential for environmental impacts. As such, the potential
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impacts identified in the EIR are indeed only potential, and are potential only under an extreme set of
circumstances. The projections should not be used or relied upon for purposes of reasonable
economic forecasting.

[End L3]

[Begin L4]

2. New Owners of the Geysers Geothermal Plant. Alternative 3 in the Draft EIR evaluates whether
there might be an environmental benefit if the Geysers plants were sold to the steam field operators.
The analysis concludes that to do so would be environmentally preferable, asit "would allow for
greater coordination of generating unit operations with steam field characteristics and may reduce
steam stacking" (page 6-28). Thisis an inappropriate "conclusion” for two reasons.

First, the alternative presumes that there would be "greater coordination”. Thisis an assumption
embedded in the design of the alternative (page 6-23), not a conclusion derived from analysis. No
evidence is presented that current operations are not now coordinated nor that they could be more
coordinated.

Infact, PG&E's contract with UNT to supply steam for the units in Sonoma County and PG&E's
contract with Calpine to supply the steam for unitsin Lake County both require the companiesto
coordinate operationst. To do so, the companies have instituted operationa procedures and
monitoring equipment specifically to prevent unabated steam releases, or "steam stacking”.

Steam stacking can occur when generation is reduced. Such reductions may be scheduled or
unscheduled. In the case of scheduled reductions, such as for unit maintenance, the steam field
agreements require PG& E to notify the steam field operators at least 48 hoursin advance. In the case
of unscheduled reductions, monitors installed on PG& E's generating units and the steam suppliers
steam gathering systems immediately transmit changes in generation and steam pressure. The signals
from the monitors are automatically relayed to Unocal’ s and Calpine’s control centers, which are
staffed 24 hoursaday. When asignal is received, the steam suppliers automatically throttle the
wellhead valves, which redirects the steam to other generating units with emissions abatement
equipment. This monitoring system has been successfully operating for severa years.

[End L4]

[Begin L5]

Secondly, the computer modeling for this alternative assumes that "the existing steam supply contracts
would be inapplicable (because the contracting parties would be merged into one steam supplier/plant
owner for each unit) and the price of steam to the plants would decline” (page 6-6). The modeling
results show that the Geysers plants would operate more under Alternative 3 than under the other
scenarios. The Draft EIR concludes that, due to thisincrease in operations, there would be less steam
stacking. While the computer modeling results show a significant increase in year 1999, the increase
isdight by the year 2005. 1n 2005, the modeled annual plant capacity factors under the proposed
project (Cumulative Analytical Maximum Scenario), continued ownership by PG& E (Draft EIR
Alternative 1), and ownership by the steam field operators (Alternative 3) are 87, 90, and 93
respectively (page 6-7). Thus, according to the model, the increase would be 6 percent averaged over
14 units. Dueto theinfield systems to prevent unabated steam rel eases, such an increase in operations
would not result in a significant benefit, if any.

[End L5]

1 See Section 5 of PG& E's Agreement for the Sale of Geothermal Steam Between Thermal Power Company and
Pacific Gas and Electric Company Dated July 28, 1992 (as amended August 22, 1993), Agreement for the Sale of
Geothermal Steam Between Union Oil Company of California and Pacific Gas and Electric Company Dated
September 30, 1991 (as amended August 22, 1993), Agreement for the Sale of Geothermal Steam Between NEC
Acquisition Company and Pacific Gas and Electric Company Dated September 30, 1991 (as amended August 22,
1993). See aso, Section 8 of PG& E's Agreement for the Sale and Purchase of Geothermal Steam Between Signal Oil
and Gas Company [a.k.a. Calpine] and Pacific Gas and Electric Company Dated March 23, 1973.
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[Begin L6]

Asthe Draft EIR notes, the analysis of the proposed project does not indicate that the project would
result in any change related to steam stacking. "Therefore, this alternative would not be necessary to
reduce project impacts. 1t may, however, beneficially reduce steam stacking and rel ease events®

(page 6-24). In PG&E's opinion, Alternative 3 has not demonstrated that selling the Geysers unitsto
the steam field operators would be any more or less environmentally preferable to selling the unitsto a
third party. It should aso be noted that the steam field operators have aright of first refusal to
purchase these units, as stated elsewhere in the Draft EIR.

[End L6]

[BeginL7]

The CPUC has no responsibility to choose the environmentally preferable aternative. The California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines require that the lead agency identify an
environmentally superior alternative among other alternatives analyzed?. However, CEQA does not
require the agency to choose the most environmentally desirable aternative if the agency has reduced
the project's environmental effects to an acceptable level through mitigation.3 The CPUC does not
have authority to order the sale of the plants to a particular buyer without PG& E’ s consent.

[End L7]

[Begin L8]

3. Cumulative Analysis. In Section 5.2.2, the EIR describes the assumptions made in the cumulative
analysis regarding new generation to replace the Hunters Point Power Plant. The EIR noteson

page 5-4 that:

"The exact size, mix and location of facilities that will ultimately be proposed and
approved to replace the Hunters Point Power Plant is speculative. However, in order to
portray and evaluate (in at least a generalized nature given the paucity of definitive data
and plans) the maximum potential for change in the context of the cumulative impact
analysisfor this project, it is assumed for purposes of this EIR that new generation
facilities would be constructed by 2005 to serve the City's electricity needs. This
cumulative analysis assumes that the new facilities would consist of two new combined-
cycle electric generating units sized at 240 MW each (totaling 480 MW)."

PG& E would like to underscore that the facility assumed in the cumulative analysisis a hypothetical
facility. The generation and/or transmission facilities that will replace the power and reliability now
provided by the Hunters Point plant are not known at thistime. 1t will be incumbent on the
proponents of the new facilities, and the agencies that must approve the project(s), to evaluate, in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act, the potential for project-specific and
cumul ative environmental impacts associated with the new facilities and to address any significant
environmental effects.

[End L8]

SPECIFIC COMMENTSBY DRAFT EIR SECTION
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
[Begin L9]
Page S-4, Figure S.2. Please note that PG& E will also continue to own the Diablo Canyon Nuclear

Power Plant, located in San Luis Obispo County. (The same figure is used as Figure 2.1 on page 2-3.)
[End L9]

2 See, 14 Cal. Code Regs. 15126(d)(4).

3 See, Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California, 47 Cal. 3d 376, 402 (1988);
Kosta, Stephen L. and Zischke, Michael H., Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act sections 17.20 -
17.22, pgs. 656 - 663.
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[Begin L10]

Page S-5, paragraph 3. The paragraph states that “ PG& E will retain facilities and equipment at each
site that pertain to transmission or distribution operations.” Please note that PG& E will divest a small
portion of the transmission lines at the Geysers Power Plant, as stated elsewhere in the document (e.g.,
pages 2-7, 2-28, and 4.12-17).

[End L10

[Begin L11]

Page S-5, paragraph 4. The Summary states that " The Purchase and Sale Agreement for each plant
requires a deed restriction that prevents the new owner from using the site for residential or other
sensitive uses.” Thisistrue for the fossil-fueled plants. However, for the Geysers plant, the Purchase
and Sale agreement requires the purchaser to agree to aland use covenant that will require the
purchaser (and its subsequent transferees, if any) not to use the property for residential or other
sensitive uses. (See also pages 4.1-13 and 14.)

[End L11]

[Begin L12]

Page S-21, Table 2.6. Please note that the levels of significance indicated for Impacts 4.5-4, 4.5-5,
and 4.9-3 for the proposed project should include an "(M)" to indicate that the EIR has identified
supplemental mitigation for each of these impacts.

[End L12]

2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

[Begin L13]

Page 2-5, paragraph 2. Please replace the last sentence regarding PG& E’ s hydroel ectric assets with
“PG&E is currently considering various options for market valuation of its hydroelectric assets’.
[End L13]

[Begin L14]

Page 2-20, paragraph 2. All three boilers associated with Units 5, 6, and 7 are capable of burning
residual fuel oil.

[End L14]

[Begin L15]

Page 2.42, paragraph 2. The Draft EIR states that “ Early reinjection of wastewater from the Southeast
Geysers effluent pipeline have been encouraging. There has been about a 7 percent (60 MW) increase
in capacity in the Southeast Geysersfield as reported by staff at the Geysers Power Plant.” Upon
closer examination of the peak output achieved by the four PG& E plants that are in the Southeast area
of the steam field, PG& E believes that 7 percent overstates the increase. A more accurate estimate
would be that there has been about a 5 percent increase in capacity. In addition, given the design
capacities of the four Southeast Geysers Units (Units 13, 16, 18, and 20) listed on Table 2.1 (pages 2-
8 and 9), it appearsthat the 7 percent increase resulting in a60MW increase is a miscalculation

[End L15]

[Begin L16]

Pages 2-44 and 45, Table 2.3. (1) Thereis also alease from the State Lands Commission for public
land associated with the Contra Costa plant. (2) Note that the Aboveground Petroleum Storage Tank
requirement applicable to the Geysers plant is not a permit per se. The requirement includes a
biannual statement, registration fee, and SPCC plan.

[End L16]
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4.4 WATER RESOURCES

[Begin L17]

Page 4.4-5, paragraph 1. The last sentence states that “ Sodium hypochlorite is regularly applied in the
condensers to minimize growth of biological organisms and is then discharged”. Please notethat, in
accordance with the NPDES permit for the plant, the sodium hypochlorite is neutralized with sodium
bisulfate before discharge.

[End L17]

45 AIR QUALITY

[Begin L18]

Page 4.5-14, paragraph 3. Note that since the beginning of 1994, PG& E has essentially ended using
fuel oil. However, fuel oil may still be used in limited circumstances. Under BAAQMD Regulation
9, Rule 11, only natural gasisto be burned in these units, except during force majuere natural gas
curtailment and very limited testing.

[End L18]

[Begin L19]

Page 4.5-24, paragraph 2. The paragraph states “Unit 3 is coupled to asingle boiler, which is capable
of burning natural gas or fuel oil; however, since 1995, only natural gas has been burned because of
Regulation 9, Rule 11”. The sentence could leave the misimpression that the switch to natural gas
occurred because of Regulation 9, Rule 11. However, the fuel switch was made prior to when the
regulation became effective in 1997. The sentence could be clarified by stating, “since 1994, PG& E
has only burned natural gas and Regulation 9, Rule 11 requires that natural gas be burned except in
very limited circumstances”.

[End L19]

[Begin L20]

Page 4.5-34, last sentence. Please delete the reference to the mobile combustion turbine at the Contra
Costaplant. Itisno longer at this plant.

[End L20]

[Begin L21]

Page 4.5-39, last paragraph. The paragraph incorrectly states “While two of the seven boilers are
permitted to burn either natural gas or fuel oil, al of them currently burn only natural gas.” All seven
boilers are permitted to burn fuel oil aslong as permit and rule conditions are followed.

[End L21]

[Begin L22]

Page 4.5-47, paragraph 4. The paragraph refers to measurements of radon at the Geysers plant “that
indicated levels of radon ranging from 3 to 5 pico-curies per liter of air, which is above typica
background levels of 1 pico-curie per liter (1998, personal communication with Lake County APCD)".
Thisrange is substantialy higher than the measurements reported as part of Geysers Air Quality
Monitoring Program (GAMP), which measures radon at two monitoring sites in public areas of the Lake
County geothermal area that are downwind of the plant. The most recent quarterly GAMP report of
April 1 to June 30, 1998, which reported data for January, February, and March 1998, reported aradon
range of 0.1 to 0.5 pico-curies per liter (pCi/l), with an average of 0.2 to 0.3 pCi/l. These measured
levels are about 1/10" of the levelsidentified in the Draft EIR.

[End L22]

[Begin L23]

Page 4.5-61, |ast sentence. The Draft EIR indicates that the air quality modeling was performed using
the AP-42 emissions factors that the U.S. EPA released earlier this year (per U.S. EPA reference listed
on page 4.5-84). The Draft EIR refers to these factors as “ new, more accurate data reported by EPA for
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combustion units’. PG& E questions whether the new factors are indeed more accurate. The new factors
for PM-10 are based on avery small sample— only four tests nationwide. In addition, for thefirst time,
the EPA has reported separate emissions factors for the filterable fraction of PM-10 and a condensable
fraction. Thereisreason to believe that the condensable fraction is purely an artifact of the sampling
procedure as aresult of nitrates or sulfates present in the exhaust steam. The EPA hasitsalf indicated
little confidence in the factor for the condensable fraction. On ascale of A to E, with A being the highest
confidence, the EPA rates its confidence in the factor for the condensable PM fraction for boilersasD.

If only thefilterable fraction is used in the emission factors, the modeled PM-10 results would drop by a
factor of 4.

[End L23]

4.7 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

[Begin L24]

Page 4.7-30, paragraph 3. The fourth sentence states "The revised draft HCP (dated April 22, 1998)
and associated permit application documents have been reviewed and deemed completed by USFWS
and NMFS staff in June 1998." To date, PG& E has not received the certificate of completion. Please
del ete the sentence.

[End L24]

[Begin L25]

Page 4.7-30, paragraph 3. To update the paragraph, in the fifth sentence, please delete "intend to
adhere to" and replace with "concur with", and delete "July 1998" and replace with " September
1998". Similarly, in the last sentence of the paragraph, replace “ staff” with “proposed” and replace
"October 1998" with "December 1998".

[End L25]

[Begin L26]

Page 4.7-31, second bullet. Asrequired by the federal agencies, the funding is now to be maintained
in"aspecia deposit account”.

[End L26]

[Begin L27]

Page 4.7-35, paragraph 3. The federal agencies have emphasized that the Implementing Agreements
and HCPs are not transferred, but are part of the permit and reissued along with the reissued permit.
As such, in the fourth sentence, please delete "and transfer of the draft Implementing agreement” and
substitute with "including the related Implementing Agreement”, and delete "to the new owner".
[End L27]

[Begin L28]

Page 4.7-35, paragraph 3. To update this paragraph, please delete the two sentences that begin with
“USFWS has proposed” and end with “within a 60-day period”, and replace with "The USFWS has
concurred with this language”.

[End L28]

[Begin L29]

Page 4.7-35, paragraph 3. For clarification, please revise the last sentence as follows: "Accordingly,
if the Section 10 Permits are issued to PG& E at least 60 days prior to closing, the permits should be
reissued to the new owner at closing, and the new owner will be subject to the restrictions of such
permits and the CESA MOU to the same extent PG& E would have been.

[End L29]
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[Begin L30]

Page 4.7-36, paragraph 3. For clarification, please delete "As a condition of closing the sale, the new
owner will be required to obtain” and replace it with "If the Section 10 permits have been reissued to
PG& E prior to closing, the new owner will be required to seek™.

[End L30]

[Begin L31]

Page 4.7-37, top of the page. Under “Timing”, to capture all of the monitoring actions associated with
the mitigation measure, please revise the sentence to read: “ Documents should be provided to the
CPUC at least forty days before the title transfer, copies of the |etters should be provided to plant
managers at the close of sale, and the Section 10 Permits should be provided to CPUC when
obtained.”

[End L31]

[Begin L32]

Page 4.7-37, Level of Significance after Mitigation. For clarification, the term "Operational
Constraints' should be in lower case asit isho longer a defined term. Also, please insert after
"operational constraints’, the phrase "in PG& E's Section 10 Permits and the HCP'.

[End L32]

4.9 HAZARDS

[Begin L33]

Page 4.9-4, |ast paragraph. The section states that “No acutely hazardous materials are used or stored
at the Potrero Power Plant.” However, lead-acid batteries are used at the plant; the sulfuric acid in the
batteriesis classified as an acutely hazardous material.

[End L33]

[Begin L34]

Page 4.9-5, last paragraph. In the last sentence, for accuracy, please delete “adversely” and replace
"throughout the entire plant area’ with "in areas of the plant”.

[End L34]

[Begin L35]

Pages 4.9-6, 9, 11, and 13, Phase 1 testing. PG& E has now completed Phase 11 testing for all four
plants. Risk Assessments have been completed for the Potrero, Contra Costa, and Pittsburg plants. A
Risk Assessment is currently being prepared for the Geysers plant.

[End L35]

[Begin L36]

Page 4.9-17, paragraph 1. The Draft EIR states, “ The appropriate lead agency at each plant will be
selected by means of the Site Designation Process Under the Unified Agency Review of Hazardous
Material Release Sites’. It islikely that the lead agency for each plant will be selected by the Site
Designation Process. However, other selection processes may be used to honor other processes and
arrangements with local agenciesin place at the time. PG& E recommends that in the quoted
sentence, the words “will be” be replaced with “will likely be”.

[End L36]

[Begin L37]

Page 4.9-19, paragraph 3. Please note that ammoniais not currently used in emissions abatement
equipment at the power plants to be divested.

[End L37]
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4.11 PUBLIC SERVICES

[Begin L38]

Page 4.11-16, paragraph 2. The Geysers Power Plant generates an estimated $920,000 per year in
property taxes to Lake County (not $920,000 million).

[End L38]

412 UTILITIESAND SERVICE SYSTEMS

[Begin L39]

Page 4.12-3, transmission section, paragraph 2. Note the transmission corridor that serves San
Francisco and the former Skyline District is rated at about 750 MW assuming the underground 230
kV cableisnot available.

[End L39]

[Begin L40]

Page 4.12-5, last paragraph. Regarding the transmission lines, please delete the clause “to protect the
in-city on-line generation from potential crippling damage”. The lines are automatically opened, not
to protect generation, but to ensure service to the network load. The generators are equipped with
their own underfrequency relays to protect them from damage.

[End L40Q]

[Begin L41]

Page 4.12-7, paragraph 2. (1) Note the CPUC is not served by the network load. (2) Please delete
“and in BART trains under the bay”. Whilethe BART stations are served by the distribution
network, traction power to run the trains is served from a dedicated substation in San Francisco.
[End L41]

[Begin L42]

Page 4.12-7, paragraph 4. (1) Note that the SFOC require the Dispatcher to load San Francisco
generation at differing percentages based on the load. At 800 MW required operating capacity, 40
percent isrequired; at 700 MW, 30 percent isrequired. The sentence could be corrected by replacing
“40 percent” with “certain portion”. (2) In the paragraph’s last sentence, please delete “not”. During
off-peak periods, the SFOC isintended to sustain some, if not all, of the much-reduced downtown
loads.

[End L42]

[Begin L43]

Page 4.12-9, paragraph 1. Please delete the word “single”, as there are multiple lines between San
Francisco and the outside power transmission grid.

[End L43]

[Begin L44]

Page 4.12-9, last paragraph. For accuracy in the first sentence, please replace “and replacement of
430 MVA transformers’ with “and replacement with two 420 MV A transformers’.

[End L44]

5.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

[Begin L45]

Page 5-11, paragraph 2. The section statesthat "PG& E is one of the key playersin the Santa Rosa
Wastewater Modified Geysers Recharge Project. However it is assumed that if PG& E were to sell its
units, the new owners would simply assume PG& E’ srolein the process.” These two sentences
overstate PG& E's involvement with the project. PG&E isnot a party to the contract signed by the
City of Santa Rosa and Unocal-Thermal, nor has PG& E entered into separate agreements with the
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steam suppliers asit did for the Southeast Geysers Pipeline Project. PG& E recommends deleting the
two sentences.
[End L45]

6.0 ALTERNATIVESANALYSIS

[Begin L46]
Please see the General Comment above regarding New Owners of the Geysers Geothermal Plant.
[End L46]

ATTACHMENT C: SYSTEM ECONOMIC AND OPERATIONAL
CHARACTERIZATION

[Begin L47]

PG& E questions Attachment C’s conclusion, and the underlying statements that lead to the
conclusion, that new owners of the plants would tend to operate the plants at higher levelsin the
future than would PG&E. According to Attachment C' s authors, three primary factors could
influence increased generation: the portfolio effect, fuel procurement practices, and the ability of new
ownersimmediately to participate in the direct access market. The discussions of these factors
unfortunately contain inaccurate and speculative statements. However, PG& E recognizes that the
resulting conclusion of increased generation is embedded as an assumption in many parts of the Draft
EIR analyses and serves to further the conservative nature of the analyses. Thus, PG&E is choosing
to not submit detailed comments on Attachment C. Please note that by accepting Attachment C's
conclusion solely for the purpose of an assumption in the Draft EIR analyses that leads to increased
generation, PG& E is not accepting Attachment C’ s statements, analyses, nor conclusions for any other
purpose.

[End L47]

ATTACHMENT E: HAZARDOUSMATERIALSAND WASTE

[Begin L48]
Please see the comment for pages 2-44 and 45, Table 2.3.
[End L48]

ATTACHMENT F: GEYSERSPOWER PLANT FACILITY LAYOUT MAPS

[Begin L49]

There are several minor inaccuracies on these maps. Please note that while the inaccuracies do not
affect the EIR analyses or conclusions, these maps should not be relied on for purposes other than this
EIR.

[End L49]
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PROJECT APPLICANT

L. PACIFIC GASAND ELECTRIC COMPANY

L1 Asdiscussed in Section 3.1 of the DEIR, due to the uncertainty involved in predicting
future behavior of either PG& E or new plant owners, a conservative approach to the
analysisin this EIR was employed. Such assumptions, as the commenter points out,
“would result in the greatest potential for environmental impacts.” Given this, the DEIR
may, in some instances, very well overestimate potential environmental impacts resulting
from the project. This approach was necessary to ensure that, even if these environmental
impacts were potentially overestimated, environmental effects identified would be
evaluated and mitigated appropriately.

L2 Asdiscussed generaly in response to Comment L1, the commenter points out specifically
one of many conservative assumptions utilized in the analysis. The commenter is correct
that this assumption (greatly reduced natural gas supply costs) further strengthens the
conservative nature of the impacts analysis.

L3 Comment noted.

L4 “Greater coordination” as used in the instances described by the commenter extends
beyond mere notification of events that might lead to steam stacking. The assumption of
“greater coordination” for the environmentally preferable alternative was made for several
reasons. First among thoseisasimple “common sense” determination: decision-making
among two parties is more difficult than decision-making by one party, especialy if the
two partiesin the former case have different corporate strategies and motivations. Second,
the business relationship between PG& E and the steam field owners by all accounts has
occasionally been adversarial in the past, and disputes among the parties continue. Third,
the steam field operators have insisted that PG& E’ s operations at the Geysers “promotes
wasteful and inefficient use of fuel,” and that PG& E “ has declined to make numerous
investments and operating changes that would prolong resource life” at the Geysers (please
see Comment P12). Thus, if the steam field owners were to purchase PG& E’s Geysers
generating units, the fact that one entity would act to obtain maximum benefit from both
the generating units and the steam fields would likely ensure greater coordination of steam
field operations with generating unit operations, and would likely result in a greater overall
benefit to the environment. For example, a single owner of both the steam field and the
generating units may choose to bid into the Power Exchange (PX) at a price low enough to
ensure some level of minimum generation at the Geysers, and thus avoid potential damage
to the steam field resulting from shutting in the steam, even if the owner would |ose money
on the power sold during those times. By contrast, PG& E has operated its units based
solely on benefitsto its shareholders, and ceases operations the instant that continued
generation becomes uneconomic, regardless of any potential damage to the steam field.

In addition, noted in Attachment C of the DEIR, the steam suppliers would face effective
steam prices that are well below the off-peak PX prices because they would only haveto
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L5

L6

L7

L8

L9

recover steam production costs, rather than the administered prices in the steam supply
contracts. Therefore, they would be likely to cycle the Geysers plants less than PG& E
currently does in response to fluctuations in demand and in PX market price. Thiswould
result in a greater capacity utilization of the Geysers units, which could reduce stacking
and the unabated air emissions associated with stacking. Therefore, the DEIR conclusion
that Alternative 3 is environmentally preferable to the proposed project iswell founded.

It isimportant to note, however, that the DEIR concludes only that Alternative 3 “would
allow for greater coordination of generating unit operations with steam field characteristics
and may reduce steam stacking” (page 6-29, emphasis added), and does not state with
certainty that Alternative 3 would definitely result in greater coordination or in reduced
incidences of steam stacking. Aswell, the DEIR does not conclude that the operations of
the generating units and steam fields are currently “ not coordinated” asimplied by the
commenter, merely that having asingle entity controlling both operations “allows for
greater coordination.” Furthermore, the DEIR points out (on page 6-26) that the project
itself “is not expected to have any adverse impacts with respect to steam stacking.” Thus,
while Alternative 3 may provide environmental benefits in comparison to the existing
setting (with PG& E owning the Geysers units), it would not alter or aleviate any
significant environmental impacts associated with the project.

The determination that Alternative Three should represent the Geysers component of the
environmentally superior alternative is not based solely on the level of operations of the
Geysers units, but it is aso based on the greater potential for coordination between the
steam fields and the plants. Please see response to Comment L4 for the bases for
conclusions with respect to Alternative 3.

Please see responses to Comments L4 and L5 with respect to the selection of the
environmentally superior alternative. The DEIR notesin several locations that the steam
field operators have the right of first refusal to purchase the Geysers Power Plant. Itisaso
noted in the discussion of Alternative 3, on page 6-24 in the fourth full paragraph, second
sentence.

The commenter is correct that CEQA does not require that the environmentally superior
alternative be selected. As acknowledged on page 6-24 of the DEIR (fourth paragraph), it
is not certain that the CPUC could order PG& E to sell its facilities to a particular buyer.

Comment noted.

Figure S.2 on page S-4 of the DEIR and Figure 2.1 on page 2-3 of the DEIR show only the
status of the PG& E fossil-fueled power plants and the Geysers Power Plant. These figures
do not show the location or status of other PG& E power plants, including 112

hydroel ectric units, and the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant in San Luis Obispo
County. The status of these other power plantsis discussed in the DEIR in the last

paragraph on page S-5.
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L10 Page S5 (third paragraph, second sentence) is hereby amended as follows:

PG&E will retain facilities and equipment at each site that pertain to transmission or
distribution operations with the exception of a small portion of the transmission lines
at the Geysers Power Plant.

Please note that the DEIR already states (on page 2-7, first paragraph) that PG& E will
divest its 21-kV distribution and 4-kV service lines at the Geysers plant.

L11 Thecommenter iscorrect. Although the effect of both types of agreementsisto prevent
future residential use (or other sensitive uses) of the property, the legal mechanisms would
vary, as noted by the commenter. Page S-5 of the DEIR (third paragraph, fifth sentence) is
hereby amended as follows:

The Purchase and Sale agreement for each of the fossil-fueled plants requires a deed
restriction that prevents the new owner from using the site for residential or other
sensitive uses. The same restriction will be created on the Geysers Power Plant
transfers by means of aland use covenant whereby the purchaser (and its subsequent
transferees, if any) agrees not to use the property for residential or other sensitive
land uses.

Similarly, page 4.1-13 of the DEIR (first paragraph under Impact 4.1-1, second and third
sentences) is hereby amended as follows:

Asaresult, the new power plant owners would be subject to local environmental
permits (e.g., water and air quality), and local land use agreements (e.g., easements,
and deed restrictions,_and covenants). Furthermore, PG& E’ s Purchase and Sale
Agreement for each of the fossil-fueled plants will require a deed restriction that
prevents development of residential and other sensitive uses on the site, while the
buyers of the Geysers plants will be required to sign aland use covenant, which
would transfer to any future owners, prohibiting residential and other sensitive uses

of the property.

L12 Page S-21 (Impact 4.5-4, significance level for proposed project) is hereby amended as
follows:

NS(M)

Page S-21 (Impact 4.5-5, significance level for proposed project) is hereby amended as
follows:

SIUN(M)
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L13

L14

L15

L16

L17

In addition, the following definition is added to footnote “a” of Table S.6 (all pages),
following the definition for S'UN:

SIUN(M) = Impact is significant and unavoidable; mitigation is identified to reduce
the impact, but not to less-than-significant levels.

Page S-23 (Impact 4.9-3, significance level for proposed project) is hereby amended as
follows:

NS(M)

Page 2-5 of the DEIR (first complete paragraph, last sentence) is hereby amended as
follows:

PG&E is currently considering the-ehivestittre-various options for market valuation
of its hydroelectric assets.

Page 2-20 of the DEIR (second paragraph, third sentence) is hereby amended as follows:

Fwo All three of the three boilers associated with Units 5, 6 and 7 are also capable of
burning residual fuel ail.

Page 2-42 of the DEIR (second paragraph, second sentence) is hereby revised to reflect
PG& E’ s updated estimate of improved capacity from the Southeast Geysers effluent
pipeline:

There has been a7 5 percent (66 40 MW) increase in capacity in the Southeast

Geysersfield as reported by-staff-at-the-GeysersPowerPrant PG& E (PG& E
Commentsto DEIR, September 21, 1998, page 4).

In order to reflect PG& E’ s clarification, Table 2.3 isrevised to indicate that the Contra
Costa plant does require an SLC Marine Terminal/Public Lands Lease. See response to
Comment BX1. Note (b) in Table 2.3 isamended as follows:

Applies only to Administration Center and Operations Center at the Geysers Power
Plant. The Aboveground Petroleum Storage Tank requirement applicable to the
Geysers plant is not a permit per se. The requirement includes a biannual statement,
registration fee, and SPCC plan.

The following text is added to the end of the first paragraph on page 4.4-5 of the DEIR.

The sodium hypochlorite is neutralized with sodium bisulfate before discharge, in
accordance with the NPDES permits.
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L18

L19

L20

L21

L22

L23

L24

Page 4.5-14 of the DEIR (third paragraph, third sentence) is hereby amended and a fourth
sentence is added as follows:

Since the beginning end of 1994, use of fuel oil at these plants has ended and, in
response to BAAQMD Regulation 9, Rule 11, only natural gasis burned in these
plants. However, fuel oil may still be used in limited circumstances such as force
majeure natural gas curtailment and very limited testing, per BAAQMD
Regulation 9, Rule 11.

Page 4.5-24 of the DEIR (second paragraph, third sentence) is hereby amended as follows:

Unit 3 is coupled to asingle boiler, which is capable of burning natural gas or fuel
oil; however, since 3995 1994, PG& E has only burned natural gas. As previously
discussed, burning fuel oil is now prohibited by hasbeerburnedbecauseof
Regulation 9, Rule 11 (promulgated by BAAQMD in 1997), except under force
majeure natural gas curtailment and during limited testing.

Page 4.5-34 of the DEIR (fifth paragraph, second sentence) is hereby amended as follows:

...include lube oil and distillate storage tanks, a gasoline dispensing facility, boiler
standby equipment (distill ate fire engine anrebmebie-cembustien-turbine), solvent
cleaning operations, maintenance coating operations, a wastewater treatment facility,
sandblasting, and miscellaneous sources.

Page 4.5-39 of the DEIR (last paragraph, last sentence) is hereby amended to read:

While two-ef-the seven boilers are permitted to burn either natural gas or fuel oil, all
of them currently burn only natural gas (because of restrictionsin BAAQMD
Regulation 9, Rule 11).

Please see response to Comment T7.

The EPA recognizes that there is uncertainty in emissions measurements of particul ate
matter, and it is still unclear how much of the fraction should actually be considered. The
older emission factors, which usually did not include the condensable fraction, may have
underestimated the actual emission factor. Since the condensable fraction may eventually
become particulate matter in the atmosphere, EPA policy has been to include the
condensable fraction. However, thereis no indication on what fraction of the condensable
portion would actually become particulate matter in the atmosphere. Thus, including all of
the condensabl e fraction may be a conservative over-estimate of particul ate matter
emissions from these boilers.

Page 4.7-30, paragraph 3, of the DEIR is hereby amended as follows:

In order to obtain take authorization under FESA, PG& E has submitted an
application to USFWS and NMFS for Section 10 Permits. The HCP and draft
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L25

L26

L27

Implementing Agreements between PG& E and the federal agencies were included in
this application. In response to comments from the USFWS and NMFS, PG& E has
dlightly revised the HCP incorporated in the CESA MOU. The revised draft HCP
(dated April 22, 1998) and associated permit application documents have been
submitted to-reviewed-and-teemed-completedby-USFWS and NMFSstaff-in
Jure1998. Based on PG& E’ s discussion with USFWS and NMFS, the federal
agenci es tteneg-te-agdherete concur with atimeline under which the availability of
the draft HCP and draft Environmental Assessment for the Section 10 Permits were
witHbe noticed in the Federal Register in duty September 1998. FhiswitHnitiatea
A formal 30-day public review and comment period was held. Comments received
during the formal review period will be addressed in afinal HCP. According to the
staff proposed timeline, the Section 10 Permits will be issued by ©eteber the end of
1998.

Please see response to Comment L24.

The following sentence is hereby added to page 4.7-31 of the DEIR at the end of the
second bullet point:

The funding will be maintained in a special deposit account;

Page 4.7-35, third paragraph, of the DEIR is hereby amended as follows:

PG& E has taken steps to ensure that the new owner will be the holder of the CESA
MOU and the Section 10 Permits at the closing of the sale of the Pittsburg and
Contra Costa Power Plants. The CESA MOU includes provision for transfer of the
CESA MOU to the new owner. NMFS and USFWS have agreed to work with
PG&E and the new owner to reissue the Section 10 Permits to the new owner on an
expedited basis. 1n addition, the draft Implementing Agreement outlines the process
proposed by NMFS legal counsel for the reissuance of the Section 10 Permits-and
transfer-ef-the-draft-, including the related | mplementing agreement-Agreement and
HCPtothenew-owner. Section 13 currently provides that upon the new owner
satisfying specified conditions, the federal agencies will use their best efforts to
issue new permlts within 60 days of recei pt of a compl ete appl ication for permit

has concurred W|th thls expedlted timeline. Accord| ngly, if the Sectlon 10 Permits

are issued to PG& E and the new owner applies for permit reissuance at |east 60 days
prior to er-at-closing, the permits should be reissued to the new owner at closing, and
the new owner will be subject to the restrictions of such permits and the CESA MOU

upon-the-etosing-of-the-sate-to the same extent PG& E would have been.

L28 Please seeresponse to Comment L27.
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L29

L30

L31

L32

L33

L34

L35

L36

Please see response to Comment L27.

Page 4.7-36, third paragraph, of the DEIR is hereby amended as follows:

Asacondition-of-etosigthe-satelf the Section 10 Permits have been reissued to

PG&E prior to closing, the new owner will be required to ebtair-seek the reissuance
of the Section 10 Permitsissued to PG& E, and accept the permittee’ s obligations
under the CESA MOU, the HCP and the Implementing Agreements. If the permits
have not been issued to PG& E, the new owner will be required to resubmit and
accept any obligations under, PG& E’ s pending applications for the Section 10
Permits, including the resubmittal of the then-current draft Implementing Agreement
and HCP, and will seek to obtain such permits on substantially the same terms and
conditions as were contained in PG& E’ s permit applications.

Asthe timing requirement associated with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2 is currently written,
documentation verifying that plant managers have received copies of the commitmentsto
the pertinent obligations must be submitted to the CPUC at least 40 days before the
transfer of title. No change is deemed necessary.

Page 4.7-37, under the heading “Level of Significance after Mitigation,” of the DEIR is
hereby amended as follows:

If the Section 10 Permits are not issued to the new owner prior to or at closing, the
project may result in an unauthorized taking of listed species. The new owner’s
commitment to obtain the permits and to comply with the Operattonal-operational
€Constratnts-constraints in PG& E’s Section 10 Permits and the HCP during the
interim period before they are issued will reduce thisimpact to less than significant.

Page 4.9-4 of the DEIR (last sentence at bottom) is hereby revised as follows:

With the exception of the sulfuric acid contained in lead-acid batteries, no acutely
hazardous materials are used or stored at the Potrero Power Plant.

Page 4.9-5 of the DEIR (last sentence at bottom running to top of next page) is hereby
revised as follows:

According to information provided in the study, operations during the site’s use as
an MPG have agversely impacted the groundwater and soil in areas of the plant.

threughout-the-entire plant-area:

Pertinent information presented in the Phase I Environmental Site Assessmentsis
summarized in the responses to Comment F33 and Comment T10, and in the staff-initiated
text changes in Chapter 4 of this document.

PG& E states that while the appropriate lead agency for cleanup at each plant would be
selected by means of the “ Site Designation Process Under the Unified Agency Review of
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Hazardous Material Release Sites” (asis described on page 4.9-17 of the DEIR), other
selection processes might be used to honor arrangements with local agencies that might
already bein place.

Page 4.9-17 of the DEIR (paragraph 1, second complete sentence) is hereby revised as
follows:

The appropriate lead agency at each plant will likely be selected by means of the Site
Designation Process Under the Unified Agency Review of Hazardous Material
Release Sites (California Environmental Protection Agency, 1997).

L37 Page4.9-19 of the DEIR (second bulleted paragraph, first sentence) is hereby revised as
follows:

Ammonia (typically dissolved in water as NH,OH) has been +s used in the past in
emissions abatement equipment, but is no longer used.

The following sentence is added to the end of second bulleted paragraph on page 4.9-19 of
the DEIR:

Ammoniais not currently used in emissions abatement equipment at the power
plants to be divested.

L38 Please seeresponse to Comment N51.
L39 Page4.12-3, sixth paragraph, first sentence, is hereby amended as follows:

The transmission corridor serves San Francisco and the former Skyline District (in
both San Francisco and San Mateo €euty Counties) loads (i.e., the aggregate
demand for electricity from inhabitants of these areas) and is rated about +30

750 MW.

L40 Page 4.12-5, last paragraph, first sentence, is hereby amended to read:

..San Mateo Substation are automatically opened at the Martin Substation to ensure

service to the network |oad.to-pretectthe-city-on-Hhe-generation-from-petentiat

L41 Page4.12-7, first full paragraph, first sentence, is hereby amended to read:

The network load includes City Hall, PG& E headquarters, the-€PY€; BART and
Municipal transit loads, and many of the skyscrapers of the financial district. Many
of these loads cannot be interrupted, even momentarily, without possible significant
health and safety impacts (e.g., trapping people in elevators areHr-BART-traths
wnder-thebay), and too, it may prove adifficult and lengthy task to re-energize this
older non-radial network.
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L42

L43

L44

L45

The commenter is correct that the percentage of the downtown load required to be served
by San Francisco Peninsula generation varies with load. Also, the smaller amount of
Peninsula generation required to be on line during the off-peak period will support some of
the downtown load.

The second sentence in the third full paragraph on page 4.12-7 of the DEIR is hereby
amended as follows:

The SFOC require the System Dispatcher to load the San Francisco generation at the
Potrero and Hunters Point Power Plants to supply asignificant share (the exact
percentage varies with demand)-46-pereent (PG& E, 1994) of the San Francisco load
during all peak and partial peak hours.

The fifth sentence in the third full paragraph on page 4.12-7 of the DEIR is hereby
amended as follows:

During off-peak periods, the SFOC tsretintended-to-sustain-eventhe-much-reduceed
dewntewneads dictates that about 80 MW of Peninsula generation must be online
and dispatched. In case of adisturbance, this dispatched generation would serve to
instantaneously support a portion of the downtown load.

The commenter seeksto clarify the point that in fact there are multiple lines between

San Francisco and the outside power grid versus asingle line. The commenter is correct
that there are multiple transmissions lines providing power to San Francisco. Whilethe
DEIR text mentioned a single interconnection which, in actuality, contains multiple lines,
it isaso true that this single interconnection is San Francisco’s only electric link to the
outside grid. However, in the interest of clarity, page 4.12-9 of the DEIR, first full
sentence, is hereby amended to read:

Additionally, without in-city generation, given the transmission configuration, there
would be a citywide blackout if and when the stagte interconnection between
San Francisco and the outside power transmission grid were | ost.

Page 4.12-9, last paragraph, first sentence, is hereby amended to read:

PG&E hasjust completed installation of shunt capacitors at the Metcalf Substation
near south San Jose and during June 1998, and began replacement of two,
approximately 366 120 MV A (MegaVolt-Amperes) 230 to 115 kV transformers with
two 420 MVA transformers at the San Mateo Substation ane-reptacement-of430
MVA-transtormers.

The commenter is correct that the text on Page 5-11, paragraph 2 overstates PG& E
involvement in the Santa Rosa Wastewater Modified Geysers Recharge Project. Page 5-11,
thefirst full paragraph is hereby amended to delete the first two sentences as follows:
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L46

L47

L48

L49

increase in steam production...

Please see responses to Comments L4 through L 7.

The commenter is correct that the conclusions of Attachment C “further the conservative
nature of the analyses’ in the EIR. All statementsin Attachment C have been checked to
the extent possible for accuracy and to minimize any speculation. Aswith other portions
of the EIR, where judgements needed to be made concerning the future behavior of PG& E
and of new owners of the plants proposed for sale, the EIR preparers chose assumptions
that would avoid any potential for underestimating the changes effected by divestiture and
their corollary environmental impacts.

Please see response to Comment L16.

Comment noted.
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September 15, 1998

Mr. Bruce Kaneshiro, Project Manager
c/o Environmental Science Associates
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104

Subject: Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for
California Public Utilities Commission Proceeding No. 98-01-008

Dear Mr. Kaneshiro:

[Begin M1]

Pages S-16 and 6-28 of the draft EIR state that a combination of Alternative 2A, the bundling of
Potrero, Contra Costa and Pittsburg and Alternative 3, the sale of the Geysers plant to the steam
field operators is the “environmentally superior alternative”. Thelogic for selection of this
alternative as superior seems to be based on the EIR author’ s assumption that, if one company
owned all three fossil fueled power plants, the company would not operate the plants at their
maximum generating capacity. The assumption on which the alternative selection has been
made would appear to conflict with the most basic precept of free enterprise: obtaining
maximum profit from investments. The plantswill be operated according to market demand, not
according to plant ownership.

The conclusion in the EIR that it is unnecessary to scientifically model the project as proposed
by PG&E (to sell the plantsin four packages: Pittsburg and Contra Costa together, Potrero
separately, the Sonoma Geysers units and the Lake County Geysers units) seem to conflict with
the recommendation of an alternative to the proposed project formulated on the basis of a
dubious market assumption. ARCADIS Geraghty & Miller, Inc. recommends that this
conflicting language in the Draft EIR be rectified before issuance of the final EIR. If the Public
Utilities Commission allows PG& E to proceed with the sale as proposed, while the EIR appears
to recommend a different approach, the ambiguity may cause some consternation among the
public. We recommend the Draft EIR be amended to delete the reference to the
“environmentally superior alternative” because there is no empirical evidence to support
selection of that aternative and the statement itself is misleading.

[End M1]

Sincerely,
/9

Donald M. McArthur
Associate, Officer Manager
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COMPANIES

M. ARCADIS GERAGHTY & MILLER

M1 The choice of Alternative 2A in combination with Alternative Three as the
“environmentally superior” alternative was based on factors not necessarily reflected in the
modeling results. 1n each divestiture scenario analyzed, the same assumption was used
that the new owners could run the fossil-fueled plants up to their Analytical Maximum.
Alternative 2A, selling the plants as a bundle, does not change this assumption, but it does
lessen to some unquantified degree the tendency of new ownersto operate more than
PG&E would if it retained the plants. Alternative 3 was chosen for the Geysers because
integration of the plants with the steam suppliersislikely to lead to more efficient and
greater use of the available steam resource, as well as coordination between the steam
fields and the generating units. This difference does show up in the model outputs when
comparing this scenario (Table G-7) to the baseline (Table G-1). (The decrease in Geysers
generation shown in Table G-5 is an anomaly caused by divestiture of the fossil-fueled
plants, and not divestiture of the Geysers plants. Please see response to Comment H18.)

The project as proposed by PG& E (selling the plants in four packages) was indeed
modeled. The Analytical Maximum capacity factors of the plants sold in the packages
proposed by PG& E form the basis for the environmental analysisin the EIR.

The designation in the DEIR of an “environmentally superior alternative” is arequirement
of CEQA and, therefore, this cannot be removed. However, the CPUC is not obligated to
select the “environmentally superior alternative.”
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September 16, 1998

Mr. Bruce Kaneshiro, Project Manager
Cl/o Environmental Science Associates
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104

RE: Written Comments on the Draft EIR for Application No. 98-01-008
Dear Mr. Kaneshiro:

[Begin N1]J

Please accept the attached written comments submitted by Calpine Corporation on the above
draft EIR. We hope that ESA will find our comments environmentally relevant and thus address
themin the final EIR. We are especially concerned that the Cumulative Impacts Analysis be
modified to more accurately reflect how output projections will vary under the ownership
Scenarios 1 and 3. We believe that Geysers' plant outputs have been optimistically projected (in
an ambiguous fashion) in the supporting tables and would urge that ESA concentrate their efforts
on adjusting those projections in a more realistic, understandabl e fashion.

[End N1]

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,
/s

JM. Rudisill
Vice President — Geothermal Operations

cc w/attach: C.L. Wardlow
J.E. Ronan, Jr. Esq.
E. Ko, Esq.
L.R. Krumland
R. Zahner
D.J. Gilles
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Calpine Corporation’s
Comments on

CPUC PG&E Power Plant Sale Draft Environmental |mpact Report, 8/98
Compiled by Jacob M. Rudisill and Charlene Wardlow

Significant EIR Issues

Issue

EIR Location

Comments

1. Santa RosaReclaimed
Water--Geysers Recharge
Project.

Page 5-10, 5-11 & 6-24

“PG&E is one of the key
playersin the Santa Rosa
Wastewater Modified Geysers
Recharge Project.”

Page 6-24

“...steam field operators and
PG&E have entered into an
agreement to inject...”

Page 5-11

“...exigting units could be
operated at sustained power
generation rates for 20 to 30
years.”

[Begin N2] PG&E isnot a
“key player” in Santa Rosa
Reclaimed Water Project.
They are not involved in the
project and there will be no
role for anew owner to
assume in the process.

[End N2]

[Begin N3] No such
agreement or commitment of
Santa Rosa water to PG& E’'s
plant area exists (for the Santa
Rosa project). [End N3]

[Begin N4] Field capacity of
700 MWsiis assumed to be
sustainable for 25 years.

This unsupported assumption
is contrary to the field decline
data shownin Table C-1. The
assertion is not supported by
any analysis or reference.
[End N4]

2. Generation Forecast

Page C-9, TablesC-1, S.1,
S.3,5.2,6.1.

Generation from the Sonoma
County unitsincreases 4 MW
from 1999 to 2005 while they
operate at maximum base load
output. The Lake County
units decline only 8 MW.

[Begin N5] This claim that the
field will undergo a dramatic
reversal of its historic
performance trendsis
unsupported by any
assumption in the document.
PG&E’s estimates of
hypothetical available
generation in years of heavy
curtailment appear to have
been extrapolated without
regard for the actual operating
conditions of the forecast
period.
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3. Confusion over capacity
factors.

Table S.3 and Footnotes,
Tables5.2, 6.1, C-1

We recommend that actual
megawatt-hours be projected
instead of percentages. The
interchanging use of ‘net
generating capacity’ for
design capacity and net output
throughout the draft EIR is
confusing. [End N5]

[Begin N6] The term
“Capacity Factor” is used to
refer to ratios with different
bases within the same table,
and which are inconsistent
with conventional terminology
asusedinTable2.1. Itis
unclear whether one of the
“Capacity Factor” used isthe
same as the “Adjusted
Capacity Factor” used by
PG&E inits CPUC filings.
The text and table should
either avoid using ratios
(“Factors’) and simply state
values in Megawatt hours or
annual average power output
(inmw). Additionally,
adequate definitions and
explanations should be
provided. The draft document
isambiguous in the analysis
of production. [End N6]

4. Cumulative Impacts—
Energy and Minera
Resources

TableS4

[Begin N7] Benefit is claimed
for the proposed project that
actually occurs only under
Alternative 3. The Executive
Summary should aready state
that ownership by the Steam
Supplier provide
environmental benefit.

[End N7]

5. NEC ownership.

Page 6-23

[Begin N8] NECisnot a
Japanese turbine producer, but
ageothermal steam
production company.

[End N8]

6. “Increased electrical
demand” leading to
increased Geysers output.

Overhead presented in Cobb
and Santa Rosa.

[Begin N9] The Geysersisa
declining resources. It isnot
logical that increased
electrical demand will have
any bearing on The Geysers
output. [End N9]
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7. Steam stacking and “puff”
definitions

Pages S-16, 1-7, 4.5-47; 4.5-
75, Page 6-24 (steam
stacking)

Page 6-23, 6.4.3,
2nd paragraph (puff)

[Begin N10] Steam stacking is
“the controlled release of
unabated geothermal steam.”
This activity is conducted in
accordance with local Air
Pollution Control District
regulations. The technical
discussion of the puff is
incorrect. [End N10]

8. Noiselevel increasefor
dternative 3.

Page S-24, 4.10-2
Alternative 3.

[Begin N11] Please explain
how the noise level will be
greater under Alternative 3 —
Geysers than under the
proposed project. [End N11]

9. “Wasted resource” if plant
capacity factor islower.

Page S-22, Impact 4.8-2,
Page 4.8-4 Impact 4.8-2

[Begin N12] If the new owner
operates the power plant in a
manner similar to PG& E’s
operations (Page S-6), the
project would promote
wasteful and inefficient use of
avaluable natural resource.
[End N12]

10. The phrase “reasonably
foreseeable” could be
misleading

Page S-6

[Begin N13] The steam sales
agreements between PG& E
and each of Unocal, NEC, and
Thermal are long term legal
obligations which will bind
the permitted successors and
assigns of the parties.

[End N13]

11. Power plant cooling tower
drift impact at Geysers.

Pages4.5-15 & 4.9-13
(Potential Site
Contamination

1st Paragraph, last
sentence.)

[Begin N14] FTPis discussed
but not Geysers cooling tower
drift impacts inside and
outside of power plant yard.
Cooling tower driftisan
ongoing issue and has been
extensively studies by PG& E
(including the Phase 1
Environmental Site
Assessment). What are
impacts outside of power plant
yard? This could be important
to new ownersin regard to
remediation and liability
issues. [End N14]
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General Comments

[Begin N15]
" Review focus on accuracy and environmental remediation issues (for due diligence efforts).
[End N15]

[Begin N16]

" General comment throughout -- refer to condensate as steam condensate [End N16]
Page S-21

[Begin N17] Typos, font of 4.6-4. [End N17]

Page 1-7
[Begin N18] Item 1 The statement that Geysers power production becoming non-economic may
lead to shutdowns and thus stacking is unsupported. [End N18]

[Begin N19] Item 4; The assertion that increased stream water diversion will occur if sales are
unsupported. [End N19]

Page 2-28

[Begin N20] GEO should be GEP. [End N20]

[Begin N21] SMUD is now Sonoma>>>>change throughout EIR [End N21]
[Begin N22] Santa Feis now Silverado/Calistoga [End N22]

Page 2-35

[Begin N23] Geysers Geothermal Field —What is the “ Geysers Geothermal Ared’ Isn’t The
Geysers Known Geothermal Resource Areawhat isreally meant? And it is much larger than
5.5 milesby 1 mile. Big Sulphur Creek or Big Sulfur Creek [End N23]

Page 2-36

[Begin N24] 3rd full paragraph, last sentence--add “a conceptual diagram of’ after and before
“the circulation.” [End N24]

[Begin N25] 4th paragraph, 5th sentence—Southeast Geysers Effluent Pipeline is operating;
Santa Rosa Wastewater is a project which the City of Santa Rosa has adopted but it still
faceslegal challenges and it is undergoing design engineering and funding efforts. [End
N25]

[Begin N26] Strike “evaluated as aviable” and replace with “used asa” [End N26]

Page 2-38

[Begin N27] 1st full paragraph, first sentence -- remove “purified”, “pressurized.” Add “to
power plants’ after “insulated pipes.” [End N27]

Page 2-39

[Begin N28] 1st paragraph, 2nd sentence -- steam condensate has been injected since 1968.
[End N28]
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[Begin N29] Strike“isbelieved to”; add sto “increase”: strike “to” and add “S” to “increase.
[End N29]

[Begin N30] 3rd sentence—strike “it is expected that” [End N30

[Begin N31] 2nd paragraph, first sentence, last word -- change “agencies’ to “steamfield
operators’. [End N31]

Page 2-42
[Begin N32] Top of page -- add “Lake County” before “area” [End N32]

[Begin N33] Table 2-3 -- add Lake County under local and elsewhere. [End N33]

Page4.1-1
[Begin N34] 4th paragraph, first sentence -- change “ Geysers’ to “thermal features.” [End N34]

Page 4.1-15
[Begin N35] Under Geysers Power Plant -- change “10” to “30.” [End N35]

Page 4.3-4

[Begin N36] 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence — change “ steam generating conditions’ to “production
intervals’? [End N36]

Page 4.3-12
[Begin N37] Impact 4.3.3, paragraph 2 -- suggest rewriting entire, unclear paragraph. [End N37]

Page 4.4-10
[Begin N38] Geysers Power Plant, 1st paragraph —what about Cobb, Anderson, other creeks
(See 4.4-6.)? [End N38]

[Begin N39] 2nd sentence and Table 4.4-2 -- Units 7-10, 12, 13, 16, 20 are also close to streams.
[End N39]

Page 4.4-13

[Begin N4Q] 4th paragraph -- DOGGR regulates Class V injection, NCRWQCB also reviews
injection “permits.” ClassV UIC program is permit by rule. No actual “permits’ are issued.
[End N40]

Page 4.5-47

[Begin N41] 2nd paragraph -- rewrite stacking description. Add “controlled” after “ scheduled”
in last sentence. [End N41]

[Begin N42] 3rd paragraph, 3rd sentence -- replace “relieving” with “lowering.” [End N42]
[Begin N43] Last paragraph -- what about H2S? [End N43]

Page 4.5-49
[Begin N44] Do PM-10 #s assume all TSPs are PM-10? [End N44]
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Page 4.8-2

[Begin N45] 3rd para. —Lake county units do not have untreated sanitary effluent from the plants
injected into the steam field. [End N45]

Page 4.9-14

[Begin N46] Impact 4.9-1 -- what is the reasoning supporting the 1st sentence (“divestiture will
promote accel erated environmental cleanup....”)? [End N46]

Page 4.9-19
[Begin N47] Add sodium vanadate and hydrogen to list [End N47]

Page 4.9-22
[Begin N48] Impact 4.9-4, 1st paragraph, last sentence -- add “ hydrogen.” [End N48]

Page 4.11-8
[Begin N49] 1st paragraph — Unocal responds to incipient fires only. [End N49]

Page4.11-12

[Begin N50] Police, 2nd sentence -- change to “remote location and restricted access.” [End
N50]

Page 4.11-16
[Begin N51] Geysers Power Plant, 1st sentence -- $920,000 million? Or $920,000? [End N51]

Page 4.12-14
[Begin N52] GPP description not accurate re: Lake county units. [End N52]

Page 4.14-5
[Begin N53] Geysers Power Plant -- Strike “about 1971” to “1960" [End N53]

Page 5-8
[Begin N54] Last bullet -- “and” should be “an.” [End N54]

Page 5-23

[Begin N55] Basin 2000 and 70 acre parcel are Lake County projects. Why do these projects
require Sonoma County Community Development Commission review? [End N55]

Page 5-27

[Begin N56] 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence -- change condensation to steam condensate. [End
N56]

Page 5-32

[Begin N57] Geysers Power Plant, 2nd Paragraph -- two periods at end of 2nd sentence. [End
N57]
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Page 6-11

[Begin N58] Geologic Problems, 2nd Paragraph -- PG& E is not currently involved with seismic
monitoring. [End N58]

Page 6-24

[Begin N59] The flow is 8 mgd, not 6. [End N59]

Page 6-26

[Begin N60] 1st Paragraph, 1st sentence -- why would “risk of an upset condition” increase?
[End N60]

Page C-7

[Begin N61] 1st paragraph, 7th sentence change “pump” to “pipe”, and 200 to 130. [End N61]

[Begin N62] 4th paragraph, 2nd sentence change “pressure” to “production” [End N62]

Page C-8
[Begin N63] Bullet 4; Change verbsto “collect” and “direct” [End N63]

Page C-9

[Begin N64] 1st sentence “injections’ should be “injection” [End N64]

[Begin N65] 3rd paragraph 5th sentence -- There is no substantiation to the statement that
operational changes have affected “actual geology” of the KGRA. [End N65]

Page C-21

[Begin N66] Under Geothermal Plant, Unocal is no longer involved with refining and retailing.
[End N66]

Page C-33

[Begin N67] Footnote 63 Although technically the UNT/PG& E contract does allow the sale of
steam to others, such sale can be performed only after a succession of tests and declaration
by each party which severely hinders the ability of the steam supplier to sell to others. [End
N67]

[Begin N68] Footnote 65 Add Unit 15. [End N68]
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N. CALPINE

N1 Please seeresponsesto Comments H18 and N5.

N2 Please see response to Comment L45.

N3 Thereferenceisto both the Lake County and Santa Rosa effluent pipeline projects. PG& E

N4

N5

isasignatory to the former but not to the latter. However, to avoid confusion, the first
sentence of thefirst full paragraph of page 6-24 is amended as follows:

In addition, two DI‘OI ects are either underwav or proposed the-edrrent-steam-fietd
o inject effluent..

Page 6-24, second full paragraph, is hereby amended as follows:

The current steam field operators have a contract to accept effluent from the L ake
County Sanitation District effluent injection project this-efftuentforinjectionfor
25-30 years. Although the Santa Rosa project has been approved by the City of
Santa Rosa, neither PG& E nor the steam field operators have entered into agreement
to accept the effluent water at this time.

The 700 MW figure cited on page 5-11 of the DEIR (first paragraph, last sentence) is
incorrect and inconsistent with Attachment C because it refers to the generating capacity
of all 18 Sonoma County generating units at the Geysers, including eight generating units
not owned by PG&E, rather than the capacity of the PG& E generating units alone.
Accordingly, the last sentence of the first paragraph on page 5-11 of the DEIR is hereby
deleted asfollows:

.. These projects would decrease the need for low flow operation and early

abandonment of unitsinthe Geysers area. FeHheumt&euFFent-l-y—e\ﬂmed-by—PG&-E—

The figuresin the tables cited by the commenter reflect the predicted net capacities of the
Geysers units over time after the addition of the Santa Rosa wastewater project. Rather
than a“dramatic reversal of historic performance trends,” these numbers reflect the one-
time addition of 63 MW of generating capacity shortly after the Santa Rosa wastewater
project comes on-line, followed by a steady decline in the steam fields, resulting in a net
increase of 4 MW in 2005 for the Sonoma County units.

The DEIR analysis did not extrapolate “ PG& E’ s hypothetical available generation in years
of heavy curtailment,” as asserted by the commenter. The amount of available generation
at basel oad operations in the absence of wastewater injection from either Lake County or
Santa Rosa was derived from PG& E’ s Report on Reasonableness of Operations for 1997,
filed in A.97-12-020, at pages 3-21 to 3-23. Available generation for 1998 was drawn
from PG&E’'s“ Amendments to the Must-Run Agreement between PG& E and the | SO and
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Schedules for Must-Run Facilities,” filed January 29, 1998, Volume 1B, The Geysers
Main-Appendix C and the Geysers - 13& 16-Appendix C. These two estimates are
consistent with each other and imply baseloaded, continuous operation of the Geysers
plants. Actual generation was forecasted by the SERASY M ™ production costing model
taking into account reliability needs and the hourly demand and the marginal cost of
various supplies as discussed in Attachment G of the DEIR. The contract price for the
U-N-T and Calpine geothermal facilities were assumed to match those currently found in
the PG& E power purchase agreements, which escalate in future years.

The 1992 and 1994 CEC Electricity Report forecasts for Geysers generation were found by
analysisto be outdated. Figure N5-1 compares historic actual or available (when
curtailed) generation through 1998. It isimmediately obvious that the Geysers steam
resource is not declining as rapidly as forecast in 1992 and 1994. PG&E’s Report on
Reasonabl eness of Operations for 1997 discusses the many reasons for this dramatic
changein the decline. For this reason, a new forecast was devel oped.

Unfortunately, the key data set necessary to forecast steam field decline—steam field
pressure measured at the wellhead—is proprietary information held by the steam field
owners (Calpine and U-N-T). While developing this analysis, informal requests for the
most recent steam field forecasts were requested from the steam field owners, but the
requests were refused. Without this data set, a trend forecast was developed instead to
estimate the decline rate in available generation. The equation is shown in footnote 18 on
page C-19 of the DEIR. Figure N5-2 compares two trend forecasts to actual and available
(when curtailed) generation excluding the two wastewater effluent pipelines.8 The
forecastsfit the historic data extremely well. The first forecast used 1988 to 1994 data,
which excluded any curtailments; in other words, this forecast is based solely on continued
baseload operations. The second forecast incorporated data through 1997. The forecasts
were virtually identical, and the latter was chosen because it was statistically more
significant.

The baseline forecast was supplemented by the projected annual impact of the Lake
County wastewater disposal system for the 1999 forecast and both the Lake County and
Santa Rosa wastewater pipelines for the 2005 cumulative projections. Care was taken to
allocate the increase in generation between PG& E and other Geysers geothermal
generators and among the several affected PG& E unitsin the case of the Sonoma County
disposal impact. The forecasts assume that the Lake County water disposal increased the
PG& E Geysers units potential generating capacity by about 13 MW in 1999 and by about
15 MW in 2005. The Santa Rosa pipeline was assumed to be in operation before 2005 and
to increase potential generation among the PG& E units by about 63 MW. Thisforecastis
at the minimum end of the range of possible forecasts for the Santa Rosa pipeline; assumes
that all of the generation benefit will accrue to PG& E units consistent with the April 1998

8 As explained in the DEIR, until 1994 PG& E accepted all available geothermal steam supplies. After 1994, PG& E
curtailed steam deliveries, particularly from U-N-T. However, PG& E tracks how much geothermal steam
generation would have been available without economic curtailments. Thisis*available (when curtailed)
generation.” This latter datais published in the “ Reasonableness of Operations’ and the ISO RMRA Appendix C.
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agreement between U-N-T and Santa Rosa; and nets out 7 MW of pumping load assumed
absorbed by the generators to account for the generators’ share of wastewater pumping
load.

While developing this analysis, informal requests for the most recent steam field forecasts
were requested from the steam field operators, but the requests were refused. For this
reason, the fundamental equation underlying the forecast in Table C-1 is unchanged.

However, the Geysers generation forecasts shown in Table C-1 and Attachment G are
inconsi stent because new information about the effect of the Santa Rosa effluent pipeline
was included in the SERASY M ™ modeling, but not in Attachment C. Therefore,

Table C-1 on page C-10 of the DEIR isrevised asfollows:

TABLE C-1
ANNUAL PG&E GEYSERSGEOTHERMAL CAPACITY AND ENERGY

Available PG& E Generation Actual PG& E Generation

Y ear MW GWh CF GWh CF
1988 1,199 9,203 87.6% 9,203 87.6%
1989 1,079 8,053 85.2% 8,053 85.2%
1990 948 7,335 88.3% 7,335 88.3%
1991 902 6,947 87.9% 6,947 87.9%
1992 882 7,007 90.7% 7,007 90.7%
1993 791 6,491 93.7% 6,491 93.7%
1994 761 6,024 90.4% 6,024 90.4%
1995 748 6,080 92.8% 4,002 61.1%
1996 769 5,904 87.6% 4,515 67.0%
1997 712 5,739 92.0% 4,830 77.4%
1998 686 5,607 93.3%

1999 665 693 5,445 5;666 93.4%

2000 652 680 5,338 5;565 93.4%

2001 697 669 5,703 5:4+4 93.4%

2002 688 659 5,629 5:392 93.4%

2003 679 656 5,555 5;316 93.4%

2004 672 641 5,498 5;246 93.4%

2005 664 633 5,433 57181 93.4%
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FIGURE N5-1
COMPARISON OF PG& E GEYSERSGEOTHERMAL FORECASTS
(CEC Electricity Reportsvs. Historic Data)
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FIGURE N5-2
COMPARISON OF PG& E GEYSERS GEOTHERMAL FORECASTS
(PG&E Divestiture DEIR vs. Historic Data)
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N6

Addressing the commenter’ s recommendation to use megawatt-hours instead of
percentages, please see the response to Comment N6.

Because capacity factors are the common measure used for all the divested plants, and
because using megawatt-hours would simply add an extraneous calculation for those
reading the document, capacity factorswill continue to be used throughout the EIR. The
commenter is correct, however, that the exact nature of the capacity factorslisted in the
tables cited isunclear. For clarification, capacity factor is defined as the ratio of power (or
generation) actually produced by a generating unit to the maximum power (or generation)
it could possibly produce in the same time period. For the four Bay Areafossil-fueled
power plants, the term “net capacity” is understood to mean the total amount of power the
plants could possibly deliver into the transmission grid, which equals the design or
nameplate capacity minus the amount of power consumed by |oads within the power plant,
such as feed pumps, and electric losses, such as transformer losses. For the Geysers Power
Plant, “net capacity” is also understood to mean the total amount of power that the plant
could deliver into the transmission grid, but in addition to adjusting the namepl ate capacity
for in-house loads and losses, the “net capacity” for the Geysers generating units also
accounts for the declining capacity of the steam fields that feed the generating units. To
better clarify the use of capacity factors for comparative purposes, the following revisions
are made in the DEIR:

At page S-10, Table S.1, note (a) isrevised as follows:

Capacity factor
pkaﬁt—teﬁlerated—eapae&y—ef—t-heﬂﬁﬁ—e%praﬁﬁs deflned asthe ratio of power (or

generation) actually produced by a generating unit to the maximum power (or
generation) it could possibly produce in the same time period.

Table S.1, note (b), isrevised as follows:

For the four Bay Areafossil-fueled power plants, the term “net capacity” is
understood to mean the total amount of power the plants could possibly deliver into
the transmission grid, which equals the design or nameplate capacity minus electric
losses and the amount of power consumed by loads within the power plant.
Although the net capacity of Unit 7 at the Pittsburg Power Plant islisted as 720 MW
in PG& E’'s PEA, other sources (including the Master Must-Run Agreement between
PG&E and the SO and the Bay Area Reliability Dispatch Requirements) identify
the unit’s maximum net capacity as 682 MW. Based on thisinformation, the
SERASYMO model results used in this EIR reflect the 682 MW factor.

For the Geysers Power Plant, “net capacity” is also understood to mean the total
amount of power that the plant could deliver into the transmission grid, but in
addition to adjusting the nameplate capacity for in-house loads and losses, the “ net
capacity” for the Geysers generating units also accounts for the change over timein
the capacity of the steam fields that feed the generating units. The net design or
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nameplate capacity of the Geysers Power Plant is actually 1,224 MW (see Table 2.1
in Chapter 2, Project Description). The net capacities shown here for the Geysers
plant are the predicted available rated capacities for the plant based on projected
steam availability in 1999 and 2005, respectively.

Table S.1, note (e), isrevised as follows:

Net available rated capacity for the entire plant in the specified year.

At page S-14, Table S.3, note (@) isrevised as follows:

Capacity factor
pkaﬁt—teﬁlerated—eapae&y—ef—t-heﬂﬁﬁ—e%praﬁﬁs deflned asthe ratio of power (or

generation) actually produced by a generating unit to the maximum power (or
generation) it could possibly produce in the same time period.

Table S.3, note (b), isrevised asfollows:

For the four Bay Areafossil-fueled power plants, the term “net capacity” is
understood to mean the total amount of power the plants could possibly deliver into
the transmission grid, which equals the design or nameplate capacity minus electric
losses and the amount of power consumed by loads within the power plant.
Although the net capacity of Unit 7 at the Pittsburg Power Plant is listed as 720 MW
in PG& E’'s PEA, other sources (including the Master Must-Run Agreement between
PG&E and the SO and the Bay Area Reliability Dispatch Requirements) identify
the unit’s maximum net capacity as 682 MW. Based on thisinformation, the
SERASYMO model results used in this EIR reflect the 682 MW factor.

For the Geysers Power Plant, “net capacity” is also understood to mean the total
amount of power that the plant could deliver into the transmission grid, but in
addition to adjusting the nameplate capacity for in-house loads and losses, the “ net
capacity” for the Geysers generating units also accounts for the change over timein
the capacity of the steam fields that feed the generating units. The net design or
nameplate capacity of the Geysers Power Plant is actually 1,224 MW (see Table 2.1
in Chapter 2, Project Description). The net capacities shown here for the Geysers
plant are the predicted available rated capacities for the plant based on projected
steam availability in 1999 and 2005, respectively.

Table S.3, note (g), isrevised asfollows:

Net available rated capacity for the entire plant in the specified year.

At page 5-18, Table 5.2, note (a) is revised as follows:

Capacity factor i e i f
pkaﬁt—teﬁlerated—eapae&y—ef—t-heﬂﬁﬁ—e%praﬁﬁs deflned asthe ratio of power (or
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generation) actually produced by a generating unit to the maximum power (or
generation) it could possibly produce in the same time period.

Table 5.2, note (b), isrevised as follows:

For the four Bay Areafossil-fueled power plants, the term “net capacity” is
understood to mean the total amount of power the plants could possibly deliver into
the transmission grid, which equals the design or nameplate capacity minus electric
losses and the amount of power consumed by loads within the power plant.
Although the net capacity of Unit 7 at the Pittsburg Power Plant islisted as 720 MW
in PG& E’'s PEA, other sources (including the Master Must-Run Agreement between
PG&E and the SO and the Bay Area Reliability Dispatch Requirements) identify
the unit’s maximum net capacity as 682 MW. Based on thisinformation, the
SERASYMO model results used in this EIR reflect the 682 MW factor.

For the Geysers Power Plant, “net capacity” is also understood to mean the total
amount of power that the plant could deliver into the transmission grid, but in
addition to adjusting the nameplate capacity for in-house loads and losses, the “ net
capacity” for the Geysers generating units also accounts for the change over timein
the capacity of the steam fields that feed the generating units. The net design or
nameplate capacity of the Geysers Power Plant is actually 1,224 MW (see Table 2.1
in Chapter 2, Project Description). The net capacities shown here for the Geysers
plant are the predicted available rated capacities for the plant based on projected
steam availability in 1999 and 2005, respectively.

Table 5.2, note (g), isrevised as follows:

Net available rated capacity for the entire plant in the specified year.

At page 6-8, Table 6.1, note (a) isrevised as follows:

Capacity factor
pkaﬁt—teﬁlerated—eapae&y—ef—t-heﬂﬁﬁ—e%praﬁﬁs deflned asthe ratio of power (or

generation) actually produced by a generating unit to the maximum power (or
generation) it could possibly produce in the same time period.

Table 6.1, note (b), isrevised as follows:

For the four Bay Areafossil-fueled power plants, the term “net capacity” is
understood to mean the total amount of power the plants could possibly deliver into
the transmission grid, which equals the design or nameplate capacity minus electric
losses and the amount of power consumed by loads within the power plant.
Although the net capacity of Unit 7 at the Pittsburg Power Plant islisted as 720 MW
in PG& E’'s PEA, other sources (including the Master Must-Run Agreement between
PG&E and the SO and the Bay Area Reliability Dispatch Requirements) identify
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N7

N8

N9

the unit’s maximum net capacity as 682 MW. Based on thisinformation, the
SERASYMO model results used in this EIR reflect the 682 MW factor.

For the Geysers Power Plant, “net capacity” is also understood to mean the total
amount of power that the plant could deliver into the transmission grid, but in
addition to adjusting the nameplate capacity for in-house loads and losses, the “ net
capacity” for the Geysers generating units also accounts for the change over timein
the capacity of the steam fields that feed the generating units. The net design or
nameplate capacity of the Geysers Power Plant is actually 1,224 MW (see Table 2.1
in Chapter 2, Project Description). The net capacities shown here for the Geysers
plant are the predicted available rated capacities for the plant based on projected
steam availability in 1999 and 2005, respectively.

Table 6.1, note (d), isrevised as follows:

Net available rated capacity for the entire plant in the specified year.

At page C-10, Table C-1, the following text is hereby added as a note to the table:

Capacity factor is defined as the ratio of power (or generation) actually produced by
agenerating unit to the maximum power (or generation) it could possibly producein
the same time period. The available rated capacity and potential maximum
generation at the Geysers generating units changes over time as the capacity of the
steam fields changes, while the nameplate or design capacity stays constant at 1,224
MW.

Table S.4 assesses potential cumulative impacts when considering the potential impact of
the project together with the potential impact of other local projects. A beneficial impact
at the Geysersis claimed because of the potential beneficial impact of local projects--
specifically the Santa Rosa Wastewater Injection project, which would help sustain the
viability of the Sonoma County steam field. This beneficial impact would occur whether
or not the Geysers generating units are purchased by the steam field owners.

Page 6-23 of the DEIR (first paragraph under Section 6.4.3, third sentence) is hereby
amended as follows:

Unocal, NEC {aJdapanese-turbineprodueer), and Thermal Power Company (a
subsidiary of Calpine) operate as an undivided partnership, called UNT, to supply

steam to PG& E’s Sonoma County units.
Page C-21 (last paragraph, fifth sentence) is revised to read:

NEC ts-aJdapanese-turbineproducer-that has manufactured...

The Geysers has been experiencing economic curtailments by PG& E because the market
price has been insufficient to make Geysers generation economically attractive during
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N10

some periods. Increased demand translates directly into increased market prices, which in
turn reduces the amount of economic curtailment at the Geysers. Thus, generation would
increase despite the fact that the resource is declining overall.

The Final EIR will be corrected to change the definitions of “steam field stacking” on
pages S-16, 1-7, 4.5-47, 4.5-75 and 6-24, and of “puff” on page 6-23.

The third sentence of the paragraph after the “ Alternative 3" heading on page S-16 is
corrected as follows:

Steam stacking, which is the controlled release of unabated steam, is caused by the
build-up of steam pressure -thepipethesunder the wellhead when power plants
areidled for maintenance or other reasons.

The first sentence of the first full, numbered paragraph on page 1-7 is corrected as follows:

(1) The potentia for “steam stacking” in the Geysers Geothermal Area. Any
reductions in the operation of units at the Geysers Power Plant resulting from
divestiture could result in controlled releases of unabated steam reteases

threugh-unabated-steam-vents.

The first full paragraph on page 4.5-47 is corrected as follows:

In terms of quantities, the major emissions from the plant consist of total organic
gases (primarily methane), particulate matter (including PM-10 and PM-2.5), H,S,
ammonia, and hydrogen. “Permitted” emissions levelsrelate to particulate matter
and H,S. H,S emissions can occur as aresult of steam stacking, which is the term
used to describe the controlled release of unabated steam in order to relieve a
buildup of steam pressure in a geothermal field due to atemporary slowdown in use
of the steam wells. Fhe-steambuitaup-may-resutt-inanunscheduted+eltease-of-steam

from-the-fietd-toretease the-excesspressure:

The fourth sentence of the paragraph under “ Geysers Power Plant” on page 4.5-75is
corrected to read:

Thisis because the peaks in hydrogen sulfide concentrations (and ensuing
complaints) that have occurred in the past have been the result of treentreHed
controlled releases of steam due to events like steam stacking rather than from the
steady-state;eontroted™emissions released at the power plants.

The fourth sentence of the second paragraph of Section 6.4.3 (Page 6-23) is corrected as
follows:

If the steam from the steam fieldsis not used continuously (i.e., when generating
units are not operated consistently or at sufficiently high levels), pressure could rise
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to the point that steam stacking (the controlled rel ease baie-tp-of unabated steam
pressure) can occur H-theptpehnes.

The fifth sentence of the bottom paragraph on page 6-23 is corrected as follows:

The release of this pressureknewn-asaputf;~is potentially hazardous both in its
intensity and because of its hydrogen sulfide content.

N11 Asstated on page 6-27 of the DEIR, under Alternative 3, the level of noise would not be
expected to increase, but the frequency of noise events could be increased compared to
both the baseline and the project. It is assumed that the plant would continue to operate
within established controls of noise.

N12 Theimpact cited by the commenter on pages S-22 and 4.8-4 of the DEIR relate to wasteful
or inefficient use of non-renewable resources. It has no relation to the use of renewable
resources, such as geothermal steam at the Geysers. The CEQA Guidelines require a study
of aproject’simpact on non-renewable resources, such as natural gas, because those
resources are finite; once non-renewabl e resources are depleted, they are gone forever.
Conversely, renewable resources are essentially infinite (over time) and cannot be
depleted. Though steam pressure and quality have declined at the Geysers steam fields,
the heat source creating the steam is essentialy infinite, and steam production will
continue as long as the fields are recharged through injection and re-injection (though new
wells may haveto be drilled because of changes in the subterranean geology), which is
why all geothermal power resources are classified as renewable under all applicable
federa and state laws. Therefore, the commenter’ s assertion that PG& E’ s present
operations result in, or anew owner’s operation would result in, wasteful use of
geothermal steam is outside the scope of the EIR.

In addition, the conclusion reached on page 4.8-5 of the DEIR relies on the tenet that
“efficient use” of non-renewable resources (e.g., natural gas) could mean increasing near-
term generation from the Geysers generating units. For example, increased use of the
Geysers might reduce natural gas use at older fossil-fueled plants, thus reducing air
pollution and the use of non-renewable resources in the near term. Asthese older gas
plants are retired, newer, cleaner combined-cycle gas-fired plantswill come on line. On
net, society benefits by having cleaner air on anet present value basis, and by not
depleting natural gas stocks as rapidly as might have occurred if Geysers generation was
reduced in order to prolong the life of the steam fields.

N13 It isdue to these long-term obligations, which as noted would be transferred to the new
owners, that it is reasonably foreseeable that a new owner would pay a steam price similar
to that currently paid by PG& E and would operate the unitsin a manner similar to PG& E’s
operation. However, it isfeasible that market forces, organizational differences, or other
unforeseen forces could cause a new owner to operate the plantsin a different manner,
subject to contractual constraints. For this reason, the phrase “reasonably foreseeable” was
used. Please also see the response to Comment P13.
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N14 The commenter indicates that FTP is anayzed in the DEIR (beginning on page 4.5-13) but
that cooling tower drift at the Geysersisnot. It isimportant to understand that FTP
(fallout-type particulate) as discussed in the DEIR is not related to cooling tower drift.
Cooling tower drift isamist or fog that formsin the immediate area surrounding the
exhaust stack of a cooling tower and is associated with the cooling tower’ s exhaust plume.
Generaly, thismist results in water droplets being deposited on surfaces (i.e., buildings,
ground, plants, etc.) downwind of the cooling tower. These water droplets contain
dissolved and suspended solids present in the condensed steam that is released through the
cooling towers. The solids, or particulate matter, include sulfur compounds, boron, and
other compounds that are naturally occurring constituents of the geothermal steam. The
horizontal extent of this deposition of these water droplets depends on several factors,
including the level of operation of the tower, the humidity and temperature of the ambient
air, and the ambient wind speed.

Cooling tower drift affects only the very localized area surrounding the tower, which is
typically a zone between one quarter to one half mile. Since the PG& E typical power
plant site configuration at the Geyserstends to be fairly small in area, it can be expected
that cooling tower drift would be deposited on terrain both inside and outside each unit’s
fence line. Asmentioned on page 4.9-13 in the fifth paragraph, distressed vegetation
caused by cooling tower water drift has been observed by Phase | investigators. This
distressed vegetation was attributed, by the Phase | investigators, to dissolved boron
present in the cooling water being deposited via cooling tower drift and has been noted in
the Phase | report at Units 5/6, 7/8, 9/10, 11, 12, 13, 16, 17, 18, 20 and the former Unit 15.
No testing has been conducted since the Phase | study was performed (1997) to confirm
the cause of damage to vegetation or the presence of boron.

The Permits to Operate issued by the local air districts restrict the emission rate for total
suspended particulates (TSP), which include the particulate matter present in cooling tower
drift. PG&E monitors and reports the average annual total suspended and dissolved solids
present in the cooling tower water to the air districts, which then calculate estimated
emission rates. None of the Geysers unitsin Lake and Sonoma Counties have ever
received acitation by the local air districts for particulate emission exceedances.

Potential effects of cooling tower drift will continue regardless of who owns or operates
the Geysers Power Plant, and thus would not be affected by the project. Furthermore,
short of the units ceasing to operate entirely, these potential impacts occur at most levels
of unit operation.

Under the Purchase and Sale Agreement, and asis discussed in response to Comment F41,
aswell asin the DEIR starting at the bottom of page 4.9-16, PG&E isresponsible for
remediation of soil and groundwater contamination present at the property before the
closing of the sale to the extent required by a regulatory agency with jurisdiction over the
site. If it isdetermined in the future that cooling tower drift resulted in soil or groundwater
contamination at the Geysers Power Plant before the closing of the sale, PG& E will be
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N15

N16

N17

N18

N19

N20

N21

N22

N23

responsible for remediation of such contamination to the same extent as PG& E is
responsible for pre-closing soil or groundwater contamination from other causes. PG&E’'s
responsibilities for remediation specifically excludes any obligation to restore or replace
vegetation at the site or at any offsite area affected by operations at the site. Therefore,
new owners would be responsible for restoring or replacing vegetation at the site or at any
offsite area affected by operations at the site that is required after the close of sale.

In addition, if the new owner were to terminate operations at a site, the new owner (rather
than PG& E) would be responsible for discharging any obligations imposed by steam
purchase agreements, real property agreements, or governmental authorities (including any
obligations imposed by the California Energy Commission certifications or use permits)
that may require revegetation or restoration of the site to its natural state or original
condition.

Comment noted.

In response to comment, text throughout the DEIR relating to “ condensate” shall hereby be
meant to read “ steam condensate.”

Comment noted.

The referenced statement in the DEIR is simply a summary of expressed public concerns
and does not represent any conclusions made in the EIR. It remains unchanged.

Page 1-7, Item No. 4 of the DEIR lists concerns of the public concerning the project.
Although there currently are diversions of some creeks for reinjection, thereis no evidence
that new owners would attempt additional creek diversions. Diverting surface waters
requires approval from the California Department of Water Rights. Concerns about effects
on salmonids and the recent listing of steelhead salmon presents very severe limitations on
approvals of any potential future diversion. Approval for amajor creek diversion by
Unocal was denied about ten years ago.

Page 2-28, second complete paragraph, fifth sentence is hereby amended to read:
...Geothermal Energy Partners (GEO© GEP)...

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

There is no precise measurement as the boundary of the Known Geothermal Resource
Area (KGRA) isirregular. The Geysers Geothermal Field isthe central part of alarge
complex that includes the Clear Lake, Geysers, and Geysers-Calistoga KGRA. The shape
of the entire KGRA isirregular but roughly measures 30 miles wide by 50 miles at the
longest point. The Geysersitself occupiesthe central part of the KGRA and measures
roughly 3.5 mileswide in the center by 10 mileslong.
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In order to reflect Calpine’s comment for clarification, the first and second line of the third
full paragraph on page 2-35 of the DEIR isrevised asfollows:

The Geysers Geothermal A+ea Field, located in the Mayacmas Mountains, is an
unusual area of hot springs and steam vents. The areaisroughly 5:5 10 mileslong
and 1 4 mileswide and is drained by Big Sulphur Creek. The main natural thermal
area or reservoir is located along Geyser Creek, atributary of Big Sulphur SuHur
Creek, ...

N24 Page 2-36, third full paragraph, last sentence is hereby amended to read:

Figure 2.17 shows a conceptual diagram of the circulation of heated underground
water at the Geysers Geothermal Area.

N25 Page 2-42, third paragraph is hereby revised as follows:

The City of Santa Rosais considering a similar wastewater injection project that
could provide an additional 80 to 100 MW of generating capacity at the plant. The
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for this project was certified by the City on
January 22, 1998. Aprit-26,-3998: An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under
the National Environmental Policy Act has also been completed, however, the
Record of Decision (ROD) has not been issued pending the application and approval

of permits from the Corps of EngineersNattonra-Ervironmenta-Policy-Aet—review
for-thtsprojeetiscurrenthy-Hprogress. (See Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts, for a

more detailed discussion of this project.). The City is proceeding with engineering
design of the project to support the permit applications (Carlson, 1998).

The following reference is hereby added to page 2-46 of the Project Description:

Carlson, Dan, Engineer, City of Santa Rosa, personal communication, November 4,
1998

N26 Page 2-38, first complete sentence, is hereby amended to read:

Also, wastewater injection is being used as a evattated-as-avtabte means of
recharging fluids to the steam field...

N27 Page 2-38, first full paragraph, first sentence, is hereby amended to read:

Generally speaking, steam is drawn from wells-purified; transported through
insulated pipes; to power plantspressarized; and converted into electrical power.

N28 Page 2-39, first paragraph, second sentence is amended to read:
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Since 1968€urrenthythe-condensate from PG& E’'s Geysers Power Plant ts-has been
returned to the steam suppliers (i.e., Unocal-Thermal and Calpine) for reinjection
into the steam field.

N29 Page 2-39, first paragraph, first sentence is amended to read:

The injection of water (either condensate from the electric power generation process
or water from other sources) into injection wells in the steam fields tsbetieved-to
increases the amount of recoverable steam pressure and to increases the reliability of
steam delivery.

N30 Page 2-39, first paragraph, third sentence is amended to read:

In addition, it+s-expectee-that-the recently initiated. ..

N31 Page 2-39, second paragraph, first sentence, is hereby amended to read:

...to supply this wastewater to the steam fields controlled and maintained by those
agenetes steam field operators.

N32 Page 2-42, first line, is hereby amended to read:

...development occurs in the Lake County area. ..

N33 Thetable presented in the DEIR was reproduced from the PG& E PEA and is, as stated, a
partia list. The Lake County units would continue to need a Hazardous Materials Storage
Permit and permits for any underground storage tanks.

N34 Please see response to Comment H24.

N35 Page4.1-15, last sentence, is hereby amended to read:

The Geysers have been in operation for more than ter-years 30 years, with many
starting up in the 1970s.

N36 Page 4.3-4, second paragraph, second sentence is hereby amended to read:

...generally coincides with zones of intensive hydrothermal alteration of the
Franciscan rocks and steam—generating-conditions production intervals.

N37 Paragraph 2 of Impact 4.3-3 (Page 4.3-12) is hereby replaced with the following:

Each of the generating units is connected to a system of steam collection that istied
to the production of many wells. As steam pressure declines in any one well in the
field, steam is directed to the plant from other production wells to maintain an
optimum operating level.
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The collection of steam at awell istemporarily shut off when pressure declines

below the minimum until the pressure reestablishes itself to the desired operating
level, at which timeiit is opened again to supply steam to the collection system.

The Geysersis avapor dominated system. When the steam pressure drops and the

well is shut off, pressure reestablishes itself by the process of connate or injectate
water moving through the fractures and pores of the surrounding reservoir rock. The

water is converted into steam by contact with the hot rock. As the amount of steam

increases, the steam pressure builds again in the pores and fractures of the reservoir
rock. The production wells then draw off the pressurized vapor and convey it to the

plant.

Steam generation is related to economic considerations, power demand, contracts
between suppliers and plant operators, O& M requirements, operating strateqy,
environmental controls etc. However, from a geophysical perspective, steam
production is limited by the characteristics of the reservoir rock (heat, fracture and
porosity, structure, geochemistry, etc.), the availability of water, and the extent of
steam field development (number and relative location of production/injection
wells). Probably the most limiting consideration is the availability of water. The
Geysers steam field has been overdevel oped because steam extraction exceeds the
available steam supply. Given the existing infrastructure and the assumption that the
operators would want to continue its use to optimum levels, the desired levels of
steam production cannot be met largely because sufficient water vapor is no longer
generated in the hot rock. While loss of heat in the rock has occurred in some areas
and, in some cases, loss of fracture and pore space because of mineralization has
reduced production, for the most part these do not seem to be major causes of steam
declines.

In the past, the primary source of water has been connate water. Beginning in 1969,
operators began to inject water into the reservoir rock to increase the rate of recovery

of steam pressure. In some areas of the Geysers, injection derived steam accounts

for 28 percent of steam production. The basic assumption underlying the use of
injectate (from either power plant condensate, collection of surface water or

importation of water such as the Southeast Geysers Effluent Pipeline, discussed
below) isthat if more water isinjected into the reservoir rock at the proper

application rates, steam pressure can be reestablished and sustained.

Sufficient injection water is not available from in-situ sources in the Geysers, that is,
steam condensate and surface water collected in small basins (the Geysers in fact
receives substantial rainfall—in some places over 80 inches/year). Environmental
planning and regulatory restrictions in place prevent the further development of local
surface water sources for use in injection. Therefore, steam field operators, in
conjunction with PG& E and local agencies, have undertaken importation of water,
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which is discussed further below. Importation of those suppliesis expected to
reestablish steam levels or, at the least, slow the decline in the stream production.

N38 Page 4.4-10 of the DEIR (fourth paragraph, after third sentence) is hereby revised as
follows:

Other important tributaries include Cobb Creek, Anderson Creek, and Bear Canyon
Creek.

N39 Thefollowing information is hereby added to Table 4.4-2 of the DEIR:

Units 9,10 Cobb Creek

N40 Page 4.4-13 of the DEIR (fourth paragraph) is hereby revised as follows:

Groundwater resources at the Geysers are regulated by the California Division of
Qil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) and by Sonoma and Lake Counties.
DOGGR first must approve an applicant’s project, which may be for one or multiple
wells, and issue a project approval letter. Injection wells are regulated by the U.S.
EPA, however, DOGGR has a Memorandum of Understanding with the EPA to
issue individual well permits, Permitsforiniection-are-obtained-through- BOGGR
with appropriate review from the Central Valley and North Coast RWQCB, as
appropriate. Additional regulation is provided by the U.S. Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), with delegated authority under the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act and Geothermal Steam Act. The BLM, under these and other
federal laws, is also responsible for protection and management of water resources
on BLM lands and may issue injection permits.

N41 Please seeresponse to Comment N10.
N42 Page 4.5-47, second complete paragraph, third sentence is hereby amended as follows:

By using automatically activated valves, the manifold distributes the steam
according to need, thereby-relieving |lowering pressure in the line.

N43 Theincinerator is designed to oxidize hydrogen sulfide to sulfur dioxide, alesstoxic
substance. The difference in toxicity between the two pollutants can be emphasized by
comparing the short-term standards, where the state one hour standard for sulfur dioxideis
over eight times greater than the standard for hydrogen sulfide. Sulfur dioxide emissions
are usually very small, because only the residual hydrogen sulfide that is not removed by
the abatement process is usually incinerated to sulfur dioxide. With respect to atmospheric
oxidation of hydrogen sulfide to sulfur dioxide and ultimately to sulfuric acid, the reaction
rates are very slow and should not significantly affect sulfur dioxide concentrations near
the plants. Thisis explained further in response to Comment T5b.
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N44

N45

N46

N47

The power plants PM-10 emissions estimates shown in Tables 4.5-21 and 4.5-22 of the
DEIR are based on Title V applications. The PM-10 emission factors used in the Title V
applications assume that all of the particulate matter emitted from the geothermal plant
sourcesis PM-10. Most of the PM-10 emissions are emitted at the cooling towers.

The following sentence is hereby added to page 4.8-2 of the DEIR (end of third
paragraph):

L ake County units do not have untreated sanitary effluent from the plant injected
into the steam field.

Please see the response to Comment F41. The explanation of why divestiture would
promote environmental cleanup at the Potrero Power Plant appliesto the Geysers Power
Plant and to the other plants being divested as well.

Page 4.9-20 of the DEIR (at end of bulleted paragraphs) is hereby supplemented as
follows:

Hydrogen, the lightest element, is aflammable gas. Hydrogen gasis used at
power plants to provide alow-friction atmosphere inside the turbines.
Hydrogen is nontoxic, except that it would be an asphyxiant within enclosed
spaces. Hydrogen is flammable or explosive when mixed with air or oxygen.,
and is adangerous fire hazard when exposed to heat or oxidizing agents. It
burns cleanly to form water. Although it is hon-toxic, the flammable
properties of hydrogen make it a dangerous gas that must be handled carefully.

Sodium vanadate (technically sodium ammonium decavanadate) is used at
several Geysers units within their Stretford sulfur abatement systems. Sodium
vanadate is stored as a solid in small amounts (approximately 2-3 pounds at
each unit), then mixed with other components as needed to make up Stretford

sulfur abatement solution. No hazardous vanadate waste is generated. The
chemical islisted as an acute and chronic irritant. Irritation would be

primarily to the eyes or respiratory tract upon exposure to vanadate dust.
Sodium vanadate emits acrid smoke when heated to decomposition.

N48 Page 4.9-22, first paragraph, last sentence is hereby amended to read:

Compressed gases including hydrogen are also handled at the plants.

N49 Page 4.11-8, first paragraph, first sentence is hereby amended to read:

Unocal currently maintains a private fire brigade, including one fire engine, for
responding to incipient fires emergeneies within the Geysers area.

N50 Page4.11-12, last paragraph, second sentence is hereby changed as follows:

Currently, the plant does not pose any particular police protection problems, partly
due to its remote | ocation whieh-restriets and restricted access.
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N51 Page 4.11-16, under Geysers Power Plant, the first sentence is hereby amended to read:

The Geysers Power Plant generates an estimated $920,000 miion per year in
property taxesto Lake County...

N52 Page 4.12-14 of the DEIR (fourth paragraph) is hereby amended to read:

The Geysersis not served by public sanitary and storm sewer collection
infrastructure. At the Sonoma County geothermal units, Wwastewater from the
domestic and sanitary usesis discharged to the on-site gray water or septic tank
facilities, and then sent to the steam supplier for reinjection to the steam field.
Stormwater is captured by the on-site berms located around the units and also
reinjected into the steam field. At the L ake County units, gray water is hauled by a
septic tank company and disposed of off site.

N53 Page 4.14-5, under Geysers Power Plant, the first sentence is hereby amended to read:
Commercial operations at the Geysers Power Plant first began in abett-197% 1960.
N54 Page 5-8, under the last bullet, is hereby amended to read:

...aPG& E-funded project that would replace anel an existing 230/115 kV
transformer...

N55 The referenced discussion contains inadvertent errors and is accordingly modified as noted
below. It should be noted that the Santa Rosa Modified Geysers Recharge Project was

approved in spring 1998 but is currently under litigation. Construction of the project has
been delayed pending the outcome of the litigation.

Page 5-23 of the DEIR (first complete paragraph) is hereby amended as follows:

The Basin 2000 Project, which would require approval by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, is under consideration by the L ake County Sanitation District
(LACOSA ) and—the The Santa Rosa Modified Geysers Recharge Prol ect are

Prereet—rs—al-s&subreet—tﬁeo‘rew—aﬁd—appfevak was gpproved by the City of Santa
Rosain January 1998. Although two lawsuits challenging the EIR were
subsequently filed, one has been settled, and the City believes the other will be
settled soon.® Construction is expected to begin in 1999 and be completed by 2002.
This project also requires U.S. Army Corps of Engineers approval for a Nationwide
Permit under Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act. Any development on the

9 Dan Carlson, Capital Projects Coordinator, City of Santa Rosa, personal communication, October 30, 1998.
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recently sold 70-acre parcel (shown in Table 5.1) would atse be subject to approval
by the Serema Lake County Community Development Eemimission Department.

N56 Page 5-27, second paragraph, second sentence is hereby amended as follow:

Condensatton Steam condensate from the generating units would continue to be
reinjected...

N57 The second sentence of the second paragraph under Geysers Power Plant, page 5-32, is
hereby corrected to have only one period.

N58 Please seeresponse to Comment H11. The last paragraph on page 6-11 is hereby amended
by deleting the last sentence as follows:
However, the impact would be less than significant. PG&E-weuteHikely-contintes

' o th thao o ropre)
aretvv oEYS

N59 Please see response to Comment P54.

N60 Asdescribed in Impact 4.9-4 (page 4.9-22), the Geysers use various hazardous materials
for operation and maintenance. The presence and use of these materials pose arisk of
upset. An increasein capacity utilization would require additional use of these materials
and, therefore, a dlightly higher risk of upset.

N61 Page C-7, first paragraph, sixth sentence, is hereby amended to read:

...and the steam pressure from the field has been dropping for many years, currently
to as low as 260 130 pounds per square inch (psi) from a peak of 500 psi.

The eighth sentence is hereby amended to read:

Another key problem isthat it is not economical to purmp pipe the steam for more
than about amile...

N62 Page C-7, fourth paragraph, second sentence, is hereby amended to read:

...the average resulting sustained pressare production determines total ‘field
capacity’ for the next six months...

N63 Page C-8, the fourth bullet is hereby amended as follows:

Most operators now eaptdre collect condensed steam from their wells and pumip
direct (inject) the water back into the ground to stimulate steam production.

N64 Thefirst line on page C-9 is hereby amended to read:
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...hope that the additional injections will boost...
N65 Page C-9, third paragraph, fifth sentence is hereby amended as follows:

The changesin operations by PG& E and NCPA aso have affected both the apparent

steam production rate, and the actual-geotogy steam field well pressures ef in the
KGRA.

N66 Page C-21, last paragraph, fourth sentence is hereby amended to read:

Unocal is primarily alarge oil and gas production+efining-ane-retaiting company,
which also has developed geothermal plants internationally.

N67 Page C-33, footnote 63 is hereby amended to read:

While the steam suppliers could theoretically sell to NCPA, SMUD or the QFs, at
least three two practical matters basically foreclose this option: (1) such sale can be
performed only after a succession of tests and declarations by each party, which
severely hinders the ability of the steam supplier to sell to others; (2) steam can be
moved only a short distance before it loses its effective energy (i.e., amileor lessin
most cases); and (3) PG& E’ s generation capacity dwarfs the capacity owned by all
of the other generators combined.

N68 Page C-33, footnote 65 is hereby revised as follows:

PG&E has already shut down the-etdestfoeur five Geysers plants, the Central
California Power Agency has shut down the Coldwater Creek plants, and CDWR’s
Bottlerock plant has never opened.
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September 18, 1998

Mr. Bruce Kaneshiro

Project Manager

Environmental Science Associates
225 Bush St.

Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104

Re: Draft PG& E Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mr. Kaneshiro:

On August 5, 1998 Environmental Sciences Associates issued a Draft Environmental Impact
Report (“EIR") on the proposed sale by PG& E of certain generating plants. Among the plantsto
be sold are the Pittsburg and Contra Costa generating facilitiesin Contra Costa County. Inits
discussion of cumulative impacts, the EIR references the Pittsburg District Energy Facility
(“PDEF"), a proposed merchant generating facility to be located in Pittsburg, California. This
submittal addresses assumptions and conclusions that the PDEF considers to be erroneous.
PDEF requests that Environmental Sciences Associates review the comments below and revise
the Environmental Impact Report to reflect these corrections. Additionally, certain corrections
may require additional model runs to support any conclusions that require modeling input.

PDEF respectfully submits the following comments for your review. If you have any
guestions regarding these comments please do not hesitate to contact a representative of the
PDEF.

Section 5.2.2, page 5-5. In the paragraph describing the PDEF, these are two misstatements:

[Begin O1]

The PDEF isnot ajoint venture between the City of Pittsburg, Enron and USS Posco. Enronis
the developer and is solely responsible for licensing, constructing and operating the PDEF. The
City of Pittsburg will sharein project profits and USS Posco has agreed to purchase steam and
electric energy from the PDEF.

[End O1]

[Begin O2]

Although the EIR is correct that the PDEF CEC application was filed on June 15, 1998, the CEC
did not “accept” the application until July 29, 1998. The CEC has one year from July 29, 1998
to process the application.

[End O2]
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[Begin O3]

Section 5.3.4, page 5-40. Thefirst full paragraph on this page describes PDEF impacts upon
water resources in the Bay-Delta. There will be no such impacts as the PDEF will not make any
thermal dischargesto the Bay-Delta. The PDEF will utilize cooling towers for heat rejection.
[End O3]

[Begin O4]

Section 5.3.4, page 5-41. The EIR makes certain conclusions regarding air quality impacts,
apparently drawn from dataon Tables G-6 and G-14. Table G-6 does not contain any PDEF data
so it is assumed that the IER makes a comparison between operation without the PDEF

(Table G-6) and operation with the PDEF (Table G-14). The actual values for PDEF emissions,
compared with EIR values, are listed below:

Table G-14 Actual PDEF
Nox —Ib/MWH .10 .017
[b/MMbtu .014 .009
Sox — Ib/IMWH .01 .008
[b/M M btu .001 .001
PM10 — Ib/MWH .05 .056
[b/M M btu .008 .007
CO —Ib/MWH .08 .104
[b/M M btu .011 .014
VOC - Ib/MWH .033
Lb/Mmbtu .004

To the extent that insertion of the above listed values changes the conclusions regarding
air quality impacts which are contained in the EIR, PDEF requests that new computer
simulations be run to accurately reflect the impacts of the PDEF.

[End O4]

If you should have any questions, please call me at 415-782-7811.
Respectfully,

s/

Samuel L. When
Director
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O. ENRON CAPITAL & TRADE RESOURCES GROUP

Ol1 Toreflect Enron’s clarification, page 5-5 of the DEIR (first bullet, first sentence) is hereby
amended as follows:

The Pittsburg District Energy FaC|I|ty (PDEF) is proposed by Plttsburg District
Energy, LLC (ajeinty A y
Hadustries subsidiary of Enron Caoltal and Trade), and would be operated as Dart of
an alliance agreement between Enron and the City of Pittsburg. The agreement is
primarily a statement of the two parties’ intention to work together.

Page 5-5 of the DEIR (first bullet, fourth sentence) is hereby amended as follows:

The siteislocated on the northwest corner of the property owned by USS-Posco
Industries, which has agreed to purchase steam and electric energy from the PDEF.

02 Page 5-5, the second to the last sentence under the first bullet is hereby amended to read:

The AFC was filed on June 15, 1998, and the CEC accepted the application on
July 29, 1998.

03 Page 5-40 of the DEIR, the first full paragraph is hereby amended as follows:

Operation of the new plant could adversely affect water resourcesin the Bay-Delta.
Based on the proximity of the plant to the Contra Costa and Pittsburg Power Plants,
the new plant could increase the potential for thermal-di scharge impacts to marine
water quality. Thiswould be a potentially significant cumulative impact on water
resources. No increase in thermal discharge is anticipated for the PDEF as it will
utilize cooling towers for heat rejection of cooling water. However, any water
discharges resulting from cooling-tower blowdowns, like those associated with
Pittsburg Unit 7, would be subject to permitting. For these reasons, the owner of the
new plant would be required to apply for an NPDES permit from the SFRWQCB
prior to operation of the plant. In issuing the NDPES permit, which would establish
effluent limitations for the proposed plant, the SFRWQCB would consider all of the
discharge sources in the Bay-Delta, including the Contra Costa and Pittsburg Power
Plants. Therefore, it is anticipated that any significant cumulative impact on water
resources with respect to the inclusion of the PDEF could be mitigated to aless-than-
significant level.

04  Using the emissions factors provided by the commenter, the emissions estimates for the
PDEF in 2005 have been revised. Taking into account the revised estimates and other
corrections, the first paragraph on page 5-41 of the DEIR is hereby revised as follows:

Emissions estimates have been made for cumulative scenarios with and without the
new PDEF. Tables G-6 and G-14, in Attachment G of this EIR, show estimates of
criteriaair pollutant emissions under the 2005 Cumulative Analytical Maximum

Final Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Environmental Science Associates
Electric Company’s Application No. 98-01-008 C&R-250 November 16, 1998



2. WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

scenario and the 2005 Variant 2 cumulative scenario, respectively. A comparison of
these scenarios shows that at aregional level (which accounts for the sum of
emissions from the three feur divested fossil-fueled plants, the retirement of the
Hunters Point Power Plant, the projected new 480 MW plant in San Francisco and
the new PDEF), emissions of each criteria pollutant, except PM-10, would decrease
with the inclusion of the new PDEF. PM-10 emissions eeneentrations are shown to
increase in 2005 by an estimated 9 20 tons per year regionally with the new PDEF.
However, as shown in Table 4.5-26b, asapereentage of BAAQMB-profected-Bay
Arearegional-emisstonsi-2005, there would be a net decrease in Bay Area power

plant emissions of PM-10 and PM-10 precursors under variant 2 in 2005 compared
to 1999 baseline conditions. Therefore, Bay Area power plant emissions would not
contribute to the cumulative effect of increased emissions from new development in

the Bav Area on reQ|onaI PM-10 concentratl ons. fheehaﬁge-m—pewer—praﬁt

Please see response to Comment U14 for Table 4.5-26b.
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September 18, 1998

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS

Mr. Bruce Kaneshiro

Project Manager

c/o Environmental Science Associates
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, California 94104

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report Regarding Pacific Gas and Electric
Company's Application for Authorization to Sell Certain Generating
Plants and Related Assets (Application No. 98-01-008)

Dear Mr. Kaneshiro:

Union Oil Company of California (“Unoca™), NEC Acquisition Company (“NEC”) and Thermal
Power Company (“ Thermal™) (collectively, “U-N-T"), have reviewed the referenced Draft
Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (“PG&E’S")
proposed divestiture of certain generating assets pursuant to Application No. 98-01-008. This
letter summarizes U-N-T' s review and provides comments on the DEIR’ s analysis and
conclusions as it pertains to the Sonoma County Geysers Power Plant Units. U-N-T’s specific
comments are as follows:

Alternative 3 - The Geysers Plants Are Sold To The Steam Field Operators

[Begin P1]

. The DEIR concludes that Alternative 3, the sale of the Geysers plant to the steam field
operators, is an environmentally superior alternative to the proposed project. DEIR at 6-
2310 6-29. Seeaso DEIR at 5-31, 5-35 (concluding that sustained steam production at
the Geysers units would have the substantial beneficial effect of displacing the need for
fossil fuels and would be a beneficial cumulative effect). U-N-T agree with this
conclusion, and with the factual analysis supporting the conclusion. [End P1]

[Begin P2]
Please explain why the noise impact would be greater under Alternative 3 than it would be
under the proposed project. DEIR Table S.6, Impact 4.10-2. [End P2]

Generation Data

[Begin P3]
According to the DEIR, Table C-1 “shows historic and available generation at the PG& E
Geysers units through 1997.” DEIR at C-9. U-N-T believe this statement isincorrect.
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The only sources the DEIR cites for the generation numbers are PG& E' s Energy Cost
Adjustment Clause (“ECAC”") filings. However, U-N-T cannot find any support for Table
C-1's generation figuresin the ECAC filings. The DEIR appearsto rely on numbersin
the filing that do not represent available generation under baseload conditions. For
instance, it appears that Field Capacity, a defined term in the Steam Sales Agreements
between U-N-T and PG& E, may have been taken to mean that the level of generation
would have been available had PG& E operated the plants at maximum continuous output
(at baseload). The terms of the contract specify that Field Capacity represents the peak
output under a contract-specified set of plant operating constraints. Thisis aso known as
“high 5" conditions. Moreover, the decline rate shown on Table C-1 conflicts with
statementsin PG& E's ECAC filing. See Pacific Gas and Electric Co., Report on the
Reasonableness of Operations for 1998 (January 1, 1997 to December 31, 1997), before
Cdlifornia Public Utilities Commission in Energy Cost Adjustment Clause (San Francisco,
Cadlifornia Pacific Gas and Electric Co. April 1998) at 3-15. Accordingly, please clarify
and provide support for the historic and available generation data reflected in the DEIR.
[End P3]

[Begin P4]

- TablesC-1, S.1, S.3, 5.2, and 6-1 provide generation forecasts for the Sonoma County
Geysers Power Plant Units. These generation forecasts are highly speculative, and as
explained above, U-N-T believe they may be based on incorrect generation data.
Accordingly, U-N-T believe the generation forecasts are incorrect. Please clarify and
provide support for the generation forecasts. [End P4]

[Begin P5]

: The Geysersis adeclining resource, which the DEIR ostensibly recognizes. DEIR at S-7.
However, the DEIR goes on to suggest increased electrical demand will lead to increased
generation from the Geysers. DEIR at 5-16, 5-19. Thisisinconsistent with field
optimization and management techniques, and inconsistent with the historical declinesin
Field Capacity. This assertion may mislead prospective buyers and regulators. Please
explain and provide supporting evidence for this conclusion. [End P5]

Santa Rosa Reclaimed Water Geysers Rechar ge Proj ect

[Begin P6]

: According to the DEIR, “[r]egardless of who owns the plant, steam field capacity will
continue to decline unless substantially more injection water becomes available.” DEIR at
5-9t05-10. Thisimpliesthat the declinein field capacity is reversible through water
injection, an implication U-N-T believeisincorrect. The DEIR does not provide any
support for this assertion. For instance, the Santa Rosa EIR, quoted in the DEIR, does not
support the implication because that EIR predicted only a maximum potential gain of 85
MW. Further, the implication is contrary to conclusionsin professional literature on water
injection. Accordingly, please clarify that water injection will not reverse the declinein
field capacity. [End Pg]

[Begin P7]
The DEIR states that PG& E is one of the “key players’ in the Santa Rosa Wastewater
Modified Geysers Recharge Project, and that “the new owners would simply assume
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[Begi

PG&E'sroleinthe process.” DEIR at 5-10, 5-11. These statements are inaccurate. As
the DEIR indicates, the contract giving rise to the Santa Rosa Modified Geysers Recharge
Project is a contract between U-N-T and the City of Santa Rosa. DEIR at 5-10. PG&E is
not a party to the contract. Further, while the contract requires the supply of water for
injection in U-N-T’s steam fields, neither the contract nor the project includes any
agreement or commitment to inject Santa Rosa water to PG& E’'s Sonoma plant area. In
fact, PG& E has no role in the project whatsoever. Accordingly, thereisno rolefor the
new owners of PG& E’ s units to assume with regard to the Project.

The DEIR states that “the current steam field operators and PG& E have entered into an
agreement to inject effluent into the Geysers steam fields. . ..” DEIR at 6-24. Asstated
above, PG&E is not a party to the contract giving rise to the Santa Rosa Modified Geysers
Recharge Project and the project includes no agreement or commitment whatsoever to
inject Santa Rosa water to PG& E’'s Sonoma plant area. [End P7]

n Pg]

According to the DEIR, as aresult of the imported water supply and injection projects
referenced above, “the existing units could be operated at sustained power generation rates
for 20to 30 years.” DEIR at 5.11. The DEIR also states that, for units PG& E currently
owns, “this would mean an assumed sustained power generation of about 700 MW for 25
years.” |d. For the reasons stated above, there are no pending or proposed projects
requiring reinjection in PG& E’ s plant area, nor is there atechnical basis to conclude that
such reinjection, even if it materialized, would accomplish such alevel of sustained
generation. Thus, U-N-T believe these statements are incorrect. Please clarify and
provide support for the statements. [End P8]

Capacity Factors

[Begi

n P9

The use of the term “ Capacity Factor” in Tables S.3, 5.2, 6.1 and C-1 is confusing.
Specifically, according to footnote a, capacity factors are derived using a rated capacity
denominator. However, the annual plant capacities that the tables list for the Geysers are
derived using an estimated availability denominator. This use of different denominators
within the same table ismisleading. Further, it is unclear whether the term “ Capacity
Factors’ isthe same as the “ Adjusted Capacity Factor” PG& E used in its filings with the
California Public Utilities Commission. U-N-T believe the text and the table would be
clearer if, instead of using ratios, they consistently referred to values expressed in MW or
annual average power output. In the alternative, please clarify and explain theratio’s
definition. [End P9]

Steam Stacking and Puff

[Begi

n P10]
The DEIR’ s definition and characterization of “steam stacking” isinaccurate. See DEIR
at S16, 1.7, 4.5-47, 4.5-75, 6-24. In contrast to the DEIR’ s characterization, steam
stacking is the controlled release of unabated geothermal steam at a power plant rock
muffler. Steam stacking is conducted in accordance with local Air Pollution Control
District regulations. [End P10]
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[Begi

n P11]
The DEIR’ s definition and characterization of “puff” isinaccurate and should be del eted.
DEIR at 6-23. Puff isnot related to steam stacking. Rather, puff refersto theinitial
increase in production from awell after it has been shut-in for a period of time. [End P11]

Natur al Resour ces

[Begi

n P12]
The DEIR states that “the steam fields in the Geysers area are being managed to prolong
the steam resources to the extent possible.” DEIR at 4.8-5. Thisisinaccurate. PG&E
expressly manages its operations to maximize economic benefit to its shareholders, and
has declined to make numerous investments and operating changes that would prolong
resource life. For instance, it is PG& E’s practice to curtail operations at the Geysers when
such curtailment would result in short-term economic benefit, despite inefficient steam use
and waste of avaluable natural steam resource resulting from such curtailed operations.
The DEIR assumes that the new owners will “operate the unitsin a manner similar to
PG&E’s operation.” DEIR at S-6. The DEIR also concludes that the proposed project
will not promote wasteful or inefficient use of non-renewable resources because the “ new
owners are expected to operate the plants efficiently so that fuel is not wasted.” DEIR
Table S.6, Impact 4.8.2; DEIR at 4.8.4. As explained above, PG& E’ s operation promotes
wasteful and inefficient use of fuel. Accordingly, if the new owner operates the power
plantsin a manner similar to PG& E’ s operations, the project will promote wasteful and
inefficient use of avaluable natural resource. [End P12]

Steam Sales Agreement

[Begi

Cooli

n P13]

The DEIR assumes that, “[i]f athird-party entity with no ownership interest in the
underlying steam field purchases the Geysers units, it is reasonably foreseeable that such
new owner would pay a steam price similar to that paid by PG& E under its contracts with
the steam field owners.” DEIR at S-6. Thisis misleading. While the steam sales
agreements between PG& E and each of Unocal, NEC and Thermal are long term legal
obligations which will bind the permitted successors and assigns of the parties, the
agreements contain certain provisions that are not customary, and were heavily negotiated
to address certain rate recovery issues faced by PG&E. Such provisionswill no longer
make sense once the generating assets are transferred to a new, unregulated owner for
whom rate recovery issues are irrelevant. Therefore, certain aspects of the agreements
may need to be modified to accommodate a new owner. [End P13]

ng Tower Drift

[Begi

n P14]
The DEIR discusses fallout type particulate (*FTP") issues. However, the DEIR does not
discuss the impacts of cooling tower drift at the Sonoma County Geysers. U-N-T's
understanding is that cooling tower drift is an ongoing problem at the Sonoma County
Geysers, and has been extensively studied by PG& E. The DEIR should address the
impacts of cooling tower drift inside and outside of the power plant yard. [End P14]
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Other Miscellaneous Comments

[Begin P15]
Glaobal Change: “Condensate” should be referred to as * steam condensate.” [End P15]

[Begin P16]
Page S-21: The spacing and font used at Table S.6, Impact 4.6-4 should be conformed
with the rest of the table. [End P16]

[Begin P17]
Page 2-28: GEO should be GEP. [End P17]

[Begin P18]
Page 2-28: U-N-T understand that SMUD’ s interest in the unit(s) has been acquired.
Accordingly, SMUD should be replaced with the name of the entity that acquired SMUD’s
interest. [End P18]

[Begin P19]
Page 2-28: U-N-T understand that Santa Fe Geothermal, Inc.’s interest in the unit(s) has
been acquired. Accordingly, Santa Fe Geothermal Inc. should be replaced with the name
of the entity that acquired Santa Fe Geothermal, Inc.’sinterest. [End P19]

[Begin P20]
Page 2-35: U-N-T isunfamiliar with the term “ Geysers Geothermal Area.” U-N-T
believe the DEIR drafters may have meant to reference the Geysers Known Geothermal
Resource Area (“KGRA"). [End P20]

[Begin P21]
Page 2-35: Please confirm whether Big Sulphur Creek or Big Sulfur Creek is the correct
spelling for the creek referenced. [End P21]

[Begin P22]
Page 2-36: The last sentence of the third full paragraph should be revised asfollows: add
“a conceptual diagram of” before “the circulation.” [End P22]

[Begin P23]
Page 2-36: The last sentence at the bottom of the page should be revised as follows:
strike “ spent” and replace with “geothermal.” [End P23]

[Begin P24]
Page 2-38: Thefirst full sentence of the first paragraph should be revised as follows:
strike “evaluated as aviable” and replace with “used asa.” [End P24]

[Begin P25]
Page 2-38: Thefirst sentence of the first full paragraph should be revised as follows:
strike “purified” and “ pressurized” ; add “to power plants’ after “insulated pipes.”
[End P25]
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[Begin P26]
Page 2-39: Thefirst sentence of the first paragraph should be revised asfollows: strike
“isbelieved to”; add “s’ to “increase”; strike “t0”; add “s” to “increase.” [End P26]

[Begin P27]

: Page 2-39: The second sentence of the first paragraph should be revised asfollows: strike
“Currently” and replace with * Consistent with practices during the past severa years’; add
“currently” before “returned.” [End P27]

[Begin P28]
Page 2-39: The third sentence of the first paragraph should be revised asfollows:. strike
“it is expected that.” [End P28]

[Begin P29]
Page 2-39: Thefirst sentence of the second paragraph should be revised asfollows: strike
“agencies’ and replace with “ steamfield operators.” [End P29]

[Begin P30]
Page 2-42: Thefirst sentence at the top of the page should be revised asfollows. add
“Lake County” before “area.” [End P30]

[Begin P31]
Page 4.1-1: Thefirst sentence of the fourth paragraph should be revised asfollows:. strike
“geysers’ and replace with “thermal features.” [End P31]

[Begin P32]
Page 4.1-15: The second sentence of the fourth paragraph should be revised as follows:
strike “ten” and replace with “thirty.” [End P32]

[Begin P33]
Page 4.3-4: The second sentence of the second paragraph should be revised as follows:
strike “ steam generating conditions” and replace with “production intervals.” [End P33]

[Begin P34]

. Page 4.3-12: Please clarify the second paragraph. U-N-T do not understand the
paragraph’ s characterization of the relationship between steam generation, water supply
and injection, steam reservoir pressure, and plant operation. For instance, as opposed to
shutting down at some minimum threshold, awell will typically be shut-in if operating
conditions of the plant cause pipeline pressure to rise above the producing pressure of the
well. Further, the second sentence suggests that water only flows back to the area when
wells are shut down, which isinaccurate since production tends to increase water flow into
thearea. Also, the last sentence of the paragraph suggests that the plants could operate
continuously at full capacity but for the lack of sufficient water supply. Again, thisisa
misleading portrayal of the relationship between water supply and plant operation.

[End P34]

[Begin P35]
Page 4.4-10: Please consider adding Cobb Creek, Anderson Creek, and other creeks listed
on page 4.4-6 to the list of prominent perennial creeks located in the vicinity of the
Geysers plant. [End P35]
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[Begin P36]
. Page 4.4-11, Table 4.4-2: Please note that Units 7-10, 12, 13, 16, and 20 are also close to
streams. [End P36]

[Begin P37]
Page 4.4-13: The Class V Underground Injection Control Program (“UIC Program”) isa
permit by rule program. Therefore, no “permits’ are issued under the UIC Program. The
program is implemented by DOGGR, with oversight review be North Coast Regional
Water Quality Control Board. [End P37]

[Begin P38]
Page 4.5-47: The last sentence of thefirst full paragraph should be revised as follows:
add “controlled” after “unscheduled.” [End P38]

[Begin P39]
Page 4.5-47: The third sentence of the second full paragraph should be revised as follows:
strike “relieving” and replace with “reducing.” [End P39]

[Begin P40]
Page 4.5-49: Please explain why hydrogen sulfide (“H,S") is not included on Tables 4.5-
21 and 4.5-22. Please aso explain whether these tables assume all total suspended
particles (“TSPs”) are particles with an equivalent diameter of 10 microns or smaller
(“PM-10"). [End P40]

[Begin P41]
Page 4.9-13: The second sentence of the second paragraph should be revised as followed:
add “abatement of” before “hydrogen sulfide.” [End P41]

[Begin P42]
Page 4.9-19: Please explain why sodium vanadate and hydrogen were not listed and
discussed as hazardous material s representative of those found at power plantsto be
divested. [End P42]

[Begin P43]
Page 4.9-22: The fifth sentence of the first paragraph should be revised asfollows: add
“hydrogen.” [End P43]

[Begin P44]
Page 4.11-8: Thefirst sentence of the first paragraph should be revised asfollows: add
“incipient” before the word “fire.” [End P44]

[Begin P45]
Page 4.11-12: The second sentence of the fourth paragraph should be revised as follows:
strike “which restricts” and replace with “and restricted.” [End P45]

[Begin P46]
Page 4.11-16: Please confirm whether the amount the Geysers Power Plant generates per
year in property taxes to Lake County is $920,000 million or $920,000. [End P46]

[Begin P47]
Page 4.14-5: Thefirst sentence of the second paragraph should be revised as follows:
strike “about 1971” and replace with “1960.” [End P47]
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[Begin P48]
Page 5.8: The last bullet point should be revised as follows: strike “and existing” and
replace with “an existing.” [End P48]

[Begin P49]
Page 5-23: U-N-T’sunderstanding is that the Basin 2000 Project and the 70-acre parcel
are Lake County projects. Please explain why these L ake County Projects require Sonoma
County Community Development Commission review. [End P49]

[Begin P50]
Page 5-27: The second sentence of the second paragraph should be revised as follows:
strike “ Condensation” and replace with “Condensate.” [End P50]

[Begin P51]
Page 5-32: The second sentence of the fourth paragraph has two periods. [End P51]

[Begin P52]
Page 6-11: Please confirm whether PG& E is currently monitoring seismic activity
associated with the Geysers' operation. [End P52]

[Begin P53]
Page 6-23: The DEIR refersto NEC as a “ Japanese turbine producer.” Thisisinaccurate.
NEC is ageothermal steam-production company. [End P53]

[Begin P54]
Page 6-24: The last sentence of the first full paragraph should be revised as follows:
strike “6 million” and replace with “8 million”; add “from Lake County” after “field.”
[End P>4]

[Begin P55]
Page 6-26: According to the DEIR, potential accidental discharges of contaminantsto
streams is a hazard for the life of the operation of the steam fields and the power plant, and
“[rJunning the units at higher levels would increase the risk of an upset condition.” Please
explain why running the units at a higher level would increase the risk of an upset
condition. [End P55]

[Begin P56]
: Page C-7: The sixth sentence of the first paragraph should be revised asfollows: strike
“200” and replace with “130.” [End P56]

[Begin P57]
: Page C-7: The eighth sentence of the first paragraph should be revised asfollows: strike
“pump” and replace with “pipe.” [End P57]

[Begin P58]
: Page C-7: The second sentence of the fourth paragraph should be revised as follows:
strike “pressure” and replace with “production.” [End P58]

[Begin P59]
: Page C-8: The fourth bullet point should be revised asfollows:. strike “capture” and
replace with “collect”; strike “pump (inject)” and replace with “direct.” [End P59]
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[Begin P60]
: Page C-9: Thefirst sentence at the top of the page should be revised asfollows: strike
“injections’ and replace with “injection.” [End P60]

[Begin P61]
Page C-9: Please explain the statement that “ changes in operations by PG& E and NCPA .
.. have affected . . . the actual geology of the KGRA.” [End P61]

[Begin P62]
: Page C-21: The fourth sentence of the fifth paragraph should be revised asfollows. strike
“, refining and retailing.” [End P62]

[Begin P63]

: Page C-33, Footnote 63: In addition to the practical matters listed in footnote 63, please
also note that the Steam Sales Agreement only allows for a sale of steam to athird party
after a succession of tests and declarations by each party. [End P63]

[Begin P64]

: Page C-33, Footnote 65: U-N-T understand that PG& E has shut down five Geysers plants,
including Unit 15. [End P64]

Again, U-N-T appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. Please contact me at (619)

236-1234 if you have any questions or require any additional information.

Sincerely,

LisaP. Gomez

of LATHAM & WATKINS

Attorneys for Union Oil Company of
California, NEC Acquisition Company, and
Thermal Power Company

cc: Joel H. Mack, Esqg.
L oretta Mabinton, Esg.
Joseph E. Ronan, Esg.

Final Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Environmental Science Associates
Electric Company’s Application No. 98-01-008 C&R-260 November 16, 1998



2. WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

P. U-N-T (UNOCAL/NEC/THERMAL)
(as Represented by Latham & Watkins, Attorneys at Law)

P1  Comment noted.
P2  Please seeresponse to Comment N11.

P3  Asdetailed in the response to Comment N5, the steam field operators refused to provide
data on steam field capacity; therefore, the interpretation of available generation and
capacity is based on PG& E’ s representations to the CPUC and the |SO in relevant filings.
The decline rate computation shown at page 3-15 in PG& E’ s “ Report on Reasonableness
of Operations” provides no context for the calculations, including whether the “high 5”
conditions noted by the commenter were afactor in such calculations. The computation
appears to be based on actual generation after economic curtailment rather than available
generation, which is the relevant measure used in the Attachment C forecast.

P4 Please see response to Comment N5 and N6.
P5 Please seeresponse to Comment N9.

P6 The DEIR analysis assumes that the wastewater injection projects will only slow the rate
of decline of the Geysers steam fields, and will not reverse that decline. For clarification,
the last sentence of Page 5-9 of the DEIR isrevised as follows:

Regardless of who owns the plants, the rate of decline of Geysers steamfield
capacity wit-eentifuete-can only be slowed if urtess-substantially more injection
water becomes available.

P7  Please see response to Comments L45 and N3.
P8  Please seeresponse to Comment N4.

PO  Please seeresponse to Comment N6. The term “adjusted capacity factor” as used by
PG&E initsfilingsto the CPUC is understood to be identical to the way “capacity factor”
isemployed inthisEIR.

P10 Please seeresponse to Comment N10.
P11 Please seeresponse to Comment N10.

P12 The statement on page 4.8-5 of the DEIR that the Geysers steam fields “ are being managed
to prolong the steam resources to the extent possible” was related more to the effortsto
extend the life of the fields using wastewater injection, rather than ajudgment of day-to-
day management practices concerning resource use decisions. Please see response to
Comment N12 for further discussion on “wasteful or inefficient use of non-renewable
resources.”
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P13 While anew owner may attempt to and succeed in negotiating new provisionsin its
contracts with the steam field operators, there is no way of predicting what types of
contractual revisions might be made in the future. For purposes of the analysis presented
in the DEIR, it is reasonable to assume that a new owner would pay comparable steam
prices to those currently being paid by PG&E.

P14 Please seeresponse to Comment N14.

P15 Please seeresponse to Comment N16.

P16 Comment noted.

P17 Please seeresponse to Comment N20.

P18 Comment noted.

P19 Comment noted.

P20 Please see response to Comment N23.

P21 Please see response to Comment N23.

P22 Please see response to Comment N24.

P23 Page 2-36, last sentence at the bottom of the page is hereby amended to read:

Other sources of recharge include (1) spent geothermal steam condensate. ..

P24 Please see response to Comment N26.

P25 Please see response to Comment N27.

P26 Please see response to Comment N29.

P27 Please see response to Comment N28.

P28 Please see response to Comment N30.

P29 Please see response to Comment N31.

P30 Please seeresponse to Comment N32.

P31 Please seeresponse to Comment H24.

P32 Please see response to Comment N35.

P33 Please see response to Comment N36.

Final Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Environmental Science Associates
Electric Company’s Application No. 98-01-008 C&R-262 November 16, 1998



2. WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

P35

P36

P37

P38

P39

P40

P41

P42

P43

P44

P45

P46

P47

P48

P49

P50

P51

P52

P53

Please see response to Comment N37.
Please see response to Comment N38.
Please see response to Comment N39.
Please see response to Comment N40.
Please see response to Comment N10.

Please see response to Comment N42.

Please see responses to Comments N43 and N44.

Page 4.9-13, the second sentence of the first full paragraph, is hereby amended to read:

Elemental sulfur (a nonhazardous waste) also is produced from abatement of

hydrogen sulfide in the geothermal steam.

Please see response to Comment N47.
Please see response to Comment N48.
Please see response to Comment N49.
Please see response to Comment N50.
Please see response to Comment N51.
Please see response to Comment N53.
Please see response to Comment N54.
Please see response to Comment N55.
Please see response to Comment N56.
Please see response to Comment N57.
Please see response to Comment N58.

Please see response to Comment N8.

Page 6-24 of the DEIR (last sentence of the first full paragraph) is hereby revised as

follows:
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P55

P56

P57

P58

P59

P60

P61

P62

P63

Currently, some-6 8 million gpd are being piped up to the field from L ake County
and injected in the Southeast Geysers.

In addition, the first paragraph, seventh sentence, on page 2-39 of the DEIR is amended to

read:

...ableto deliver up to 8 6 million gallons per day of effluent...

Please see response to Comment N60

Please see response to Comment N61.

Please see response to Comment N61.

Please see response to Comment N62.

Please see response to Comment N63.

Please see response to Comment N64.

Please see response to Comment N65.

Please see response to Comment N66.

Please see response to Comment N67.

Please see response to Comment N68.
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September 18, 1998

Mr. Bruce Kaneshiro

Project Manager

¢/o Environmental Science Associates
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104

FRIENDS OF COBB MOUNTAIN COMMENTS ON THE GEY SERS PORTION OF THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT RELATING TO PACIFIC GASAND
ELECTRIC COMPANY’S APPLICATION FOR AUTHORIZATION TO SELL CERTAIN
GENERATING PLANTS AND RELATED ASSETS, APPLICATION NO. 98-01-008

[Begin Q1]

First of all, we believe that it was a mistake to fold the analytical treatment of The Geysers plants
into one document with PGandE’ s fossil-fueled plants. The Lake County Board of Supervisors,
the Lake County Air Quality Management District and Friends of Cobb Mountain all requested a
separate document. The differences between The Geysers plants and the others, and the issues
appertaining to them, are considerable, and as a consequence of the combination, several
important issues have been lost and receive no treatment at all.

[End Q1]

[Begin Q2]

A number of these issues are discussed in the comments which have been submitted to you by
the Lake County Air Quality Management District. There isno point in our outlining these
issues here, but in representation of the occasionally impacted residential public in the Cobb and
Anderson Spring areas we request that they be given full treatment in the Final EIR.

[End Q2]

[Begin Q3]

Another important cluster of issues surrounds aging of The Geysers power plants, the declining
pressures in the steam field, and the inevitable and consequent progressive need for plant
closures and abandonment. These are issues which you may deem to be beyond the scope of the
EIR asthey are matters that PGandE would have to deal with if the plants were not to be sold,
but we believe that they are highly relevant to the consideration of a change of ownership
because of consequences of which both the prospective buyers and the public should be informed
through objective outside analysis. The impactswill be real, and they will be significant
environmentally, economically and socially. For the protection of the public and of the
environment, the Final EIR should provide guidelines and stipulations for their mitigation by
prospective buyers.

[End Q3]
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[Begin Q4]

Thelevel of seismic activity presently induced by commercial operationsin The Geysersfield
may increase substantially with the implementation of the now approved City of Santa Rosa
Geysers waste water injection plan. This aso you have apparently considered to be outside the
scope of the EIR because the plan will go forward whether there is a new operator or whether
PGandE retains ownership. Here again a proposed new ownership would be moving into a new
and largely unknown situation with potentially significant consequences. Again, we believe that
guidelines and stipulations for mitigation are called for for the protection of the public by the
agency which isin fact the Public Utilities Commission.

[End Q4]

[Begin Q3]

An ambiguity of silence runs through the DEIR with regard to the possible eventuality of
PGandE selling its Geysers facilities to several partiesif asingle buyer is not available. We
raised thisissue at the recent informational meeting regarding the DEIR at Cobb on September
2nd, and were assured that a new DEIR or an addendum to the present one would be prepared in
order to address the numerous additional issues that would arise if multiple ownerships should be
proposed. We ask that this be clearly stated in the Final EIR.

[End Q5]

Friends of Cobb Mountain appreciate the opportunity to participate in these proceedings and we
ask that we be retained throughout as a party of interest.

Submitted by
/sl

Hamilton Hess
Vice Chairman
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COMMUNITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS

Q. FRIENDS OF COBB MOUNTAIN

Q1
Q2
Q3

Q4

Q5

Please see response to Comment 11.
Comment noted. Please see responses to Comments H1 through H71.

While the age of the Geysers units and declining pressure in the steam fields potentially
leading to unit closures are legitimate areas of concern, they are beyond the scope of the
EIR since these events will happen regardless of the ownership of the plants and will not
be affected by the proposed divestiture. Therefore, the EIR does not include guidelines or
criteriafor mitigation of such occurrences by potential buyers. Note that the importation
of additional wastewater for injection may reduce the rate of decline in steam pressure and
delay the subsequent closure of some units. Please see the response to Comment B5 for
more information on decommissioning requirements.

The Santa Rosa Wastewater Modified Geysers Recharge Project is discussed in the DEIR
in the Cumulative Impacts chapter, page 5-10, and its impacts in conjunction with
divestiture are analyzed in the DEIR. Please note that while the City of Santa Rosa has
certified the EIR for the project and has initiated design, the federal lead agency, the

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, has not approved the Record of Decision of the EIS. The
impact of this additional water source would equally affect both the new owners, if the
units are sold, and PG&E if the units are not sold, so it is not an effect of the divestiture
project covered in this EIR. Therefore, the EIR does not include guidelines or criteriafor
use of thiswater. The environmental effects of the use of the water are assessed in the
Santa Rosa environmental document.

The DEIR clearly states in the Executive Summary (page S-5, second paragraph) and the
Project Description (page 2-2, first full paragraph and bulleted items) that the proposed
project entails the sale of power plants by PG&E in four packages: the Pittsburg and
Contra Costa plants together (the Delta plants), the Potrero Power Plant, the Geysers units
in Sonoma County, and the Geysers unitsin Lake County. This means that two buyers
may be involved in the transfer of the Geysers Power Plant, and the DEIR addresses the
potential impacts associated with two separate entities operating the power plants located
in the Geysers geothermal field. The commenter is correct that, were the Geysers unitsto
be sold to three or more operators, additional environmental effects could result. Under
CEQA, if PG& E decided prior to project implementation to sell the Geysers unitsto three
or more buyers, this EIR would have to be revisited. The CPUC would need to decide
whether this EIR were sufficient for its purposes, or whether to prepare a Supplement to
the EIR, an Addendum to the EIR, or anew EIR altogether. Thereis presently no
indication that the project as defined in the DEIR has changed, or is reasonably likely to
change.
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Date: September 21, 1998
From: New Y ork Landing Homeowners Association (NYLHOA)

To:  Bruce Kaneshiro, Project Manager
¢/o Environmental Science Associates
225 Bush St., Suite 1700
San Francisco, CA 94104

Subj: PG & E Application for Divestiture

Ref: (d) PG&E Public Meeting at PY C on 08/25/98 at 1900;
(b) PG&E “Executive Summary” for Application No. 98-01-008
(c) Application for Certification of PDEF submitted by Pittsburg District Energy Facility,
L.L.C. CECin June of 1998

Encl: (1) Copy of Ref. (c)

Reference (a) was held in accordance with applicable law and provided an oral reiteration of
information contained in reference (b) with some additional commentary provided by facilitators
and attendees. Reference (c) sets forth data on the PDEF power plant to be constructed by
ENRON Capital & Trade Resources Corporation.

PG& E Power Plants located in Contra Costa, Pittsburg and Potrero do not exist in isolation from
each other in terms of their cumulative effect relevant to current and future particulate emissions
and other toxic hazardous substances. The number of existing refineries, chemical plants, other
power plants and heavy industry already in place mandate that careful attention be given to the
particul ate matter burden already being experienced by the citizens of Pittsburg and Antioch.

Moreover, the thermal and biological effects that both the Pittsburg and Contra Costa PG& E
power plants have is asignificant impact now and will have in the future on all living beings;
this fact cannot be overemphasized!

Specific comments made by your team and the public with regard to the information provided
during reference (a) along with relevant questions that have been raised by myself and others are
listed below:

[Begin R1]
Comment: (1) The proposed PDEF facility will have a generating capacity of 450 megawatts
as shown on an overhead. [End R1]

[Begin R2]

Comment: (2) Additional power generating facilities were not included in APP.N0.98-01-008
to the CPUC because they would not become operational before calendar year
2005 or they would be offset by reduced PG& E power generation. [End R2]
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[Begin R3]
Comment: (3)

[Begin R4]
Comment: (4)

[Begin R5]
Comment: (5)

[Begin R6]
Comment: (6)

[Begin R7]
Comment: (7)

[Begin R8]
Comment: (8)

[Begin R9]
Comment: (9)

[Begin R10]
Question (1)
[End R10]

[Begin R11]

Question (2)

[Begin R12]

Question (3)

Pittsburg and Contra Costa PG& E power plants would ideally be owned and
operated by the same company due to the need for coordinated power
production; but this requirement will not be a conditions of their sale. [End R3]

The Pittsburg and Contra Costa PG& E power plants will still be operated by
PG&E for two years after the date of sale to new owners. [End R4]

The backup fuel for both Pittsburg and Contra Costa PG& E power plants will
be residual oil while the PG& E Potrero power plant will use residual oil and
distillate fuel oil for backup fuel. [End R5]

The cumulative effect of stack emission plumes and their distribution patterns
for power plants located within afixed radius of the PG& E Pittsburg/Contra
Costa power plants were not calculated and were also determined to be not

significant. [End R6]

Theincrease in noise level relevant to increased power generation will not be
significant. [End R7]

The alternative of “no project” was not considered nor was demoalition of the
PG& E Pittsburg power plant. [End R8]

CALPINE is preparing to submit its application to the CEC for its 500 — 800
megawatt “ Delta Energy Center” Power Plant located in Pittsburg. Thisfacility
will go on-line in the year 2002! [End R9]

Why doesn’t PG& E and/or ESA know that the proposed PDEF will produce
500 megawatts of power as stipulated in their application to the CEC?

If the PDEF has submitted its application to the CEC for its 500 megawatt
power plant and CALPINE has recently purchased the existing Dow Chemical
70 megawatt power plant for their current operations and will submit its
application to the CEC within three months for its “new” 500 — 800 megawatt
Delta Energy Center, then why weren't these facilities included in the “ Impact
Study” for the PG& E Pittsburg, Contra Costa and/or Protrero power plants
application to the CPUC? [End R11]

Given the fact that there are five GWF power plants and one mobile power
plant in operation between the PG& E power plants mentioned in question

(2) above plus PDEF and CALPINE plants, why wasn’t a current baseline study
for particul ate matter emissions done in the area surrounding the PG& E
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Pittsburg/ Contra Costa power for existing and proposed power plants?
[End R12]

[Begin R13]

Question (4) Why hasn’'t PG& E stipulated in its application to the CPUC that it will make
the purchase of offset credits by the “new” owners a condition of sale for the
three PG& E power plantsthat it is seeking to divest in Contra Costa County?
Said Offsets would be purchased from within Contra Costa County as their first
priority. [End R13]

[Begin R14]

Question (5) How does the continuance of PG& E management over the new owners of the
plant effect its operational profile and/or the business plan prepared by the new
owners? [End R14]

[Begin R15]

Question  (6) If theinterruption of the natural gas supply has alow probability of occurrence,
then why does the PG& E Pittsburg power plant fuel farm continue to maintain
their tanks at full capacity when they are now using natural gasto fire their
boilers? [End R15]

[Begin R16]

Question (7) If PG&E using the Pittsburg PG& E plant fuel farm for TOSCO refinery
production storage, delivered by pipeline, and then loading tankers at their fuel
pier for shipment to other locations?

Question (8) If they are using the Pittsburg PG& E fuel form for the purposes stated above,
do they now have an amended USE PERMIT that allows this processto
continue? [End R16]

[Begin R17

Question (9) Since Application No. 98-01-008 submitted to the CPUC by PG&E is based
upon natural gas fuel statistics, what is the cumulative effect of particulate
emissions for afive day period of operation for the three PG& E plants using
residual oil and/or distillate fuel? [End R17

[Begin R18

Question  (10) Isthe Pittsburg PG& E Plant going to be designated as a“ must run” facility by
the PUC? [End R18]

[Begin R19]

Question  (11) Isthe Contra Costa PG& E Plant going to be designated as a“must run” facility
by the PUC? [End R19]

[Begin R20]

Question  (12) Isthe PG& E Plant at Potrero going to be designated as a“must run” facility by
the PUC? [End R20]

[Begin R21]

Question  (13) Isthe PUC aware of the fact that CALPINE isin the final stages of submitting
its application to the CEC for its 500 — 700 megawatt power plant in Pittsburg?
[End R21
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Thank you for your consideration of these comments and questions.
Respectfully,
/s

William G. Glynn
President, NYLHOA
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R. NEW YORK LANDING HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

R1

R2

R3

R4

R5

R6

R7

Comment noted. Please also see response to Comment B17.

It is assumed that the commenter is referring to the cumulative analysis contained in the
DEIR, and not to PG& E’ s pending application to sell power plants. The cumulative
analysisis contained in Chapter 5 of the DEIR. Every effort was made to include all
known (at the time of the preparation of the DEIR) proposed power projects having the
potential to result in cumulative impacts with the project. Cumulative impacts were
analyzed for the year 2005, so only proposed projects expected to be implemented by 2005
were included (with the exception of cumulative air quality analysis conducted for 2015).
The commenter is correct that, for the most part, proposed new power plants were not
assumed in conjunction with the sale of PG& E’ s existing plants. The reason for thisis that
power plant environmental impacts are primarily localized (e.g., air emissions and noise)
and, if additional new plants throughout the state were assumed, the analytical maximum
capacity factors of the plants proposed for sale would decline due to finite demand for
electricity. Thus, in order to conservatively portray cumulative impacts in the context of
this divestiture project, assumptions were selected so as to maximize, rather than
minimize, generation at the plants for sale. Please see page 5-7 of the DEIR (first
paragraph) for an explanation of how proposed new power plants were treated in the
cumulative analysis.

The DEIR states in numerous locations that the proposed divestiture includes the sale of
the Pittsburg and Contra Costa plants (the Delta plants) together as a single package. The
DEIR addresses the potential impacts associated with operation of these two plants by a
single owner. The DEIR also analyzes as Alternative 2B the sale of the Pittsburg and
Contra Costa plants to separate owners (see DEIR pages 6-16 through 6-23).

The commenter is correct. Thisisarequirement of AB 1890.

The commenter is correct. The backup fuel for both Pittsburg and Contra Costa plantsis
residual oil. At the Potrero plant, residua ail is the backup fuel for Unit 3, while the three
Potrero combustion turbine units (4, 5, & 6) can only use distillate asfudl, i.e., thereisno
backup fuel for these three units. Asis noted repeatedly in the DEIR, any use of residual
oil at any of these plantsis governed by BAAQMD rules and regulations and is only
permissible in specific, limited circumstances.

The air quality analysis conducted for the DEIR did account for the proposed cumulative
projects (those listed starting on page 5-5 of the DEIR). Please see the response to
Comments B6 and B15 for afull discussion of thisissue.

The commenter is correct. Asstated in Impact 4.10-2 of the DEIR, potential increasesin
ambient noise associated with project-related operational changes at the divested power
plants would not be significant.
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R8 The No Project Alternative (PG& E retaining ownership of the plants) is evaluated as
Alternative 1 in Chapter 6, Alternatives Analysis, of the DEIR. The commenter is correct
that demolition of the Pittsburg Power Plant was not included in the alternatives examined
inthe DEIR. That plant, which continuesto be a viable power plant, is designated by the
SO as“Reliability Must Run” and, in particular, is needed during summer months to
support the local 115 kV distribution system. There was therefore no reason to examine
demoalition of the plant as one of the project alternatives since it is neither areasonably
foreseeable occurrence nor afeasible alternative to the sale of the plant.

R9 The commenter is making a point that the Calpine Delta Energy Center will go on-linein
the year 2002. The commenter is referred to responses to Comments B6 and B15, which
address this proposed power plant project.

R10 Please seeresponse to Comment B17.

R11 The Pittsburg District Energy Facility (PDEF) isincluded in the DEIR as part of the
cumulative analysis (Section 5.3.4, commencing on page 5-39). The DEIR studies the
impacts of the sale of the three PG& E fossil-fueled power plants, as well asthe Geysers
geothermal units. The DEIR isnot an analysis of the construction of Calpine’ s proposed
Delta Energy Center Project (DECP) facility as that facility will undergo its own
environmental review by the CEC. The DECP was not included in the DEIR because the
potential for the DECP actually being constructed was unknown until afew days prior to
publication of the DEIR. The cumulative effects with the proposed DECP are analyzed in
the response to Comment B15. Asthis FEIR goesto press, Calpine has still not filed an
Application for Certification with the CEC for the DECP,; it is expected to do so by the end
of 1998.

According to Calpine, generation from the existing 70 MW facility on the Dow Chemical
site in Pittsburg will decrease substantially once the DECP facility is on-line because
Calpineintends to convert the existing facility into a peaking plant. Conversionto a
peaking facility would result in significantly reduced generation at the existing 70 MW
facility, and Calpine intends to apply to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District for
emissions credits earned from the reduced generation at the existing facility and apply
those credits to the new facility (Brian Bertacchi, Calpine DECP Plant Manager,
November 1998). Thus, studying the future cumulative effects of generation from both the
existing 70 MW facility and the proposed DECP is essentially equivalent to studying the
proposed DECP alone because emissions credits earned from reducing generation at the
former will be applied to the latter. In other words, Calpine intends to mitigate the air
quality impacts of the new facility by reducing the air quality impacts at the existing
facility. Thisshould result in a net positive benefit because air emissions credits earned
are afactor of at least 1.15 higher than air emissions credits applied, i.e., for every ton of
emissions from the new facility, Calpine must reduce emissions from the old facility by at
least 1.15 tons (BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 2, Section 2-2-302).
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R12

R13

R14

R15

R16

Table 4.5-31 on page 4.5-67 and Table 4.5-32 on page 4.5-69 of the DEIR present
particulate matter background concentrations at the Bethel 1sland air quality monitoring
station that are used for the analysisin the DEIR. The PM-10 background values (except
the annual averages) represent the average of the 2nd highest values recorded each year
from 1994 to 1996. Using long-term data from the BAAQMD monitoring stations to
determine conservative future background concentration levelsis standard practice for
determining future forecasted background levels. Using District data assures that the data
is as accurate as can be measured because it goes through strict quality control steps
developed by the BAAQMD and the California Air Resources Board. Because PM-10is
considered to be aregional pollutant, the data from the Bethel 1sland station is considered
to be agood indication of PM-10 concentrations in the area of all the Delta power plants.
Short-term site-specific measurements would not be expected to have the data integrity of
BAAQMD monitoring stations, and would be unlikely to suggest that a higher background
concentration would be more appropriate than the 2nd highest value recorded over athree
year period at aBAAQMD monitoring station.

It should be noted that PG& E has proposed to sell two power plantsin Contra Costa
County (not three). Also, from aregulatory standpoint, no offsets are required for the
emissions increases identified in the DEIR since such increases would be allowed under
existing air permits. Offsets are generally required only in connection with new stationary
sources or major modifications to existing stationary sources.

There will not be any PG& E management over the new owners. As mentioned on

page 2-6 of the DEIR, PG& E personnel will operate the plants at the direction of the new
owners pursuant to the Operation and Maintenance Agreement (O& M Agreement) that
will have aterm of two years after the sale closes. California Public Utilities Code
Section 363 requires PG& E (or an affiliate) to operate and maintain the plants for at |east
two yearsto “ensure the continued safe and reliable operation® of the plants. Under the
Agreement for each plant, PG& E will serve as an independent contractor of the new plant
owner, and will provide all operation and maintenance services as directed by the new
plant owner, consistent with the terms of the O& M Agreement. Specifically, PG&E will
provide a safety supervisor, first line supervisors, operators, maintenance personnel, and
other bargaining unit employees. The new owner will provide all other personnel at the
plant, including all other management personnel. The form of the O& M Agreement has
been reviewed and approved by the CPUC.

None of the fuel tanks at the Pittsburg plant are full. Several tanks do contain fuel oil. Per
an agreement with the CPUC, PG& E maintains an oil inventory sufficient to provide about
three weeks of operating capability for the plant in the event of a natural gas curtailment
(CPUC Interim Decision, Application 96-04-001, 12/20/96).

PG&E is not currently storing or shipping product from the TOSCO refinery. The
Pittsburg Power Plant and the TOSCO refinery are not connected by pipeline.

Final Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Environmental Science Associates
Electric Company’s Application No. 98-01-008 C&R-274 November 16, 1998



2. WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

R17 Asstated inthe DEIR, BAAQMD Regulation 9, Rule 11, which was adopted in 1995,
prohibits the PG& E plants from using fuel oil in the steam boilers except for aforce
majeure. (Force majeure natural gas curtailment refers to an interruption in natural gas
service due to an unforeseen failure or malfunction, an unexpected and uncontrollable
event such as anatural disaster, or a curtailment pursuant to CPUC rules or orders.) A
detailed discussion on emergency conditions under force majeure is given in footnote #6
on page 4.5-17 of the DEIR. Since 1994, the PG& E plants have not used residual fuel oil
in the boilers. If in the future there is an emergency condition that may require the use of
fuel oil for a short time, the impacts would be similar to those analyzed in the Health Risk
Assessments (HRAS) that were carried out for the plants in 1992/93 to comply with the Air
Toxics“Hot Spots’ rule (AB2588). During thistime period, fuel oil was occasionally
used at the plants. The health risks from fuel oil usage were shown to be well below the
cancer risk significance threshold of 10 in amillion and were below the hazard index
significance criterion of 1.0 for acute and chronic exposure to non-carcinogens.

With respect to distillate fuel, the only units that are equipped to burn thisfuel are the
combustion turbines at the Potrero plant. The operation of these turbinesislimited to
10 percent of the year (870 hours per year), usually under maximum power demand
conditions. Operation of the combustion turbines was addressed in the DEIR when
determining possible worst-case short-term impacts. These impacts are also less than
significant.

R18 The Pittsburg plant is designated as “must run” with a Reliability Must Run Agreement
(RMRA) by the 1SO, as discussed at page C-11. The CPUC has no role in designating
whether power plants are designated “must run.”

R19 The Contra Costa plant is designated at “must run” with an RMRA by the SO, as
discussed at page C-11. The CPUC has no role in designating whether power plants are
designated “must run.”

R20 The Potrero plant is designated at “must run” with an RMRA by the I SO, as discussed at
page C-11. The CPUC has no role in designating whether power plants are designated
“must run.”

R21 Please seethe response to Comment B15.
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CPUC PUBLIC MEETING COMMENT SHEET

Name: Michael Alexander
Address. San Francisco Beautiful
1717 Mason St.
San Francisco, CA 94133
Telephone: 415 441-6700

[Begin S1]

Comment: Our concerns are for public access, noise levels, natural and species habitat, views
and aesthetic clutter. Except for The Geysers, all these plants are adjacent to San Francisco Bay,
on the route of the San Francisco Bay Trail. This EIR process involving the transfer of
ownership, appears hot to deal substantively with our concerns, since no change in aready
degraded environment produces no environmental impact (according to the EIR).

[End S1]

However, post-sale changes in structures or operations may impact our areas of concern.
Therefore, | ask to be kept on anotification list indefinitely, to learn of any changesin any of the
site (except The Geysers), so that we may comment on their environmental impacts.
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S. SAN FRANCISO BEAUTIFUL

S1  The commenter appears to recognize that it is beyond the scope of this EIR to attempt to
reverse environmental degradation unrelated to the proposed project and which has
accumulated after more than a century of industrial and commercial development on and
around San Francisco Bay. The DEIR does acknowledge that changes related to the
project may result in adverse environmental effectsin some of the areas of concern to the
commenter. These potential effects are addressed in detail in the appropriate sectionsin
Chapter 4 of the DEIR.

Regarding future notification, the CPUC does not anticipate being involved in any future
changes in power plant structures or operations and therefore does not maintain any
notification lists related to such activity. The commenter may request to be placed on
notification lists maintained by the CEC and the planning and building departments of the
jurisdictions in which the San Francisco and Delta power plants are located by contacting
those agencies directly.
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September 11, 1998

Bruce Kaneshiro

CPUC EIR Project Manager

¢/o Environmental Science Associates
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94184-4207

Re: Proposed Divestiture of Electric Generation Assets by Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Application No. 98-01-008

Dear Mr. Kaneshiro:

On behalf of the seven thousand Sierra Club members of the Redwood Chapter, we are
commenting on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Divestiture of PG& E’s 14 Power
Plants at The Geysers.

[Begin TQ]

Attached isalist of comments on deficiencies or errors in the DEIR environmental assessment.
Some comments could not be addressed to specific areasin the DEIR because they were never
raised. Wefind the DEIR is deficient and are-issuance of the DEIR is necessary to address the
issues as follows.

[End TQ]

We recognize and appreciate the step taken by the CPUC of conducting an environmental review
under CEQA.

Sincerely,
/sl

Krista Rector
Redwood Chapter Executive Committee

Cc: MileRellly, Supervisor, Sonoma County
Rue Firch, Planning Commissioner, Sonoma County
Senator Mike Thompson
Representative Virginia Strom-Martin,
TaraMueller, Esg.
Rich Ferguson, CEERT Representative
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[Begin T1]

1) Thelisting of the steelhead and coho salmon under the Federal Endangered Species Act is
asignificant change in circumstances since the project was first authorized. Therefore, the
project’ s impacts on steelhead and coho salmon must be considered in the DEIR. (See
CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal. Code Regs. Section 15065.)

[End T1]

[Begin T2]

2) TheDEIR' s"environmentally baseline” against which the project’ s impacts must be
measured is non-existent for the project. Thisis different from the “no project” aternative,
which is continued operation of the project under its' current ownership. (14 Cal. Code
Regs Section 15125, 15126(d).)

[End T2]

[Begin T3]

3) TheDEIR salternatives analysis must consider decommissioning of the project plant(s) as
one of the reasonable and feasible alternatives. (1d., 15126(d).) One reason alone would
be the effect of Proposition 9. According to the Analysis of the California Energy
Commission’s “Preliminary Analysis of the Utility Rate Reduction and Reform Act”, rate
levelsfor residential customers of PG& E would plunge 26 percent starting in January,
1999. PG&E would be impacted due to a $2.9 billion debt for the Diablo Canyon plant in
addition to The Geysers plants, including debts for Units 21, 22, 23 and 24 which were
never built. Another reason you give on pg 3-7 isthat “PG& E would not be required to
sell its plants, and it is not certain that the plants would be sold” thus leaving it open ended
to financial decisionsto decommission.

[End T3]

[Begin T4]

4) The DEIR must consider the full range of environmental impacts, direct and indirect, short
term and long term. Y ear 2005 is not sufficiently long term. (14 Cal. Code Regs.
Section 15126.)

[End T4]

[Begin T5A]

5) See CEQA Guidelines Appendix G for effects that are normally treated as significant. We
argue that certain impacts must treated as significant and mitigation measures adopted for
these impacts, see Item C —“ Substantially affect arare or endangered species of animal of
plant or the habitat of the species.” (14 Cal. Code Regs. Section 15000 et seq, App. G.)
Since the permits for the plants were issued, the threatened listing of Russian River Central
Coast ESU for steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) took place on 8/11/97 and Russian River
Central Coast ESU for Coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) took place on 10/31/96.
(Refer to Federal RegistersVol. 63, No. 18 and Vol. 62 No. 159.) Big Sulphur Creek, a
main tributary of the Russian River, drains The Geysers 85 mile watershed and is a
steelhead habitat nursery.[End T5A] [Begin T5B]In addition, you state that hydrogen
sulfide in Sonoma County would increase and The Geysersis probably the largest source of
atmospheric sulfur in California (Suter, 1978) and sulfur dioxide has been shown to be a
phytotoxicant or a poison to plants.

[End T5B]

[Begin T5C]
Please refer to the “ Geysers-Calistoga KGRA Fish Populations and Element Loads”
published in June, 1990 by the University of San Francisco with oversight by Steven Sharpe
of the Sonoma County Department of Planning and the California Energy Commission.
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This report published the results of studies on fish muscle and organ tissue showing the
impacts of chemical element levelsimpacts from Geothermal activity. A copy of the report
is available from Steve Sharpe, who islocated in the LAFCO Agency in Santa Rosa or you
may contact the author of this letter. Also pleaserefer to “The Potential Impacts on Aquatic
Ecosystems From the Release of Trace Elementsin Geothermal Fluids’ by Cushman,
Heldebrand and Brocksen (Environmental Sciences Division Publication NO. 1097,
Octaober, 1997.) This addresses the bioaccumulation hazard in the Big Sulphur Creek
region. Please refer to thefiles at the Northern California Regional Water Quality Control
Board on the condensate spills to local water ways and fish kills (files: 6/85, PG&E,
20,000 gallon spill; 4/86, Unocal, 540 gallons, Big Sulphur Creek; 8/86, Unocal,
11,440 gallons, Big Sulphur Creek; 2/87, NCPA, 15,000 gallons, Big Sulphur Creek; and
4/88, PG&E, 30,700 gallons, Big Sulphur Creek as examples.)

[End T5C]

[Begin T5D]
It isparticularly notable that in Table 2.3 pg 2-45 “Partial List of Federal, State, Regional
And Local Permits and Requirements Applicable to PG& E’s Proposed Divestiture” that you
have not indicated any requirements for The Geysers from the National Marine Fisheries
Service despite ESA listings and the history of spills.

[End 5D]

[Begin T5E]
On pg 4.7-33 and 34 your assessment of adequate mitigation is to have PG& E hand over
materials (unidentified) and a subsequent signing of a disclosure form noting the new owner
received the forms. This constitutes all action necessary to “mitigate” impacts to
endangered species. If touching the Bible were equivalent to clean living then all us Bible
holders would be free from all sin.

[End T5E]

[Begin T6]

6) See CEQA Guidelines Appendix G for effects that are normally treated as significant. We
argue that certain impacts must be treated as significant and mitigation measures must be
adopted for these impacts, see Item F. “Substantially degrade public water supply” (14
Cal. Code Regs. Section 15000 et seq, App. G.) The City of Cloverdal€’ s historic water
extraction rights, since the later 1800s, is from Pluton Creek, atributary of Big Sulphur
Creek, and from the confluence of Big Sulphur Creek with the Russian River. Today, the
intake water wells are pulling from the gravels beneath the Russian River at the confluence.
The City wells supply the drinking water for 6,000 people.

[End T6]

[Begin T7]

7) See CEQA Guidelines Appendix G for effects that are normally treated as significant. We
argue that certain impacts must treated as significant and mitigation measures adopted for
these impacts, see Item X. “Violate any ambient air quality standard, contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or expose sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutant concentrations.” (14 Cal. Code Regs. Section 15000 et seq, App.
G.) You have not addressed in adequate manner the impacts of radon other than a“nod” on
pg 4.5-47. Even though you point out on pg E-9 the California Energy Commissions
concern and requirement for a significant number of Plant Units to contact them
immediately if Radon exceeds standards.

[End T7]
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[Begin T§]

8)

Financial impacts on the environment are significant because of the potential that
bankruptcy and insufficient bonds will result in an inability to clean up the environment. 1If
asingle owner, such as a steam field |easeholder, purchases a plant, then their capital is
sunk deeper into the same potentially insolvent generation unit. Please see the results of the
Geo Operator Corporation bankruptcy that resulted in 24 leaking wellsin 1997 in Sonoma
and Mendocino Counties. Geo’s bonds were inadequate and could only address one well
head in Mendocino, leaving the remaining 23 wells to be repaired with County and State
funds of over $2 million. The wells had to be replugged because of leaking hydrogen
sulfide killing any living thing within hundreds of yards. (4/11/97 Final Report on GEO
Abandonment filed with Sonoma County Planning Dept. and availablein local libraries.)

A mitigation step should be included that would require a bonding requirement of the new
ownersto alevel that would ensure that decommission and habitat restoration is done
correctly and completely. This should be extended to address all directly related
environmental damage. In addition, sufficient funds should be collected from plant
operators to provide for inspections and monitoring by an independent party responsible to
the public.

[End T8]

[Begin T9]

9)

The DEIR mentions the current and future projects for LACOSAN and Santa Rosa for
injection of wastewater into 14-28 injection wells to “kickstart” the production of steam.
However, there is the potential that the LACOSAN project may not be successful, and that
the Santa Rosa project may not take place. Y ou neglect in pg 2-36 to mention any of the
other impacts of the steam constituents beyond sulfur. What has been unaddressed in this
DEIR istheincrease of corrosive solutes in the geothermal steam that have produced high
levels of chloride at the wellhead with observed levels greater than 100 ppm. The chloride-
bearing steam is acidic and highly corrosive and, as The Geysers reservoir dries out over
time, the production of higher levels will increase with resultant long-term significance.

Y ou noted on pg C-8 that “Note that a change to cycling operations increases maintenance
costs, due to the higher variability of operations and/or increased corrosion in the steam
wells.” Y ou will need to reassess the impacts on both financial and environmental
conditions from a continued increase of corrosive acids over the long term.

Also, item 7. on pg. S-12 stating that “the two proposed waster injection projects....are
being implemented and have helped to stabilize generation capacity at the Geysers plant” is
highly speculative and false, since not one inch of pipe has been laid for the more massive
project. Itishard to believethat a proposed project has such far-reaching capabilities asto
effect production when nothing, in fact, has occurred.

[End T9]

[Begin T10]
10) OnPg. S5 and 2-7, please elaborate on the statement that “ PG& E will retain certain

liabilities for existing contamination of soil and groundwater and will be responsible for
conducting remediation activities of such contamination after the sales.” What liabilities?
What sites? What contamination? What groundwater and water hydrology courses? What
mitigates the contamination? What are the standards that must be reached? On pg. 4.9-13
you note that PG& E hasn’t completed a Risk assessment to determine the nature and extent
of the contamination.

[End T10]

Final Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Environmental Science Associates
Electric Company’s Application No. 98-01-008 C&R-281 November 16, 1998



2. WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

[Begin T11]

11) Pg. S5 The statement that “ The Purchase and Sale agreement for each plant requires a deed
restriction that prevents the new owner from using the site for residential or other sensitive
uses’ should also contain the following: “deed restrictions a'so commits the new owner to
uphold all plant EIR mitigations that stipulated a return to native habitat after the
decommissioning of the plant.”

[End T11]

[Begin T12]

12) Onpg S-17 and 1-7 you mention that one of the areas of controversy is “the potential for
the sales to increase diversions from creeks in the Geysers area’ however, you never
address thisissue in any way in the DEIR, nor is there any attempt to show whether thereis
asignificant impact nor an offsetting mitigation to the effect. There are aimost 100
applications for increased water diversion from the Russian River and it’ s tributaries
pending before the California Division of Water Rights. One of the two largest isan
application by UNOCAL to extract additional water from the Big Sulphur Creek tributaries.
Please contact the DWR for information or let the writer of the letter know that you need
help and information will be supplied. What creeks are you referring to? Please note that
on pg 4.4-16 you state “ Changes in production at the Geysers would not be expected to
affect water quality or quantity.” Whichisit? Affect or no affect?

[End T12]

[Begin T13]

13) On pg. 2-6 you state that the sale of the power plantsisto occur under the following terms
and conditions, “The Geysers Power Plant will be offered for sale through a competitive
bidding process to buyers who are qualified to ensure that the plant operates when needed
for system reliability, and, when no longer needed, to conduct any required
decommissioning in aresponsible manner.” Please give specific qualifications by which
actions are to be ensured. What are the specific tasks that they will conduct in order to
decommission in aresponsible manner?

[End T13]

[Begin T14]

14) On pg 2-38, we take exception to the statement that “ geothermal steam is expanded through
a steam turbine and cooled and condensed into water...” When, in fact, the condensate
contains a vast number of toxic substances. These toxic substances are the reason
condensate is reinjected instead of shipped out of the area. The original permit granters
were afraid to ship that much waste over the Highways of Californiasince the only site that
could take something of this high of level of toxicity was Kettleman Hillsin Southern
California. Y ou need to adequately address the environmental impacts from the handling of
potentially increased amounts of condensate.

[End T14]

[Begin T15]

15) Yououtlinein Table 2.2 the fact that 14 Units are using outdated technology for
“scrubbing” Hydrogen Sulfide. There are a significant number of the plants that don’t use
Stretford systems. Y ou are responsible to address the environmental impacts and the
potential for mitigation from decommissioning plants with non-Stretford systems and
addressing the uncoupling of some plants from a single sale and bid proposal.

[End T15]
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[Begin T16]

16) Itisnoted on Pg 4.5-45 that you have included “ Annual Wind Rose” patternsfor air
particulate impacts for all the plant sites except for The Geysers. Thisis notable when on
pg 4.5-75 you note that hydrogen sulfide emissions will increase by 40% in the Sonoma
County plants. We can only assume that you did not have them available. Please contact
the Regional Air Quality Control Board or the author of this letter and air patterns will be
made available to you. Thefalout in The Geysersis notable and there are Deer Lung
studies available. Please contact or visit the Regional Library in the town of Lakeport.

[End T16]

[Begin T17]

17) On pg 4.8-2 you make an interesting statement that the problem with The Geysersisthat it
is“not a‘unitary’ steam field; i.e., each operator is not ‘assigned’ a percentage of the field
to utilize. Instead, the more wells an operator builds, the more the operator isfree and able
to tap the resource. Asaresult, too many wells have been used to tap the KGRA. The
steam resource is being unsustainably drawn upon, and the steam pressure from the field
has been dropping for many years, currently to aslow as 200 pounds per square inch (psi)
from a peak of 500 psi.” What you haven’'t addressed is what thisimpact has on the
productivity and potential shutdown of certain plants. Nor have you addressed the issue
that the root problem could exacerbate an accelerated shutdown of the resource extraction
and the resultant impacts and mitigations.

[End T17]

[Begin T18]

18) On pg 4.9-20 and E-5 you list hazardous materials at the power plants as less than
significant. 'Y ou mention asbestos as insulation material, but you may be unaware that The
Geysers contains two unique materials, serpentine or asbestos and cinnabar or mercury.
There are many abandoned mines and tailing sites going back approximately 100 years.
The sites should be identified and OSHA requirements should be explained to new owners,
including the run off pattern into area water ways. Thiswould be significant for Plant #14
and “has four pumps in the turbine room from constant standing water” and from the
floorplan layouts of the plants showing significant number of “sump/pump”, *standing
water”, and “drainage pipe” sites. Also worthy of note is Plant #15 which was built directly
upon amercury mine (Bedrossian, 1980). A mercury retort and mine tailings are adjacent
totheFilley 1 well pad. Asstated by Mark Walters in “ Geochemical Aspects of the Unit 15
Steam Field”, that “thereforeit is no surprise that steam from the Unit 15 steam filed
contains mercury and associated elements.” Thisis one example of many found easily in
literature going back to the 1960s and can be found through a simple online search at the
downtown Santa Rosa library.

[End T18]
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T. SIERRA CLUB REDWOOD CHAPTER

T0

T1

T2

T3

T4

Comments on specific alleged deficiencies or errors are addressed individually as they are
raised in the commenter’ s subsequent comments. The CPUC disagrees with the
commenter’s assessment of the DEIR as deficient. Therefore, there is no need to re-issue
the document.

Potential impacts to steelhead trout and coho salmon at the Pittsburg and Contra Costa
Power Plants are discussed under Impact 4.7-2, and mitigation is provided under
Mitigation Measure 4.7-2. These two species are not expected to be impacted by
operations at the Potrero Power Plant, where occurrences of salmonids arerare. Big
Sulphur Creek in the vicinity of the Geysersis an important steelhead spawning and
rearing stream. However, there is nothing inherent in the normal operating processes of
the Geysers Power Plant that would constitute a“take” of alisted species, and thus the
changein listing status is not relevant to the CEQA analysis. Should a“take” occur asa
result of equipment failure (e.g. geothermal condensate spill) or personnel negligence, the
enforcement of the provisions of the Endangered Species Act would be no different
whether PG& E or another entity owned the power plant.

It isnot clear why the commenter believes that the environmental baseline is nonexistent.
The Basdline scenario for 1999 is defined on pages 3-2 and 3-9 through 3-12 of the DEIR
and is used as a basis of comparison in evaluating all environmental impacts discussed in
the DEIR. Asnoted in the DEIR, the baseline reflects the ongoing restructuring of the
electric utility industry that will continue to occur with or without implementation of the
proposed project.

Proposition 9 was on the ballot in Californiaon November 3, 1998 and was defeated.
Regarding decommissioning, please see the response to Comment B5.

As noted in the comment, the intention of the CEQA requirement to address both short-
term and long-term significant effects of the project is to ensure consideration of the full
range of environmental impacts associated with the project. The year 2005 was selected
for analysis of long-term effects for the following reasons. (1) the restructuring of the
electric industry will be complete by then; (2) for purposes of acumulative analysis, it is
difficult to anticipate future projects beyond that date; (3) a variety of anticipated changes
in the regional electricity generation and transmission system will have been implemented
by 2005; and (4) beyond that date, physical and operational differences between
restructuring with divestiture as currently proposed and without divestiture could be
effectively eliminated. In this context, evaluating potential effects through the year 2005
does encompass the potential long-term effects of the project. Please also note that the air
guality analysis also considers longer-term cumul ative air quality effectsin 2015, based on
populations projections supplied by the Association of Bay Area Governments and
extrapolations of air quality projections developed by the BAAQMD.

T5a Please see responseto Comment T1.
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T5b  The commenter implies that hydrogen sulfide will convert to sulfur dioxide, whichisa

T5c

T5d

T5e

phytotoxicant to plants, and will result in ambient air levels that are great enough to
damage plants. Studies indicate that the conversion of hydrogen sulfide to sulfur dioxide
in the atmosphere is a slow process (Seinfeld, 1986 and Baulch, et a., 1982), with typical
conversion times being over 53 hours. Within that time period, pollutant emissions from
the Geysers plants would be transported many miles downwind, and concentrations of
these pollutants would be extremely small because of dilution by the air. Therefore,
hydrogen sulfide conversion to sulfur dioxide at these larger distances from the plants
would result in levels well below those that could affect plants.

In addition to the response, the following references are hereby added to the reference list
for Section 4.5, Air Quality, on page 4.5-84 of the DEIR:

Seinfeld, J.H., Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics of Air Pollution, John Wile &
Sons, pages 164-169, 1986.

Baulch, D.L., R.A. Cox, P.J. Crutzen, R.F. Hamilton, F.A. Kerr, J. Troe, and R.P.
Watson, Evaluated Kinetic and Photochemical Data for Atmospheric
Chemistry, J. Phys. Chem. Ref. Data, Vol. 11, 1982.

It cannot be assumed that the proposed divestiture of the Geysers Power Plant will result in
an increase in geothermal condensate spills because it is not projected that divestiture
would lead to additional accidents. Therefore, the concern, while valid, does not constitute
an impact of divestiture.

PG&E has not received any National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) regquirements for
the Geysers. The Secretary of Commerce, through NMFS, has not yet issued a Protective
Regulations ruling for steelhead trout under Section 4(d) of the Endangered Species Act of
1973. Until such aruling is made, NMFS is acting in the role of advisory agency rather
than regulatory agency with respect to threatened steelhead.

The proposed divestiture project, i.e. the transfer of ownership of PG& E’s power plants, is
not expected to have any impacts on special status species other than those discussed in
Impacts 4.7-1 and 4.7-2. Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 addresses the need for future owners to
be aware of al biological resources within the project area so as to not impact these
resources through unforeseen, non-power-production activities such as equipment storage,
mai ntenance practice changes, road access, facility repair, etc. To clarify that the materials
provided by PG& E to the new owners must be readily accessible, Mitigation

Measure 4.7-1 on page 4.7-34 of the DEIR is hereby amended as follows:

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 PG& E shall provide Previdefuture plant owners
with informational materials and training documentsin PG& E’s possession
concerning jurisdictional wetlands and special status species and habitatsin the
vicinity of the power plantsto be divested. This material shall beindexed and
organized in a manner that isreadily accessibleto the new owners.
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T6

T7

T8

T9

Section 4.4.3, Significance Criteria, includes both CEQA Appendix G, Item (f):
Substantially degrade water supply; and Item (g): Contaminate a water supply. As
described in Impact 4.4-1, the project would have minimal, if any, effects on water quality.

The measured concentrations of radon are typical of safe background levels and well
below levels causing health problems. Asa precaution to prevent exposure levels from
exceeding health levels, the Air District requires that radon levels be monitored near the
Geysersproject. There aretypographical errors on page 4.5-47 that lead to the wrong
conclusions. Thus the text regarding radon in the third sentence of the third full paragraph
on page 4.5-47 of the DEIR has been changed to read:

The measurements theicated-showed levels efraden-ranging from 3-0.3 to
5-0.5 pico-curies per liter of air, which is below abevetypical background levels of
1 pico-curie per liter (1998, personal communication with Lake County APCD).

The steam field operator referenced in the comment did go bankrupt and abandon

24 |eaking wellsin the Geysers Known Geothermal Resource Areain 1997. U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency Superfund monies were used to cap seven of the wells,
and a grant from the CEC provided the fundsto cap all but one of the remaining wells.
The one uncapped well is not currently considered an environmental threat. Please note
that potential buyers of the project power plants will be carefully screened for financial
solvency and will be subject to CPUC approval. Regarding decommissioning, please see
responses to Comments B5 and K1.

The increase in cycling operations discussed in Attachment C is going on currently, and
has been going on since 1994. Increased cycling would not be a consequence of
divestiture, although restructuring may encourage cycling by atering the economic
incentives faced by any owner, whether it be PG& E or anew buyer. For thisreason,
analyzing the impacts of cycling is beyond the scope of this DEIR.

The Lake County effluent pipeline currently is able to deliver at least 8 million gallons per
day (mgd) to the Southeast Geysers area (see the response to Comment P54). Although
smaller, thisis still comparable to the proposed 11 mgd capacity for the Santa Rosa
pipeline. The Lake County line has been in operation less than a year, but has aready
increased generation capacity at the affected PG& E units by about 40 MW, which isan
average of 10 MW apiece for Units 13, 16, 18 and 20, the four units affected. Also please
see the response to Comment L15. It appears that, if anything, the DEIR had
underestimated the potential improvements from these projects.

The comment faults information presented in the Project Description (on page 2-36 of the
DEIR) for failing to address constituents of the geothermal steam. Such constituents are
described elsewhere in the DEIR where relevant. For example, chemical constituents
found in geothermal steam are mentioned on page 4.9-12. (Also, as noted on page 4.4-12
of the DEIR, the Geysers plant has a zero water discharge program and therefore needs no
NPDES permit nor wastewater discharge requirements.)
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T10

The commenter alleges that there are “corrosive solutes in the geothermal steam that have
produced high levels of chloride at the wellhead with observed levels greater than

100 ppm.” The commenter goes on to claim that “the chloride-bearing steam is acidic and
highly corrosive...” However, the commenter provides no basis for these assertions. In
fact, steam or water having chloride concentrations of “greater than 100 ppm” would be
neither “acidic” nor “highly corrosive.” The chlorideion by itself isaneutral ion (a
constituent of table salt) that imparts no acidic quality to steam or water, and low
concentrations of 100 ppm chloride are not corrosive. Given the fact that the drinking
water standard for chloride is 500 ppm, a concentration of 100 ppm of chloride would not
be considered a“high level” by any authority. It follows that the claim that it could be
“highly corrosive” or “acidic” appears unreasonable.

The commenter’ s assertion that the statement on page S-12 of the DEIR [“7. The two
proposed wastewater injection projects...are being implemented...”] is “highly speculative
and false” ismistaken. The DEIR text is correct aswritten. The DEIR is merely stating
the cumulative assumptions for the year 2005, not claiming that the projects are happening
now or are guaranteed to happen as the commenter seems to imply. The commenter is
correct that the proposed projects may in fact not ultimately be approved or implemented,
but CEQA requires that the cumulative analysis assume that proposed projects actually
will occur.

The comment focuses specifically on the Executive Summary of the DEIR and on

Chapter 2, the Project Description. However, the concerns of the commenter regarding
existing contamination and cleanup are discussed in the local setting and impact
descriptions for the Geysers Power Plant in the Hazards section of the DEIR. The Hazards
setting for the Geysers Power Plant begins on page 4.9-12. Impacts of remediation are
discussed under Impact 4.9-1, which starts on page 4.9-14, and under Impact 4.9-2, which
can be found on page 4.9-18.

The Phase || Environmental Site Assessment and the Risk Assessment have now been
completed for the Geysers Power Plant. The findings and conclusions of the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment and the Risk Assessment do not modify the analysis nor
conclusions of the DEIR. Page 4.9.13 of the DEIR (bottom of page) is hereby amended
with the following new paragraphs:

A Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was performed by Fluor Daniel
GTI at Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG& E) Geysers Power Plant (GPP).
The purpose and objectives of the Phase || ESA were:

to conduct subsurface testing to investigate issues identified in the Phase |
ESA and establish a baseline definition of chemical distribution;

. to present, summarize, and evaluate data collected during the subsurface
testing to determine the nature and extent of any impact on soil and

groundwater;
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to conduct and present the results of a baseline health risk assessment

(BHRA):

to establish cleanup levels for chemicals which, based on the BHRA and
regulatory requirements, are likely to require remediation; and

to develop areasonable approach for conducting any required remediation and
estimate the costs that would be incurred if the approach were implemented.

A reasonable approach is defined as a cost effective approach having a high
likelihood of being accepted by regulatory agencies having jurisdiction over
the remediation process.

Fluor Daniel prepared a soil and groundwater sampling plan for the site; a summary
of the work that was completed during the Phase |1 subsurface testing is provided
below.

Subsurface Testing Compl eted between January and July 1998:

drilled 347 soil borings, including hand augured borings;

collected and analyzed 927 soil samples;

installed 36 temporary groundwater monitoring wells;

collected and analyzed 76 groundwater samples from 36 newly installed
temporary wells and 11 existing permanent monitoring wells; and

- measured liquid levelsin all wells.

The data at the Geysers Power Plant during the Phase Il subsurface testing were used
to further describe the site characteristics and to describe the nature and extent of

chemicalsin soil and groundwater. A summary of results of the Phase |
investigations follows.

Soil Results:

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). The only VOC detected in soil was
methylene chloride, which is a suspected |aboratory contaminant.

Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHSs). PAHs were present in

14 percent of the samples. PAHs were most often detected in the O- to 1-foot
s0il zone; the maximum concentrations ranged from alow of 0.22 mg/kg for
anthracene at the General Construction Warehouse, to ahigh of 1.3 mg/kqg for
acenaphthene and pyrene (each) at the Scrap and Turbine Yard. The average
concentration at the 95% upper confidence limit (UCL) for acenaphthene and
pyrene were 0.07 mg/kg and 0.073 ma/kg, respectively.

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs). PCBs were detected in 4 percent of the
sampl es collected; the maximum concentration was 8.4 ma/kg at Unit 5/6 and
the average concentration at the 95% UCL was 0.15 ma/ka.
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Total Extractable Hydrocarbons (TEH). TEH was detected in 88 percent of
the samples. The maximum TEH concentration was 19,000 mg/kqg at 3.5 ft. at
Former Unit 15; however, the majority of the samples are far below this
maximum value. The average TEH concentration at the 95% UCL was

193 ma/kg.

Metals. Various metals were detected throughout the Geysers Power Plant (as
expected based on the bedrock geology and natural geothermal conditions); a
comparison of metals results to background conditions indicates the metals are
naturally occurring in soil and bedrock.

Asbestos. No asbestos was detected or observed.

Groundwater results:

Separate-phase hydrocarbon petroleum product. SPH products were observed
at three locations: Units 7/8, 9/10, and 14.

VOCs. VOCswere detected in 22 percent of the samples. The highest
concentration was 190 no/L of 1,1-DCA at Unit 7/8.

TEH. Hydrocarbons were detected in 28 percent of the samples; the highest
concentration was 560,000 no/L at Unit 7/8.

PAHs. PAHs were detected in 2 percent of the samples; the highest
concentration was naphthalene at 15 ng/L _at Unit 9/10.

Metals. Various metals were detected in the groundwater. The concentrations
of metals varied throughout the Geysers area as influenced by varying soil and
bedrock geochemistry. The mechanism for their presence in groundwater was
generally defined as dissolution of naturally occurring metals from soil and/or
bedrock, although at five investigation areas (Unit 5/6, 7/8, 9/10, 11 and
former Unit 15) the metals in groundwater may be due to potential
contaminant sources.

PCBs. No PCBs were detected in the 29 groundwater samples analyzed.

A baseline health risk assessment was completed to determine whether the chemicals

detected in soil and groundwater present an unacceptable risk to human health and

the environment given the assumptions made for the risk assessment. The

acceptable level of risk established for this project was consistent with that typically
alowed by state and federal environmental agencies, as follows:

(a

For cancer-causing chemicals (carcinogens): acumulative (i.e. the sum of

risks posed by all chemicals) incidental increase in risk to human health no

exceeding 1 in 100,000.

For chemicals having other toxic effects (noncarcinogens): acumulative toxic

effect not having a hazard index exceeding 1.0.
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Health risks were calculated for potential receptor populations including the current
and hypothetical future power plant worker, the current and hypothetical future
construction worker, the current and hypothetical future visitor (includes vendors
providing deliveries, trespassers and land owners using the area for recreation
purposes), the hypothetical future office worker, and the hypothetical future resident.

The risk assessment showed there to be risks to the hypothetical future resident
exceeding the project threshold at several investigation areas. The calculated
cumulative risk (the sum of risk posed by all chemicals) exceeded the project
thresholds for: (1) PCBs and PAHs in soil at Unit 5/6; (2) benzo(a)pyrenein
groundwater at Unit 14; and (3) metalsin groundwater at several investigation areas
(Unit 5/6, 7/8, 9/10, 11, and Former Unit 150.

Risk-based cleanup goals were calculated for boron and vanadium in groundwater.
Cleanup goals established in environmental laws and regulations and in previous
restoration projects approved by environmental agencies having jurisdiction over the
Geysers Power Plant were used for PCBs, PAHS, and other metals.

Cleanup goals for soils were established as follows:

100 ma/kg TEH where shallow groundwater was encountered. This value was
selected on the basis of areview of cleanup levels approved by regulatory
agencies for restoration of former Unit 1-2 and 3-4 at the Geysers Power Plant.

1,000 ma/kg TEH where groundwater is not encountered. Thislevel is based
on industry and regulatory standards.

1.0 mg/kg total PCBs (dry weight). This goal is based on federal regulation
regarding PCB wastes.

Cleanup goals for groundwater were established as follows:

100 ng/L TEH. Thisvalue was selected on the basis of ataste and odor
threshold established for diesel in water.

MCLsfor other VOCs, PAHs and metals. The maximum contaminant levels
were taken from state and federal regulations regarding beneficial use
designations and drinking water standards.

980 nu/L and 80 nu/L for boron and vanadium, respectively. These are
calculated risk values based cleanup goals protective of human health for
drinking water uses (M CL s do not exist for these two compounds).

The data collected during the Phase |1 investigation were compared against the
hypothetical cleanup goalslisted above. On that basis, Fluor Daniel GTI postul ated
that the following site conditions exist for which aregulatory agency would likely
require remediation on the basis of the various cleanup goals listed above:
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T11

T12

PCBsin soil: remediation of PCBsin soil at Unit 5/6 where the total PCB
concentrations exceed 1.0 ma/ka.

TEH in soils at sites with shallow groundwater: remediation of petroleum
hydrocarbons in soil at |ocations where concentrations exceed 100 mg/kg
TEH.

TEH in soil at sites with deep groundwater: remediation of petroleum
hydrocarbons in soil at |ocations where concentrations exceed 1,000 ma/kg
TEH.

Separate phase hydrocarbon petroleum product: remediation of floating
petroleum hydrocarbons in groundwater where present in measurable
thickness.

TEH in groundwater: remediation of dissolved TEH in groundwater where
present in concentrations exceeding 100 no/L TEH.

VOC, PAHSs, and metals in groundwater: remediation of dissolved organic
compounds in groundwater where present in concentrations exceeding MCLs
(or risk-based goals for boron and vanadium).

Fluor Daniel GTI suggested various remediation approaches for the contaminants.
The alternatives were evaluated and ranked according to their effectiveness, their
ease of implementation, and their cost. On the basis of the evaluation and ranking.
the highest ranking remedial alternative for each remedial issue was called out as the
preferred alternative. The actual remedial steps to be taken ultimately will be
decided with the participation of the lead agency.

The findings and conclusions of the Phase |l investigation and the Risk A ssessment
do not modify the analysis nor conclusions of the DEIR.

In addition, page 4.9-25 of the DEIR is hereby amended with the following additional
reference:

Fluor Daniel GTI, Phase |l Environmental Site Assessment: Geysers Power Plant,
prepared for Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Francisco, California,

August 1998.

No EIR mitigation measures refer to decommissioning of the units. Regarding
decommissioning generaly, please see response to Comment B5.

Page 1-7, item No. 4 of the DEIR lists concerns raised by the public with respect to the
project prior to publication of the DEIR; no analysis or conclusions of environmental
effects are presented in this section. Although there currently are diversions of some
creeks by steamfield owners (not owners of generating units) for reinjection, thereis no
evidence that new owners of the generating units would attempt additional creek
diversions, and no diversions are proposed as part of the project. Also see response to
Comment N19.
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T13

T14

T15

Please see response to Comment B5.

The statement on page 2-38 of the DEIR (third paragraph) that “geothermal steamis
expanded through a steam turbine and cooled and condensed into water...” accurately
describes the overall electricity-generating process at the Geysers Power Plant. Steam
condensate is produced during normal turbine operation. Thereis no reason to believe that
divestiture would result in increased amounts of steam condensate being generated at the
plant. See the responsesto Comments H4, H5, and H15 for discussions of market forces
and related factors that might affect future utilization of the Geysers steam resources.

Trace chemical constituents of geothermal steam were discussed in the DEIR in

Section 4.9, Hazards. Toxic properties of the trace constituents of steam reflect the natural
properties of local geology. Thereis no information to support the commenter’s
contention that steam contains a*“vast number of toxic substances’ that the “ original
permit granters were afraid to ship...over the highways of California.”

Hazardous waste streams at the Geysers Power Plant generally are process wastes
associated with abatement systems; these wastes are handled in proper fashion, asis
described in detail in the DEIR on page 4.9-23 under Impact 4.9-5, and on page E-5 of
Attachment E.

The most significant toxic component found in the naturally occurring geothermal steamis
hydrogen sulfide gas, asis discussed in the DEIR on page 4.9-12. All of the generating
units at the Geysers Power Plant have hydrogen sulfide abatement systems, asis
mentioned on page 4.9-12 and described in more detail in Attachment E in the DEIR. Also
see response to Comment H22.

Other naturally occurring trace contaminants of geothermal steam include mercury and
arsenic, asis mentioned on page 4.9-13 in the DEIR. Mercury is removed from the
geothermal steam by means of activated-carbon scrubbers, asis described in the DEIR on
page 4.9-13 (second paragraph). Precautions taken to minimize exposure to other metals
including arsenic are described in the response to Comment H47.

Please see response to Comment B5 regarding increased risk of environmental impact
under a new owner in relation to plant decommissioning. The potential impacts of future
decommissioning (not a part of divestiture) of the sulfur scrubbing units would not be
affected by plant ownership, nor by the type of sulfur scrubbing technology employed at
various Geysers units. The commenter offers no rationale for why decommissioning of the
various scrubber systems might pose any unusua environmental problems.

Refer to the response to Comment H31 for a discussion of best available control
technology for hydrogen sulfide at the Geysers units. Refer to the response to Comment
H22 for an expanded description of sulfur scrubbing systems.
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T16

T17

T18

The commenter notes that a representative wind rose was not presented for the Geysers
Power Plant similar to those provided for the three Bay Area power plants, and assumes
that such data were unavailable to the DEIR preparation team. In fact, tabular wind speed
and direction data from several |ocations within the Geysers area were available to the
DEIR authors during report preparation. These data were reviewed and considered as part
of the environmental review for air quality impacts. They were not presented in the DEIR
because the Geysers units, unlike each of the fossil-fueled plants, are located in a

mountai nous region with units widely separated by distance, elevation, and terrain. The
several available meteorological data sets examined for the Geysers each tended to show
influences from local topography specific to the location of the Geyser unit closest to that
monitoring station. Because of these local influences, none of the available meteorological
data sets could be considered representative for the al of the Geyser units and, thus, were
not presented in the DEIR. The local wind flow situation present in the Geysers areais
further discussed on the final paragraph of page 4.5-2 and the first full paragraph of page
4.5-3 of the DEIR.

The decline in the Geysers steam field production has been known since at |east 1987.
Both steam field and power plant operators have studied various means of extending the
steam supply, including closing power plants. Based on the analysis presented in the
DEIR, divestiture of the Geysersis unlikely to exacerbate the steam field decline. For this
reason, analysis of “productivity and potential shutdown of certain plants’ isinappropriate
given the lack of any discernible causation.

Alternative 3 (sale of Geysers unitsto the steam field owners) is designated the
“environmentally superior alternative” because it would “unify” the steam fieldsto alarge
extent by vertically integrating the operations (see page 6-23 of the DEIR). Thiswould
improve the incentives to effectively coordinate steam and electricity production to
maximize the economic benefits from Geysers generation.

The runoff from the plants at the Geysersis contained through on-site drainage facilities
and injected to supplement the natural deep groundwater and increase steam production.

The DEIR page 4.3-6 has been revised in response to Comment H27 to list serpentine as
part of the geologic structure of the Franciscan Formation that underlies the Geysers. As
noted in response to Comment H27, in order for asbestos particles that are contained in the
serpentine rock to become a hazard, it would have to be entrained into the air and
transported by the wind to offsite receptors. For thisto occur, the exposed rock would
have to be crushed through construction activities and clearing and grading operations.
The project will not require construction operations at the Geysers plant. Therefore there
would be no exposure to asbestos particles under divestiture.

With respect to the area’ s mercury mines, page 4.3-6, paragraph 2 is hereby revised to add
the following language at the end of the paragraph:
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Several abandoned mercury mines are located within the Geysers area, including Big
Chief Mine, Thorne Mine, and Big Injun Mine which are located within % mile from
Unit 16. Soil ssmples from the area near Unit 16 were collected and analyzed as
part of the Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment (Flour Daniel GTI, 1998).
Mercury levelsin the soil samples were found to be within background levels.
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September 21, 1998

Mr. Bruce Kaneshiro, Project Manager
c/o Environmental Science Associates
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104

Re: Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Application for Authorization to Sell Certain
Generating Plants and Related Assets, Application No. No. 98-01-008, Draft
Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR")

Dear Mr. Kaneshiro:

The Environmental Law and Justice Clinic submits the following comments on the
above-described DEIR on behalf of the Southeast Alliance for Environmental Justice (SAEJ).

Part I. Genera Comments

[Begin U1]

While the DEIR has presented much useful information, it nevertheless contains several
fundamental errors prohibited by CEQA and undisputed case law. The mgjor error isthe DEIR’'s
various methods for minimizing the impact from the potential increased air pollution that may
result from the sale of the facilities over the next few years. The San Francisco Bay Area (“Bay
Ared’) during the winter months is routinely in violation of the state’ s particulate (PM 10)
standard, meaning that thousands aready are suffering early deaths or asthma and emphysema
exacerbations as aresult of PM 10 exposure. 1n the summer months, the Bay Arearoutinely
violates the state ozone standard and occasionally the federal ozone standard, resulting in the
area being designated a nonattainment area by state and federal air quality agencies. At the same
time, thereis no state PM 10 attainment plan in place, the state ozone plan makes no pretense of
assuring attainment by any date certain, and the US EPA has determined the federal maintenance
plan is now inadequate to attain the federal ozone standard. Thusit is crucial that this project not
contribute to existing air quality conditions or delay the attainment of these standards.

[End U1]

[Begin U2]

The DEIR discloses that particulate matter and smog precursors (nitrogen oxides and
reactive organics) emitted from Bay Area power plants may about double as aresult of the sale
in 1999. Table4.5-26 at p. 4.5-57. Yet it dismisses the impacts from these increased pollutants
in various spurious ways that amounts to saying the difference istiny compared to the amount of
pollution already inthe air. This“ratio” approach, whether thought of a significance threshold or
aqualitative evaluation, isillegal when applied to cumulative impacts at the EIR stage and
inappropriately discounts the importance of those bearing the burden of the resulting significant
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health impacts. See Los Angeles Unified School District v. Los Angeles, 58 Cal. App. 1019,
1025 (4th Dist. 1997); Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford, 221 Cal. App. 3d. 692
(5th Dist. 1990).

[End U2]

[Begin U3]

Another error in the DEIR isits failure to provide a proper comparison between the
baseline and the impact of the sale so that the full extent of any potential adverse impacts are
captured and mitigated. The DEIR picks 1999 as the first year for comparison, an appropriate
step to take. However, the DEIR then jumpsto 2005 for its cumulative analysis because more
stringent air quality impacts are then in place and PG& E’ s operating characteristics are assumed
to be quite similar to any other owner. It ignores the years 2000 (with one exception), 2001,
2002, 2003 and 2004. SAEJbelievesthis approach iswrong because it ignores potentially
greater cumulative impactsin years after 1999 and before 2005 due to increased energy demand
resulting from deregulation and growth, and fails to acknowledge the continued differences that
may occur between PG& E and third party ownership even into the year 2005 dueto PG&E’'s
remaining portfolio of facilities. See p. 3-7 and Attachment C.

[End U3]

[Begin U4]

Another error was to use the SERASY M model to produce analytical maximum capacity
factorsfar below 100%. See Table 3.1 at p. 3-10. While the SERASYM model isagood
predictor depending upon the inputs, its results are not enforceable. If the circumstances
affecting these inputs change, e.g. natural gas prices, transmission system capability, operating
procedures, capacity could rise approaching their theoretical capacity. Unless the project
approval contains conditions limiting the project to the capacity factors predicted in this
SERASYM run, the CEQA analysis has failed to properly analyze the potential extent of adverse
impacts.

[End U4]

[Begin U5]

Asaresult of reviewing the DEIR and SAEJ s own anaysis, SAEJ believesit is
imperative that mitigation be required for this project. The mitigation could be requiring BACT
for al Bay Area power plants, with sufficient offsets to eliminate any contribution to cumulative
impacts. Or it could be a condition limiting capacity to that which would have forseeably
occurred under SERASYM’s analysisif PG& E retained ownership. Only with these conditions
could the project then said to be without significant impacts.

[End U5]
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Specific Comments
I. SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA FOR AIR QUALITY

The DEIR listsits air quality criteriaat pp. 4.5-50 through 4.5-51. The criteriamainly
relied upon are criterial,4 and 5. SAEJ believes these criteria are in many respects technically
inappropriate and illegal.

A. Criterion 1

[Begin U6]

Thefirst criterion states that violation of an ambient air quality standard or substantial
contribution to a projected violation of an ambient air quality standard requires a finding of
significance. Thisis appropriate for a project specific impact. See Appendix G. However, it is
inappropriate when evaluating cumulative impacts once an EIR is underway:

There appears to be a difference between the “ cumulative impacts’ analysis
required in an EIR and the question of whether a project's impacts are
“cumulatively considerable” for purposes of determining whether an EIR must
be

prepared at all. For purposes of an EIR, the Guidelines define the

‘cumulative impact' from several projects as the change in the environment that
results from the incremental impact of a project when added to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeabl e future projects. 14 Cal Code Regs @
15355." 1 Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the Cal. Environmental Quality
Act, @ 6.55, pp. 298-299, (quoted in San Joaguin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue
Center v. County of Stanislaus, 42 Cal. App. 4th 608, 623 (5" Dist. 1996)).

The DEIR should make clear that this criterion is inapplicable to cumulative impacts, and the
cumulative analysis as discussed below needs to conform to the EIR version of acumulative
impacts analysis.

[End U6]

[Begin U7]

The first criterion goes on to define “substantial” for this project based upon the PSD
provisionsin the BAAQMD rulesin Regulation 2, Rule 2. For example, the PM 10 criterion
would require a5 microgram/cubic meter for a 24 hour average increment and a 1 ug/m3 for an
annual average.

Infact, PSD refers generally to maintaining a standard already attained and the
BAAQMD rules specifically reference federal requirements applicable to maintaining federal
standards in attainment area. For this project, the ambient environment is a nonattainment area
for federal ozone, state ozone and state particulate matter (PM10). The criterion ignores the
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provisions of Regulation 2, Rule 2, that includes the use of BACT and offsets to assure that
standards are attained.

CEQA does not allow a part of a standard to be borrowed and used in a manner not used
by the agency adopting the standard. A standard includes the quantitative, qualitative or
performance requirement found in a statute, ordinance, resolution, rule, regulation, order, or
other standard of general application. CEQA Guideline Section 15064 (i)(3)(A) as amended
August 24, 1998. Thus BACT and offsets cannot be eliminated. The standard must govern the
same environmental effect which the change in the environment isimpacting. 15064(i)(3)(D).
That would only work here if BACT and offsets are applied. This criterion isjust not
appropriate without the entire standard as applied by the BAAQMD.

[End U7]

B. Criterion 4

[Begin U]

Criterion 4 asserts that based upon its review of PM2.5 studies that a significance
threshold of 20 ug/m3 is appropriate for short term exposure. On an annual basis, an increase
must be 10 ug/m3. The criterion is based upon the DEIR’ s understanding of an EPA report, a
number of health studies, and a private conversation with one of the authors of one of the reports.

This criterion as discussed below under cumulative impacts is not appropriate for
evaluating cumulative impacts. Asto project specific impacts, the DEIR aso seems to have a
serious misunderstanding of thisliterature. The EPA report makes clear it was unable to
determine any safe threshold for increasesin PM10. Infact, the EPA reviews many of the same
studies described in the DEIR and presents graphs and narrative showing near linear increasesin
PM impacts at all measured levels. The report further asserts that once a certain level in the
ambient environment is reached (significantly below the standard), increasesin pollution
produce clear and consistent increasesin risk of health impacts. The EPA found no significant
difference in this regard between studies for PM10 and PM2.5.

According to the survey of health studies conducted by the City and County of San
Francisco Department of Public Health (DEP), any increase in particul ate matter may cause
health effects. 11/27/95 DEP letter to CEC, attached hereto as Exhibit A. Thisisparticularly
truein this case, where the state PM 10 standard is often exceeded during winter monthsin San
Francisco and the rest of the San Francisco Bay Area. A DEP survey report on particulate
matter health effects studies indicate that “there is no lower threshold below which...problems do
not occur” and that “these effects occur at levels well below the current federal standards for
PM10 pollution.” Exhibit A at 2.

These studies are epidemiological studies, and for methodological purposes, have used
incremental increases of 10 ug/m3 in order to clearly identify differences in health effects that
are due to particulate matter and not other confounding factors.. The DEIR seemsto confuse
these increments as increments of significance, rather than as methodological tools. The key for
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development of a significance factor is that when these increments are plotted from various
studies they show anear linear increase. Thereis no scientific evidence, and no expert of any
repute, who is claiming that health effects jump from one data point to another, asif thereisa
step graph of results.? The DEIR appears to misinterpret the private communication with N.
Schwartz in that he has conducted a study where the data points were interpreted at 10ug/m3, not
that an increase of 5ug/m3 would not produce any impacts or that thereis no linear increase.

The DEIR seems confused about the meaning of the studies.

[End U8]

[Begin U9]

An additional study by G.D.Thurston, summarized in the documents attached hereto as
Exhibit B, suggests that PM 10 impacts may even be more severe in San Francisco than in other
locations in the country, although its ambient level islower. Thurston, the author of 5 other
studies relied upon by the DEIR, see pp. 4.5-83 through 4.5-84, suggested that residentsrely less
upon air conditioning in San Francisco than in other hotter communities, and therefore are more
exposed to the PM 10, thereby increasing the impact from the level of exposure. The DEIR
should take account of this study and adjust its notion of significance accordingly.?
[End U9]

[Begin U10]

This San Francisco vulnerability is even more important for the Bayview-Hunters Point
community. Impactsfrom PM10 (as well as ozone) are especially important since residents of
this part of San Francisco have high incidences of chronic lung disease, including asthma,
emphysema and bronchitis. Inhalers are more often prescribed at the Southeast Health clinic
than at any other. The most common reason for visitsto the Clinic isrespiratory symptoms. See
Exhibit at 4. The DEIR should take into consideration the greater vulnerability of this
population to additional pollution or adelay in attaining air quality standards. This vulnerability
also includes alack of accessto medical care and the other complications of poverty that
aggravate the impact of disease. According to the CEQA Guideline 15064(b), “Anironclad
definition of significant effect is not always possible because the significance of an activity may
vary with the setting. For example, an activity which may not be significant in an urban area may
be significantinarural area” Inthiscase, it isthe particular urban areaimpacted which must
change the significance criteria.

[End U10]

1 Asthreeleading PM researchers put it, when evaluating the major studies that had been conducted, “ Thereis no
clear evidence of a safe threshold level. Many studies observe that health effects increase monitonically with
pollution levels, often with a near-linear dose-response relationship.” C. Arden Popelll, David V. Bates, and
Mark E. Raizenne, “Hedth Effects of Particulate Air Pollution: Time for Reassessment?’, Environmental Health
Perspectives, Volume 103, Number 5, May, 1995, pp. 472 et seq. at 478-479.

2 Jtisdso likely that smaller changes in concentration of PM 2.5 are more profound than with PM10 as PM2.5
particles are smaller and therefore the number of particles are greater per unit change in concentration, suggesting
that any increment should be far less than it isfor PM10. The number of particles penetrating deeply into the lung
may be the crucial mechanism leading to the inflammation causing PM impacts. See Bart Ostro, “The Association
of Air Pollution and Mortality: Examining the Case for Inference”, Archives of Environmental Health,,
September/October 1993 [Vol. 48(No. 5)], pp. 336 et seq. at 341.
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[Begin U11]

The problem with the thresholds utilized is best revealed by analyzing the actual health
impacts resulting from the increases projected to result from the project. Accordingto Table
4.5-26, the increase in PM 10 from the PG& E proposed project to sell the three fossil fuel San
Francisco Bay Area power plantsisfrom 297 to 345 tons per year, looking just at the years 1999
and 2005. According to the testimony of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s chief
statistician, Dr. David Fairly, in the prior San Francisco Energy Company application before the
California Energy Commission, attached hereto as Exhibit C, an increase from a proposed power
plant in Hunters Point of more than 45 tons per year in PM (as with this plant, primarily PM2.5)
could have resulted in 2-6 deaths in the region, with afar greater number of incidents of asthma
and emphysema exacerbations. Exhibit C at 6. Using these numbers, one could project that the
number of deaths would accordingly increase for the entire PG& E power plant sale, as 345 tons
would result in 15 to 46 deaths per year, with still greater numbers of incidents of asthma and
emphysema exacerbations. Y et the DEIR'’ sthreshold implicitly suggestsinhumanely that this
number of deaths of peopleisinsignificant, as well as the suffering from emphysema and asthma
that would affect far more people than those whose deaths are hastened by the PM 10 exposures,
because the concentration level does not rise to the 10ug/m3 used for methodological purposesin
epidemiological studies.

[End U11]

[Begin U12]

The DEIR in addressing a situation where the standards are already exceeded should be
consistent with the good science suggested by the City’ s Public Health Department and the
expert scientific opinion of the BAAQMD’ s statistician. Any increase that may impact a human
being and cause a serious health impact such as death, asthma attack or emphysemais
significant, and should require the source to utilize BACT offset increased emissions.

[End U12]

C. Criterion 5.

[Begin U13]

Criterion 5 declares that inconsistency with the regional air quality plan isabasisfor the
finding of significance. While the current plans are insufficient to attain health standards,
certainly a conflict with such a plan would suggest a significant impact.

The problem with the criterion is that it goes on to create a threshold whereby
inconsistency must cause an increase over one percent of the regional inventory. Itisnot clear
where this criterion comes from.

As discussed below regarding cumulative impacts, this use of aratio is not appropriate
when evaluating cumulative impact. This criterion is also faulty because the Bay Areaplan
assumed that the federal standard was maintained, and the state standard does not guarantee

Final Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Environmental Science Associates
Electric Company’s Application No. 98-01-008 C&R-300 November 16, 1998



2. WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

attainment by any date certain. In such circumstances, any violation of the plan has serious
repercussions.
[End U13]

Il. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

[Begin U14]

The DEIR tries to dismiss cumulative air quality impacts (as well as other air pollutant
impacts) by relying on the judicially discredited ratio analysis. The DEIR basically argues that
since the percentage of air quality emissions and the accompanying concentrations from the
plants are small compared to the Bay Areainventory and accompanying concentrations, then the
increase isinsignificant. The DEIR also uses the years 2005 and 2015 for its cumulative
analysis, and wrongly limits cumulative impacts in many instances to future project or alimited
set of existing projects, rather than all past, present and reasonably anticipated future projects
impacting the ambient air.

The relevant question to be addressed is not the relative amount pollutant from the
project when compared to existing pollution but whether an additional amount should be
considered significant in light of the serious nature of the already existing problem. Los Angeles
Unified School District v. Los Angeles, 58 Cal. App. 1019, 1025 (4th Dist. 1997). In that case,
the court determined that the EIR was inadequate because it deemed insignificant an expected
2.83 dBA increase in noise from the proposed project because it failed to meet a regulatory
significance threshold, even though the noise level in the area already exceeded the State’s
recommended maximum of 70 dBA. A similar reasoning is present in this DEIR.

In determining the cumulative effects of the increase in carbon monoxide, reactive
organic gases, nitrogen oxides, and particulate matter, the DEIR reports that the increases are
less then significant because the power plants will not contribute more than 1% of these
pollutants to the region’ s air quality in the years 2005 and 2015. See Pg 4.5-59 and Table 4.5-26
at 4.5-57. However, at the same time the amount of regional carbon monoxide will increase by
2,275 tonslyr, ROGs 322 tons/yr, SOx 84 tons/yr, and PM-10 297 tons/yr. NOx will be reduced
by controlsfinally in effect by 2005, but in the 1% year after the sale NOx will increase by 4,389
tong/yr.

A project’ simpact cannot be considered insignificant because it’s contribution to air
quality isinsignificant when compared to other sources. Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of
Hanford 221 Cal. App.3d 692, 720 (5th Dist. 1990). The Court of Appeals held inadequate the
cumulative impact analysis prepared for an EIR for a proposed coal-fired cogeneration power
plant. The Court called this method of finding an impact insignificant because it was small
compared to other sources, the incorrect approach. 1d. This“ratio” theory of impact analysis
allows a large pollution problem to make a project’ s contribution appear less significant in a
cumulative impact analysis. But the Court strongly disagreed, holding that such a method would
“avoid analyzing the severity of the problem and allow approval of projects which, when taken
in isolation, appear insignificant, but when viewed together, appear startling.” It isinvalid and
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terribly misleading of the DEIR to conclude that the impacts to air quality are insignificant
because it is less then one percent of regional emissions. (Pg 4.5-59). In fact, the more severe
existing environmental problems are, the lower the threshold should be for treating a project’s
cumulative impacts as significant. Id. at 721. See discussion of Los Angeles Unified School
District v. Los Angeles (1997) 58 Cal. App. 1019, supra.

[End U14]

[Begin U15]

Utilizing Dr. Fairly’ s analysis described above makes clear how inhumane thisratio
approachis. Asdiscussed above, Dr. Fairly’s analysis would estimate approximately 15-46
deaths from the entire proposed project. Dr. Fairly also concluded that approximately 1,260 to
2,940 deaths per year are attributable to PM 10 exceedances of the state standard in the Bay Area.
Exhibit C at 7. The ratio approach might basically suggest that if 15 deaths is the more accurate
number, and 2,940 is more accurate for the region, since 15 deaths are less than 1% of the region,
these 15 deaths are insignificant and no effort should be made to avoid these deaths. Thiskind
of analysisisimmoral, and illegal under CEQA, whether we are talking about deaths, asthma
attacks, exacerbations of emphysema or heart disease, al impacts associated with PM.

[End U15]

[Begin U16]

The appropriate test for cumulative impacts requires first examining whether a standard
is exceeded in the ambient atmosphere at any time during the life of the project. In this case, that
istrue for PM10 and ozone at least in the foreseeable future. The DEIR properly notes that both
ozone and PM 10 standards are now being violated, and should aso note that no plan for
attainment of the state PM 10 standard isin place, the federal plan for ozone has been found to be
inadequate to attain the standard, and the state ozone plan does not provide for attainment of the
state ozone standard by any date certain.3 The next question is whether power plant emissions
contribute pollutants regulated by the standard to the ambient atmosphere. Asthe DEIR
correctly points out, that istrue for all facilities. E.g., p. 4.5-26 (For Potrero - “The power plant
emissions contribute to ambient pollutant concentrations of criteriaair pollutants in the plant
vicinity”). If so, the cumulative impact must be considered significant. See discussion under
criterion 1, above4
[End U16]

I11. CAPACITY FACTORS

[Begin U17]
The DEIR attempts to evaluate the potential extent of impacts by using a SERASY M
model based upon an estimate of the likely operations of the new facilities, rather than their true

3 The DEIR should make clear that US EPA’s action desi gnating the area as nonattainment also found the existing
maintenance plan inadequate and is requiring the District to develop a new plan.

4 might be useful for Potrero to break the wind rose down by months. If so, as with the Hunters Point assessment
performed by the California Energy Commission, it would show that during winter months when PM 10 levels are
high in the community, the wind is more often blowing into the community bringing power plant emissions with it.
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potential maximum capacity. Such an analysis hardly evaluates the potential adverse impacts
that could result from the sale. Much of the analysis of impacts assumes that the new owners
will operate the Potrero plant, for example, at the Analytical Maximum Capacity of 44% in
1999 and 40% in 2005. (pg 3-10). However, the DEIR states that “the degree to which
generation would increase at the plants slated for divestiture is highly uncertain.” (pg 3-8).
Given this uncertain nature, it is imperative that the DEIR examine how the change in degree of
generation will affect pollution output at capacity factors greater than 44% and 40% and
determine at what point the degree of generation will result in significant impacts. [End U17]
[Begin U18] Since energy output is not constant throughout the year (pg 4.5-22), the DEIR
should also provide information on the actual maximum capacity factor on adaily basis and how
that would differ from the annual capacity factors. [End U18]

[Begin U19]

Additionally, the DEIR does not contain facts and analysis to show how the various
capacity factors were derived other than to describe in general terms the major assumptions that
were used in the baseline computer simulation. (pg 3-9). “The EIR must contain facts and
analysis, not just the bare conclusions of a public agency. An agency’s opinion concerning
matters within its expertise is of obvious value, but the public and decision-makers, for whom
the EIR is prepared, should aso have before them the basis for that opinion so asto enable them
to make an independent, reasoned judgement.” Santiago Water District v. County of Orange,
118 Cal. App. 3d 818, 831 (4th dist. 1981). “[A]n EIR must include detail sufficient to enable
those who did not participate in its preparation to understand and to consider meaningfully the
issues raised by the proposed project.” Laurel Heights |mprovement Association v. Regents of
the University of California, 47 Cal. 3d. 376 (1988).

[End U19]

[Begin U20]

If the EIR is assuming the maximum capacity is 44%, it isincumbent that the project
description and the Commission’ s approval include a condition that the plant cannot be operated
at a capacity factor at any time (at least over a 24 hour period to reflect the PM 10 24 hour
standard) over 44%. Otherwise the analysisfailsto consider the potential adverse impacts from
this sale and an approval for operations at greater capacity would not be supported by the
environmental analysis.

[End U20]

IV. THE AIR QUALITY BASELINE AT POTRERO NEEDSFURTHER ANALYSIS.

[Begin U21]

The DEIR fails to provide needed data on the air quality baseline in the vicinity of the
Potrero Power Plant. In preparing an EIR, the project’ s impacts must be evaluated against the
backdrop of the “environment.” CEQA Guidelines 815063. CEQA Guidelines define the
“environment” asthe “physical conditions which exist within the area” including “both natural
and man-made conditions.” CEQA Guidelines 815360. An EIR must describe “the environment
in the vicinity of the project asit exists before the commencement of the project, from both a
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local and regional perspective.” CEQA Guidelines 815125. No air quality datais presented for
the local vicinity of the Potrero Plant. In fact, the only baseline air quality data presented isfor
the Arkansas Street Monitoring Station, which isover 1 mile away and predominately upwind or
cross wind from the Potrero Plant. (pg 4.5-22) Conversely, no information is presented that
would suggest a correlation or relationship between air quality at the Arkansas Street Monitoring
Station and air pollutants released from the Potrero Plant. In fact, the DEIR suggests no
correlation or relationship exits between air quality at the Monitoring Station and the Potrero
Plant, given that the highest PM 10 concentrations measured at the Monitoring Station do not
correspond to the time of year of the highest PM 10 releases from the Potrero Plant. (pg 4.5-22).
Or conversely, it could be interpreted that if PM 10 is high in the winter when emission are
blowing toward the monitoring station then they may be even higher during times of the year
that power generation is higher and therefore PM 10 emissions are higher. Monitoring data from
Table 4.5-7 (pg 4.5-23) isfrom the Arkansas Street Station, which, if interpreted with the wind
rose presented on page 4.5-27, most likely represents air quality from areas at least 3/4 mile west
of the Potrero Power Plant, such as the Mission District and US 101 Freeway.

The DEIR needs to explain the relationship between the monitoring station and modeling
results and justify the relevance of comparing modeling results with the ambient air quality data
from the Arkansas Street Monitoring Station. In addition, the DEIR needs to demonstrate how
the ambient air quality presented in Table 4.5-7, pg 4.5-23 isrelevant to stack emissions from the
power plant. If arelevance can be established, data should be presented that discloses the
ambient air quality during the times that the Arkansas Monitoring Station is downwind of the
power plant.

[End U21]

V. SECONDARY PARTICULATE MATTER

[Begin U22]

The DEIR fails to address the generation and impacts of particulate matter formed by the
reaction of nitrogen oxides in the atmosphere, known as secondary particulate. It is estimated
that up to 1/6 of the nitrogen oxides from power plant emissions are converted to particul ate
matter (private conversation with David Fairly).

[End U22]

VI. MODELING ANALYSIS

[Begin U23]

The DEIR fails to present sufficient details of the dispersion modeling analysis of PM10
(pg 4.5-31) to dlow the public and decision-makers to evaluate the model dataimputs,
assumptions and findings in order to have some level of confidence in the model’s
conclusions. [End U23] [Begin U24] For the model to be usable as away to predict future
eventsit must, at a minimum, be demonstrated that the model can actually predict present effects
from present pollution source conditions. In other words, data from actual emissions of the
power plant should be used as input data to the model and the model’ s prediction of pollutant
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concentrations at the receptors (where the people are located) should match actua field
measurements at those locations. [End U24] [Begin U25] Additionally, it should be
demonstrated how changes in model assumptions and changesin input data will effect the
output. Thisisthe only way that the results from the model can be considered meaningfully.
[End U25]

VIlI. NOx AND OZONE

[Begin U26]

The DEIR does not adequately address the impact of the project to local and regional
ozone concentrations. Table 4.5-26 indicates that ROG and nitrogen oxides will about double in
1999 upon sale of the plants which suggests that ozone concentrations will also increase and that
such emissions will be above the baseline (defined as the emissions resulting from PG& E’'s
ownership) until such time as PG& E’ s operations without a sale would be equivalent to the
operations with a sale (this may never be true unless PG& E entirely divested all of itsfacilities).
[End U26]

[Begin U27]

The DEIR appears to dismiss the significance of the project’ s 0zone precursor emissions
intwo ways. First it notes that the emissions will eventually decrease once more stringent
concentration standards are in place. Thisanalysiserrsin two respects. First, in years prior to
the more stringent limits, emissions will increase. Secondly, even when they decrease, they
would decrease even more if PG& E retained ownership. Asthese are concentration rather than
mass limits on emissions, if PG& E operatesit less given itslikely portfolio of facilities their
ownership would mean further reductions. Astheregion isout of attainment, the failure to grasp
additional ozone reduction opportunities may mean afailure to attain the standard, causing a
significant impact.

[End U27]

[Begin U28]

The DEIR seems to implicitly rely upon its significance threshold that these emissions
will be consistent with the Bay Area SIP. However, the SIP has been determined to be
inadequate by the US EPA to attain the standard, thus compliance with Rule 9-11 is no guarantee
of avoidance of asignificant impact. Until EPA approves a new plan, not expected until at least
2001, any increase in emissions or minimizing of potential reductions due to the sale of the plant
may mean significant impacts unnecessarily continue or are exacerbated.

[End U28]

[Begin U29]

Aswith PM10, the DEIR indulgesin aratio analysis by comparing the increased ozone
precursor emissions with the regions ambient ozone concentration. This analysis for the reasons
described above isimproper. Given that there is no approved plan in effect to attain the federal
standard, and the state plan makes no pretense of assuring attainment of the state standard, any
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increase in emissions or minimization of reductions resulting from the project will cause
cumulative impacts that are significant.
[End U29]

[Begin U30]

During the interim years before the most severe NOx controls begin to be in place
(2002), smog exceedances may occur with increasing frequency in the San Francisco Bay Area
(1995, 1996 and 1998 smog levels are the highest in a decade). The report should note that US
EPA determined that the BAAQMD plan is now insufficient to prevent such exceedances, and
that new controls may not be approved by EPA until somewhere between 2000 and 2002. ROG
and NOx will about double by the year 2000 as aresult of the sales of the power plants. ROG
and Nitrogen oxides are precursors to the formation of ozone. Unless emissions from the plants
are balanced completely by offsets and the utilization of BACT, the cumulative impact must be
considered significant.
[End U30]

VIII. CARBON MONOXIDE AND SULFUR OXIDES

[Begin U31]

Table 4.5-23, pg 4.5-54 indicates that the Potrero emissions of carbon monoxide and
sulfur oxides may increase substantially from the 1999 baseline yet Table 4.5-29, pg 4.5-63
indicates no local change in carbon monoxide or sulfur dioxide concentration. That table
appears to present conflicting information unless thereis avalid reason why stack emissions can
increase and have absolutely no affect on the maximum local concentrations of pollutants in the
air. [End U31] [Begin U32] Table 4.5-23 also indicates that emissions of nitrogen oxides will
double between the 1999 baseline and the 1999 analytical maximum but the local ambient
concentration of nitrogen dioxide will remain unchanged (Table 4.5-29). This apparent
discrepancy should be explained. [End U32]

IX. TOXICS

[Begin U33]

The DEIR concludes that since project-specific toxic impacts are less then significant
cumulative risks are also insignificant. (Pg 4.5-75) This conclusion comes from the conclusion
presented in the Mission Bay SEIR, which assumed that cumulative impacts on ambient
concentrations of toxic air contaminants are significant since the project-specific impacts are
significant. Although it can be conservatively assumed that cumulative risks are significant if
the project-specific risks are significant, the reverse is not necessarily true. CEQA Guidelines
define amandatory finding of significance to include where “the project has possible
environmental effects which areindividually limited but cumulatively considerable.”
“...cumulative considerable means that the incremental effects of an individual project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.” (CEQA Guideline 15065(c)).
Section 15355 says that “cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively
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significant projects taking place over aperiod of time.” The DEIR’s reasoning for afinding of
no cumulative impactsisthereforeillogical and directly contrary to CEQA Guidelines and case
law. The DEIR needsto therefore consider in a more realistic approach the cumul ative effects of
toxic air contaminants.

[End U33]

[Begin U34]

The DEIR concludes that cancer risk isinsignificant because the incremental increasein
cancer risk is0.06 per million. (pg 4.5-30) However, there is no standard significance threshold
for acceptable cancer health risks. (pg 4.5-30) The predicted increase in cancer risk isalso
proportional to the increase in energy generation by the new owners, so the actual cancer risk
may be higher then stated. Even so, it is necessary under CEQA considerations of cumulative
impacts to address the incremental increase of cancer risk increase as cumulatively considerable.
The DEIR downplays cancer risk to Bayview-Hunters Point residences by citing a California
Department of Health Services report® which states that breast cancer rates were “very similar to
other regions of the Bay Area.” DEIR at 4.5-30 through 31. Thismay or may not be true since
differing conclusions can be drawn depending on which time period for observationsis chosen.
However, it is of little comfort since Bay Arearates are among the highest in the world, and the
Glazer study does not question the Bay Arearates. The DEIR should point out that, according
to the American Cancer Society®:

1.  African American men have the highest overall cancer rate of all ethnic groupsin the
United States.

2. Hispanic women are nearly twice as likely as the general population to develop cervical
cancer.

3. Breast cancer rates among African American and Native American women in the San
Francisco Bay Area are among the highest in the world.

Conseguently, when the incidences of various forms of cancer in the Bayview-Hunters Point
neighborhoods are compared to national averages, and considering the ethnic makup of the
neighborhoods, the results demonstrate that cancer is already a serious problem around the
Potrero Power Plant and any increase in cancer is significant.

[End U34]

[Begin U35]

Table 4.5-10 displaystoxic air contaminants that were emitted up to 1995, and with the
exception of benzene and formaldehyde, the 1995 concentrations are “zero or less than
reportable quantities.” 1t should first be clarified which of the 1995 concentrations are in fact
zero or less than areportable quantities and, if applicable, what isthe reportable quantity.
Secondly, the DEIR does not make any prediction or estimation of the amount and

S Glazer, EvaR., MarthaM. Davis, Tomas Aragon, Cancer Incidence Among Residents of the Bayview-Hunters
Point Neighborhood, San Francisco, California, 1993-1995. Prepared by the Cancer Surveillance Section,
Department of Health Services, January 1998.

6 Senators Dianne Feinstein and Connie Mack Report to Senate Cancer Coalition.
(http://www.senate.gov/~feinstein/CaNCEr 2 him | 11/25/97)
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concentrations of toxic air contaminants after the Potroro Plant is sold. At a minimum,

Table 4.5-10 suggests that benzene and formal dehyde, both human carcinogens, will continue to
be emitted after the power plant is sold and that the amounts will probably increase in proportion
to the amount of electricity generated. The DEIR needs to specifically address these chemicals,
considering the amounts emitted and dispersion pattern, both temporally and spacially.

[End U35]

X. LOCATION OF NEW GENERATION

[Begin U36]

Table 5.1 (pg 5-12) and Section 5.3 (pg 5-16) do not include the strong possibility of a
power generation facility being built next to the Potrero Power Plant and/or the repowering of
the Potrero Power Plant. The DEIR reports that power demand in San Francisco will increase by
approximately 10 MW per year and that the Hunter’ s Point Plant will be closed when
replacement power generating capacity is available and that it is necessary that new generating
capacity be located north of the Martin Substation. (Citation) The Potrero Plant islocated in an
M-2 (heavy industry) District zone and it is our assumption that any new generating facility will
be similarly zoned. Given the increased demand for electricity, coupled with the limited number
of M-2 zones north of the Martin Substation it is reasonably foreseeable that a new facility may
be located next the existing Potrero Power Plant and/or there will be some economic incentives
to repower the Potrero Plant.

[End U36]

[Begin U37]

Further, DEIR states in Attachment C (System Economics and Operational
Characterization) that “a new owner may repower as soon as possible to reduce the potential
economic benefits to the | SO from approving a transmission upgrade.” (Pg C-36) In other
words, there is a foreseeabl e economic advantage to repowering the Potrero Plant. Impact
assessments should account for reasonably foreseeable future phases, or other reasonably
foreseeable consequences, of proposed projects. Laurel Heights Improvement Association of
San Francisco, Inc. v. Regents of the University of California, 47 Cal.3d. 376 393 (1988). The
Court in Laurel Heights reasoned that even though a future expansion of amedical facility was
not yet formally approved, the expansion was reasonably foreseeable. |In a separate case the
California Fish and Game Commission had to assess the cumulative impacts of authorizing
mountain lion hunting on future hunting seasons, even though separate future regulatory
decisions would be required to approve such seasons. Mountain Lion Coalition v. California
Fish and Game Commission, 214 Cal. App.3d 1043, 1048 (1st Dist. 1989). The DEIR must
therefore anticipate that repowering will take place and/or that additional generating capacity
could be built next to the Potrero Plant.

[End U37]
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XI. IMPACTSTO WATER QUALITY

[Begin U38]

The DEIR declined to find a significant impact to surface water quality, using future
remediation plans and permits as an excuse (see 4.4-14). However, the California courts have
firmly established that an environmental analysis must be conducted at the earliest possible time
when environmental effects caused by future expansion is a reasonably foreseeable consegquence
of theinitial project. Mount Sutro Defense Committee v. Regents of the University of
California, 77 Cal. App. 3d 20, 34, 143 Cal. Rptr. 365 (1st Dist., 1978).

Here, the report admits that this project could advance the cleanup of potentially
contaminated soils, effecting surface water quality. However, the report failsto analyze this
effect even though the cleanup could be rushed by the sale of the power plants. Moreover, the
report admits that no permits have yet been issued. Therefore, no environmental analysis has
been made. For the report to decline analysis at this stage is contrary to CEQA protocol.

[End U38]

[Begin U39]

This DEIR similarly declines to address environmental impacts with regard to water
flow, thermal limits, and effluent constituent limits. 1t assumes that since RWQCB issued
permits for these effects that the impacts have already been addressed. The report then shirksits
duty by claiming that the RWQCB has the job of making sure there are no violations (see 4.4-15
& 16). Thisconclusionisadistortion of CEQA.

Sections 15253 and 21080.5 of CEQA allows the substitution of a qualified permit for a
CEQA analysis aslong as the permit addressed identical environmental concerns and that the
project for which the permit was issued is the same project the current DEIR isanayzing. The
situation here fails to meet both requirements.

First, the permit doubtfully could have conceived of the sale of the power plants when it
was issued, asit does not contain mass limits, only concentration limits. Eveniif it did, the DEIR
offers no indication.

Second, this divestiture project is different than PG& E’ s original project to operate. The
current project involves selling the plant to an owner who will then be alowed to operatein an
open market. When PG& E was given the initial permit, it could not operate on an open market.
Therefore, the reliance on the existing permit for afinding of no significant impact is improper.
[End U39]

[Begin U40]
Additionally, the DEIR fails to consider the effects of a permit violation (i.e.: an adverse
environmental impact) shouldering that responsibility onto RWQCB.
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The purpose of CEQA isto prevent and mitigate possible adverse environmental
impacts. Thisreport failsto prevent possible impacts by allowing probable damage to occur
(through a permit violation) and then relying on another agency to take action after the damageis
done. Again, thisfliesin the face of what CEQA is designed to do.
[End U40]

XIl1. CONCLUSION

[Begin U41]

If the DEIR is properly revised, it should find that there are significant air quality
impacts. Thisis not a devastating problem for this project. All it meansisthat air quality
mitigations must be put in place, measuresthat likely will eventually happen for al of these
plants anyway as they must meet increasingly more stringent air pollution requirements. It
merely requires that they be employed now to avoid the deaths and suffering delay will cause for
Bay Arearesidents.

[End U41]

[Begin U42]

For example, Potrero, islikely to be repowered (see DEIR at C-36), so requiring BACT
before operations can be increased provides no additional burden on the new owner, other than
accelerating the process. Offsets for any increasesin PM should be minimal if BACT is
employed. Thus, atortured analysis trying to minimize emissions in a manner contrary to
undisputed case law is unnecessary and a disservice to the project sponsor and the public.

[End U42]

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please fedl free to call any of the
undersigned. We may be reached by telephone at (415) 442-6647 and by E-mail at
aramo@ggu.edu. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Environmental Law and Justice Clinic, Golden Gate University School of Law
Alan Ramo, Attorney at Law, Director

Joe Como, Certified Student Clinician*

Laura Spano, Certified Student Clinician*

Alan Ramo
Attorneysfor SAEJ

*A certified student under the State Bar Rules governing the Practical Training of Law Students
(PTLS), working under the supervision of Alan Ramo and Anne Eng pursuant to the PTLS rules.
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Note: Included with this comment were many pages of Exhibits A, B and C documents.
Since these cannot be reasonably duplicated here on this web page they are not available
electronically. Should the viewer require a copy of these, please contact{Webmaster ffor

a printed copy.

Environmental Science Associates
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U. SOUTHEAST ALLIANCE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
(as Represented by Golden Gate University Environmental Law and Justice Clinic)

Ul TheDEIR identifiesthe project’s potential inconsistency with the regional air quality plan
asasignificant effect, which belies the commenter’ s claim that the DEIR minimizes the
impact of the project on regional air quality.

U2 Asstated on page 4.5-61, the DEIR indicates that increases in emissions would be
significant if they would result in significant increases in local criteriaair pollutant
concentrations, in significant increases in health risks in the vicinities of the plants, or in
significant increases rel ative to emissions projections used in regional air quality plans.
The first two types of impacts (criteria air pollutants and health risks) were evaluated using
standard thresholds rather than any percentage-, or ratio-, type threshold. The third type of
impact (comparison with plan projections) did use a one-percent test as an indication of
emissions estimates that would be notably out-of-sync with those developed for the
regional air quality plan. It should be noted that the comparison with power plant
projections was the basis for a project-specific impact determination, not a cumulative
impact determination. Using the one-percent test, the DEIR concludes that emissions
increases would be a significant effect of the project. Ironically, the one-percent test or
“ratio” method, to which the commenter objects, is the only significance criterion by
which air quality impacts due to the project were found to be significant in the DEIR. Itis
noted also that, in devel oping the one-percent criterion, the EIR consultant conferred with
staff at BAAQMD (the agency responsible for developing emissions projections used in
the regional air quality plan), who agreed that this approach was both reasonable and
appropriate in this context (Guy, 1998). Please also see response to Comment U13. For
additional information regarding cumulative impacts on regional ozone and PM-10
emissions, see responses to Comments U14 and U16.

Reference:

Guy, Bill, Bay Area Air Quality Management District, telephone communication,
July 29, 1998.

U3 The choice of the endpoints does not fail to account for any substantial changesin
operations which may occur at these plants. As discussed in Chapter 3 and Attachment C,
the difference in incentives and opportunities between PG& E and any new owners will
diminish, particularly starting in 2002. At that date, PG& E can enter the direct access
market, just as the new owners. In addition, PG& E must add increasingly stringent
emission control measures at its plantsin the Bay Area. Asaresult, total NO, emissions
will fall after 1999 in any case assuming a constant behavioral change (the only
assumption possible in this type of analysis). Any increase in electricity demand islikely
to berelatively small in the three-year period from 1999 to 2001, and, with the expected
addition of substantial new generation resourcesin the next five years (see Section 5.2.2
(page 5-3), most of thisincreased demand will be met by other facilities.
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The EIR does not ignore potential air quality effectsin the years between 1999 and 2005.
The air quality section includes an comparison of power plant emissions under the
Baseline scenario (with continued PG& E ownership), and A-Max scenario (new
ownership) with projected power plant emissions contained in the’97 Clean Air Plan. The
years of analysis are 2000 and 2003, because these are the years for which emission
estimates are provided in the’ 97 Clean Air Plan. These analyses are summarized in the
DEIR in Table 4.5-35 (on page 4.5-78), in Table 4.5-36 (on page 4.5-79 and in Table 4.5-
37 (on page 4.5-80). The DEIR determined that if the plants were operated at the A-Max
levels, there would be a significant, unavoidable but temporary effect. The impact would
be significant in the year 2000, but with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.5-5,
it would be less than significant by the year 2003.

Finally, the EIR does not minimize 2005 cumulative impacts associated with new owners
of the plants simply because it does not compare the new owners' operations with PG& E’'s
projected 2005 operations if PG& E were to retain the plants. Indeed, the EIR employs a
conservative approach by attributing any changes in plant operations between 1999 and
2005 to the project itself. In any event, the DEIR does analyze PG& E’ s projected
operations in 2005 as Alternative 1, the No Project Alternative (beginning on page 6-9).
Thus, the EIR does acknowledge continued differences between PG& E and new ownersin
2005.

U4 The capacity factors modeled in the DEIR as reported in Table 3.1 represent an annualized
capacity factor for each generating unit. Actual operations vary during the course of a
year, based on the demand at any time and the operational characteristics of a unit.
Therefore, it does not make sense to use the capacity factors as strict operational limits on
the power plants because, under a given set of circumstances, a given plant may need to be
operated temporarily at higher levelsto meet the immediate energy demand. Nor isit true
that absent such limits the DEIR has failed to properly analyze the adverse impacts of the
project. Asdiscussed in Chapter 3 of the DEIR, the Analytical Maximum scenario
represents the highest capacities at which the plants realistically could operate, taking into
account avariety of limiting factors. As noted in the DEIR (page 3-12, second complete
paragraph), the Analytical Maximum scenario is extremely unlikely to reflect atrue
operating scenario. A number of unlikely assumptions were made in running the
SERASYM™ model so that the Analytical Maximum scenario would represent worst-case
operating levels for purposes of environmental analysis. For example, the scenario
assumes that all three fossil-fueled power plants would have an unlimited supply of natural
gas at aprice 25 percent below the least expensive supply of gas assumed to be available
to fuel California power plants. Given the very conservative nature of this assumption, if
circumstances were to change, as suggested by the commenter, it is much more likely that
the natural gas prices paid by the plant owners would be higher, not lower, than the prices
modeled, which would tend to suppress rather than boost operating capacities. Regarding
other inputs, such as transmission system capability and operating procedures, these
factors are more likely to favor new plants, not the plants being divested. For example, if
existing transmission constraints were removed, it would make it more likely that
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generation would be boosted at more efficient plants, not at the less efficient Bay Area
plants. Please also see the responses to Comments F53 and F54.

Please note that, in addition to analyzing the annual capacity factor changes, the DEIR also
assesses the adverse effects of maximum 1-hour, 8-hour, and 24-hour operations of the
power plants at substantially higher operating levels than the annual capacity factors. The
results of this analysis are summarized in the tables addressing air quality concentrations.
The concentration estimates for the Potrero, Contra Costa, and Pittsburg Power Plants are
presented in Tables 4.5-29 (page 4.5-63), 4.5-31 (page 4.5-66), and 4.5-32 (page 4.5-68),
respectively.

U5 BAAQMD developed Regulation 9, Rule 11 as a means of implementing Best Available
Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT) for the source category of utility boilers. It should
be noted that the power plants proposed for divestiture are existing permitted sources,
which are subject to BARCT, rather than Best Available Control Technology (BACT),
which applies to new sources. Under BAAQMD Regulation 9, Rule 11, the steam boilers
at the three fossil-fueled power plantsto be divested are subject to increasingly stringent
standards for NO,. Mitigation Measure 4.5-5 requires either permit modifications or
changesto Regulation 9, Rule 11, either of which would assure that these increasingly
stringent standards will apply to PG& E or to new owners. (The DEIR lists modification of
Regulation 9, Rule 11, or equivalent permit revisions, as Mitigation Measure 4.5-5.)
Moreover, to meet these standards, PG& E or the new owners would likely have two main
options: (1) install more effective NO, reduction technology, or (2) decrease the use of one
or more steam boilers.

Thus, by 2005 and with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.5-5, NO, emissions, even
under the A-Max condition, would be substantially less than under existing conditions (see
Table 4.5-26 on page 4.5-57 of the DEIR). Therefore, two of the types of mitigation called
for by the commenter (more effective emissions control technology and reduced capacity
factors) are precisely the types of options that PG& E or new owners have to meet the
requirements of Regulation 9, Rule 11, so no further mitigation would be needed.

The commenter also cites offsets as a possible mitigation measure; however, offsetsin the
form of emissions credits are not generally considered CEQA mitigation since they are not
contemporaneous emissions reductions. With regard to offsets, see aso response to
Comment U17.

U6 Air quality significance criterion #1, “violation of an ambient air quality standard or
substantial contribution to a projected violation of an ambient air quality standard,” isan
appropriate criterion to use in evaluating both project-specific and cumulative impacts and
was used to evaluate both types of impactsin the DEIR. DEIR Tables 4.5-29, 4.5-31, and
4.5-32 were formatted specifically to allow for easy comparison with the concentration
standards associated with significance criterion #1. The distinction cited by the
commenter between how cumulative effects are to be examined for purposes of an Initial
Study versus how they are to be examined for an EIR does not reflect the current CEQA
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Guidelines. Current CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 (a) extends the concept of
“cumulatively considerable,” which has been the guidance for Initial Studies, to the
discussion of cumulative effectsin an EIR. The EIR’ s analysis of cumulative impacts
comports with CEQA requirements. Please see responses to Comments U14 and U16.

U7 The Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulation is used by BAAQMD when
conducting a new source review. The facilitiesin this project are not new sources that
would be subject to PSD or that would require emissions offsets. Thus, the PSD regulation
would not normally apply to these plants. However, in order to conservatively judge
whether the project would substantially contribute to violations of air quality standards, the
EIR embraced and fully applied the PSD regulation. The 24-hour concentration change of
5 micrograms per cubic meter and the annual average change of 1 microgram per cubic
meter, that are stated in criterion #1, are not actually the ultimate PSD standards contained
in the PSD regulation. They are concentration increases that are defined in the PSD
regulation as threshold levels, below which there would be no substantial contributionsto
aprojected air quality concentration change. Under the PSD regulation, if a new source
would exceed these very low threshold levels, then further analysisis required and
additional standards apply. However, asindicated in Section 4.5 of the DEIR, the project
emissions would fall below even these threshold levels. Therefore, the project’simpact is
less than significant.

U8 The DEIR does not imply that there would be no health effects for levels below those
identified in the referenced studies. Instead, it uses the levels of 20 micrograms per cubic
meter and 10 micrograms per cubic meter to determineif the total plants (existing
emissions plus emissions from divestiture) are major causes of respiratory problems at the
maximum receptor, similar to the methods used by EPA when establishing new PM-2.5
standards (see responses to Comments F62 and F74). When considering the impacts from
divestiture alone, the increases in concentrations of the 1999 A-Max and 2005 A-Max
concentrations over the Baseline concentrations were compared to the more stringent
thresholds of 5 micrograms per cubic meter and 1 microgram per cubic meter.

U9 Although the study cited in the comment suggests a relationship between low levels of
PM-10 and health effects, there is considerable uncertainty in the magnitudes of the health
effects and relative risks at lower levels, as was stated in the EPA 1996 staff assessment
report on PM-10 and PM-2.5 (see response to Comment F74). The data contained in the
study that are cited in the comment show a higher relativerisk for the San Francisco area
than for other cities. However, aplot in the study shows a much higher error bound for the
San Francisco data than for the other cities. The error bound for San Francisco extends to
levelsthat are equivalent to or lower than other citiesin the study. Thus, it cannot be
concluded that the relative risks for San Francisco are actually higher.

All of therelative risksincluded in the plot were for the same exposure level of 100
micrograms per cubic meter, well above the maximum PM-10 level (57 micrograms per
cubic meter) that was measured for the San Francisco areain the past three years. The
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uU10

maximum 24-hour average concentration reported for San Francisco in the cited study was
139 micrograms per cubic meter, occurring between 1981 and 1990, which again is well
above the maximum level of recent years. Because of major changes in the types of fuels
used in the PG& E boilers and because of the elimination of lead in gasoline in the mid-
1980s, PM-10 concentration levelsin the area have decreased significantly. Therefore,
some of the conclusionsin the cited study may not apply to present and future conditions.

Conclusions cannot be drawn from the Thurston study (summarized in documents attached
by the commenter) that there isincreased vulnerability in the Bayview-Hunters Point area
over other metropolitan areas. Therelative risk coefficients described in response to
Comment U9 show error bounds for the San Francisco data that are much greater than the
other cities. Therefore, there is much greater uncertainty in describing the effects of a
100 microgram per cubic meter change (the normalized exposure level) for San Francisco
than for other cities. Also, the study was carried out for the period from 1981-1990 when
PM-10 levels were much higher than present-day levelsin San Francisco. The highest
24-hour average level in San Francisco that was used in the study was 139 micrograms per
cubic meter, which is much higher than the maximum level monitored in the last three
yearsin the vicinity of the Potrero facility (57 micrograms per cubic meter). PM-10
ambient air concentrations in the Bay Areain the last few years have decreased for several
reasons, including the elimination of leaded gasoline in automobiles, which were sources
of fine particulate matter in the form of lead oxide, and the ceasing of fuel oil burning,
which also is a source of particulate matter. Much of the particulate matter that was
released into the atmosphere in the region in the 1980s contai ned toxic substances, such as
lead from auto exhaust and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons from burning residual fuel
oil in steam boilers. The PM-10 monitoring data at the Arkansas station in the Bayview
Hunters Point area shows maximum ambient air levels that are lower than levelsin other
parts of the Bay Area (see Tables 4.5-29, 4.5-31 and 4.5-32).

The studies regarding higher incidences of respiratory related illnesses in the Bayview
Hunters Point areathat are cited on page 4.5-31 of the DEIR do not identify the causes of
the respiratory related illnesses, nor do they relate hospitalizations to elevated exposure
levels of particulate matter. On that page, the DEIR states that a detailed study would be
necessary to better determine the cause(s) of the health effects. Such a study is beyond the
scope of thisEIR. In addition, thereis no inference in the earlier study that the power
plants are a major factor in the respiratory illnesses in the Bayview Hunters Point area, and
the contributions of the power plantsto existing and future local concentrations of criteria
air pollutantsin the areaare minimal (see DEIR, Table 4.5-29, page 4.5-63).

Volume 11 of the EPA Air Quality Criteria Document for Particulate Matter (USEPA,
19964) indicates that a number of factors and confounding parameters besides ambient air
PM-10 levels can considerably affect respiratory related health effects, such as particle
size and the composition of the particulate matter. With regard to the composition of
particulate matter from natural gas combustion at the PG& E plants, thereis very little
information on the health effects from exposure to these substances. 1n other words, not
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all particulate matter is the same with regard to health effects. It is very important to
include both composition and particle size when assessing health effects. Because this
information was not available, the DEIR conservatively assumed that all particul ate matter
was the same with regard to health effects.

Thereisvery little information on the composition of particulate matter emissions from
gas-fired boilers, such as those used at the PG& E plants, mainly because the emissions of
total particulate matter are so low that the levels of any toxic substances that may be
contained in particulate matter are usually below the detection limits. Particulate matter
from the combustion of fossil fuel, including natural gas, residual fuel oil and distillate
fuel, consists of a carbon core with other substances adsorbed to the surface of the carbon
core. The combustion of residual fuel oil and distillate fuel produces other products of
incompl ete combustion that are absorbed onto the carbon core. These products of
incomplete combustion consist mainly of multi-chain carbon organic fragments, such as
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHS). PAHs are a group of compounds that have
been considered by USEPA and by the California Office of Environmental Health and
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) to be carcinogens. For oil, wood, and coal combustion,
PAHs are considered to be one of the major toxic substances of concern. Particulate
matter emissions from fossil fuel combustion may also include toxic metals that are both
carcinogens and non-carcinogens. Most of these toxic metals are contained in the fuel
initially.

With respect to natural gas combustion, there is little opportunity to form long-chain
PAHS, because the starting fuel consists mainly of methane, which contains only one
carbon atom per molecule. Therefore, the particles emitted from natural gas combustion
contain mostly carbon. To verify this assumption, the measurement results for natural gas
combustion were compared with measured emissions from the combustion of residual fuel
oil. The comparisons are summarized in Table U10-1.

The emissions reported in the table are based on measurements for oil-fired and gas-fired
electric utility steam boilers, which are reported in the updated EPA publication AP-42
(Version 5 sections 1.3 & 1.4 USEPA, 1998). Emission factorsfor the two fuels were
converted to the common units (pounds of pollutant per million BTU of fuel combusted).
For natural gas combustion, measurements were carried out for anumber of PAHs but the
levels were below the detection limits of the instrumentation. Although it is unclear
whether these substances are actually present in the particul ate matter, these substances
were included in the analysis at one half the detection limit.

Using the conservative approach of including PAHs at one half the detection limit for
natural gas combustion, Table U10-1. shows that total PAHs are about 5.7 percent of the
levels measured for residual fuel oil combustion.

A similar comparison was conducted for the emissions of toxic metals from the
combustion of the two fuels. The resultsin Table U10-1 show that total toxic metal
emissions from combustion of natural gas were approximately 1.1 percent of the total toxic
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Ull

metal emissions from the combustion of residual fuel oil. These results show that the toxic
component of particulate matter is significantly lower than particulate matter from residual
fuel oil combustion. Table U10-1 also shows that total particulate matter emission from
gasfired boilers are about 20 percent of the levels reported for oil fired boilers, for the
same heat input.

Another important factor in the health effects from inhaling particulate matter relatesto

the deposition ratesin the respiratory tract. A principal factor in affecting deposition rates

isthe particle size. Studies reported in the EPA Criteria Document for Particulate Matter

(USEPA 1996) and in other literature (Raabe, 1984) show that deposition ratesin the
respiratory tract are higher in the size range between 1.0 micron and 2.5 microns and for

particlesless than 0.2 microns. Relative deposition rates for the size range between

0.2 microns and 1.0 micron are lower (see also response to Comment F74).

The cumulative particle size distribution for utility boilersfiring residual oil indicates that
71 percent of the particles are less than 10 microns, 52 percent are less than 2.5 microns,
39 percent are less than 1 micron, and 20 percent are less than 0.625 microns. Since a
considerable portion of the emissions are less than 2.5 microns, they can deposit in the
respiratory tract.

Particulate matter emissions for natural gas combustion are usually lessthan 1 micron in
size, with a considerable portion being between 0.1 microns and 1.0 micron (USEPA,
1998). Since agreater fraction of particles emitted from natural gas combustion appear to
be in this size range, with lower deposition than emissions from fuel oil combustion, it can
be inferred that a greater fraction from gas-fired emissions would be expired upon
exhalation and would not be deposited in the respiratory tract. Inthefine particle size
range less than 0.1 micron, deposition in the respiratory tract particles would again
increase.

References:

USEPA, Air Quality Criteria Document for Particulate Matter, Vol.lll, EPA/600/P-
95/001cF, April 1996.

USEPA, Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors, Version V, Sections 1.3
and 1.4, 1998.

Raabe, O., Deposition and Clearance of Inhaled Particles, Chapter 1. of
Occupational Lung Disease, J.B. Gee, W.K. Morgan, and S.M. Brooks,
editors, Raven Press, 1984.

The comment attempts to relate annual emissions changes for the three PG& E fossil-
fueled plants under the 1999 and 2005 A-Max scenarios directly to expected health effects,
without addressing the actual ambient air concentration changes. It is concentration
changesin the ambient air that are related to health effects. The DEIR shows on

Tables 4.5-29 through 4.5-32 that the estimated maximum 24-hour average increasesin
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TABLE U10-1
COMPARISON OF MEASURED TOXIC PARTICULATE MATTER FROM
THE COMBUSTION OF NATURAL GASAND RESIDUAL (#6) FUEL OIL

ORGANIC Natural Gas Natural Gas #6 Fuel Oil #6 Fuel Oil Ratio of NG/
COMPOUNDS (Ib/mmcfb) (Ib/mmbtu) (Ib/tgb) (Ib/mmbtu) Fuel Qil
Acenapthene* 9.00E-072 8.82E-10 2.11E-05 1.40E-07 0.006
Acenaphthylene* 9.00E-072 8.82E-10 2.53E-07 1.68E-09 0.527
Anthracene 1.20E-062 1.18E-09 1.22E-06 8.08E-09 0.146
Benzanthracene 9.00E-072 8.82E-10 4.01E-06 2.66E-08 0.033
Benzo(a)pyreneb 6.00E-072 5.88E-10 @ -------- 5.88E-10 1.000
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 9.00E-072 8.82E-10 7.40E-07 4.90E-09 0.180
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 6.00E-072 5.88E-10 2.26E-06 1.50E-08 0.039
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 9.00E-072 8.82E-10 7.40E-07 4.90E-09 0.180
Chrysene 9.00E-072 8.82E-10 2.38E-06 1.58E-08 0.056
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 6.00E-072 5.88E-10 1.67E-06 1.11E-08 0.053
Fluoranthen 1.50E-062 1.47E-09 4.84E-06 3.21E-08 0.046
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 9.00E-072 8.82E-10 2.14E-06 1.42E-08 0.062
Phenanathrene 8.50E-062 8.33E-09 1.05E-05 6.95E-08 0.120
Pyrene 2.50E-062 2.45E-09 4.25E-06 2.81E-08 0.087
Total PAHs e 2.14E-08  ---e-ee- 3.72E-07 0.057
METALS

Antimony ~ eeeeeeee e 5.25E-03 348E-05 -
Arsenic 2.00E-04 1.96E-07 1.32E-03 8.74E-06 0.022
Barium 4.40E-03 4.31E-06 2.57E-03 1.70E-05 0.253
Beryllium 6.00E-062 5.88E-09 2.78E-05 1.84E-07 0.032
Cadmium 1.10E-03 1.08E-06 3.98E-04 2.64E-06 0.409
Chloride s e 3.47E-01 2.30E-03 ---eee-
Chromium 1.40E-03 1.37E-06 8.45E-04 5.60E-06 0.245
ChromiumVIl e e 2.48E-04 1.64E-06 -
Cobalt 8.40E-05 8.24E-08 6.02E-03 3.99E-05 0.002
Copper 8.50E-04 8.33E-07 1.76E-03 1.17E-05 0.071
Leed e s 3.73E-02 247E-04  -ee-
Manganese @~ 0000 meeeeem e 1.51E-03 1.00E-05 = -------
Manganese 3.80E-04 3.73E-07 3.00E-03 1.99E-05 0.019
Molybdenum 1.10E-03 1.08E-06 7.87E-04 5.21E-06 0.207
Nickel 2.10E-03 2.06E-06 8.45E-02 5.60E-04 0.004
Phosphorous s e 9.46E-03 6.26E-05 -
Selenium 1.20E-052 1.18E-08 6.83E-04 4.52E-06 0.003
Vanadium 2.30E-03 2.25E-06 3.18E-02 2.11E-04 0.011
zZinc 2.90E-02 2.84E-05 2.91E-02 1.93E-04 0.148
Total Metalss  ~ —memeee- 421E-05 e 3.73E-03 0.011
PARTICULATE

MATTER

PM (Total) 7.6 7.45E-03 5.67¢ 3.76E-02 0.198

SOURCE: EPA's AP-42, Version 5, Sections 1.3 and 1.4.

a8 Emission factors for natural gas that were identified as being less than method detection thresholds were assumed
as one-half of the detection threshold and are identified above with an asterick.

b AP-42 did not provide a#6 fuel oil emission factor for benzo(a)pyrene. Therefore, it was assumed to be the same
as natural gas.

€ The particulate matter emission factor for #6 fuel oil is based on a sulfur content of 0.28.

Final Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Environmental Science Associates
Electric Company’s Application No. 98-01-008 C&R-370 November 16, 1998



2. WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

ambient air PM-10 concentrations from divestiture would range from 0.5 to 3.6
micrograms per cubic meter at the maximum receptor. These maximum short-term
increases are for localized areas and are not representative of increases for the entire
region around the plants. Typical maximum short-term concentration increases in the area
for population exposure, based on the modeling, would be considerably lower (less than
1.0 microgram per cubic meter). Most of the studies relating health effects from increases
in exposure to particulate matter observed health effects when there were concentration
increases of 20 to 25 micrograms per cubic meter for PM-2.5 and increases of

50 micrograms per cubic meter for PM-10. Other, more recent studies have reported
observed health effects for increases of 10 micrograms per cubic meter, although with
much greater uncertainty. None of the studies reported observed health effects for small
increases in PM-10 concentrations (i.e., increases less than about 5 micrograms per cubic
meter).

The EPA Criteria Document for Particulate Matter, which is cited in the response to
Comment F74, shows awide range in relative risk coefficients for concentration increases
of 10 micrograms per cubic meter, varying by afactor of five. For greater increases, such
as 20 to 50 micrograms per cubic meter, the Criteria Document indicates that health effects
were observed and that relative risk coefficients were more certain. Thereisno indication
in the document that there would be any health effects for increases less than 1 microgram
per cubic meter. Infact, the EPA Criteria Document on Particulate Matter does not rule
out athreshold below which no health effects would occur.

Therisks at low levels, asidentified in Exhibit C of the comment, were derived by
extrapolating the relative risk plots for higher concentration increases to no concentration
increase (zero concentration increase), even though there is no evidence that there would
be any health effects at extremely low levels, especially for moderate background levels of
short-term concentrations (30 micrograms per cubic meter). The studies do not report
observed health effects at these small increases with moderate background levels.

The analysisthat is referenced as Exhibit C in the comment extrapolates the relative risk
coefficients that were derived from increases of 10 micrograms per cubic meter, and
estimates relative risks for extremely small increases in concentration of about 0.02
micrograms per cubic meter. These very small increases were then used in Exhibit C to
estimate increased mortality in the Bay Area. However, thereis no indication that
increases in particulate matter concentrations of 0.02 micrograms per cubic meter would
cause any health effects at all, especially mortality. It isstated in Exhibit C that

“...the studies do not prove a causal relationship between PM-10 and mortality, only
an association...”

In fact, the studies show an association for only moderate increases in concentrations

(20 to 50 micrograms per cubic meter), but do not show any association for extremely
small increases in concentrations (0.02 to 1.0 micrograms per cubic meter). Therefore, the
estimates in mortality identified in Exhibit C have no scientific basis.
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U3

ui4

The comment then estimates mortality for the proposed project by scaling the annual
emissions changes for all three fossil-fueled plants to emissions for the proposed plant in
Exhibit C (the San Francisco Energy Facility). The comment does not relate exposure
levelsto health effects. The comment builds on unfounded risk estimates for extremely
low concentration increases identified in Exhibit C to estimate correspondingly unrealistic
risk estimates for the divestiture project. Based on the small increases in concentrations
from the project, there is no indication that there would be any increase in mortality or
morbidity in the region. The DEIR does not suggest that high mortality and morbidity
levelsidentified in the comment areinsignificant. Instead, the DEIR states that the small
increases of PM-10 concentrations from the project (under the A-Max scenarios) pose less
than significant health effects.

The methods that were used to assess the project impacts where background levels have
already exceeded the ambient air standards are consistent with the approaches used by
BAAQMD, in which the more restrictive thresholds described in Significance Criterion #1
were used. For further explanation on how this significance criterion was used, see
response to Comment F74. With regard to particulate matter emissions, BACT is already
used at the PG& E plants, which involves using natural gas, the cleanest of al fossil fuels.
With regard to ozone, the precursor nitrogen oxides will be controlled by 90 percent over
1997 emission levels by installing selective catalytic reduction (SCR), which isBACT for
these units. Offsets would be required only if the residual impacts after using BACT are
significant (measurable). Since the impacts from divestiture did not exceed these levels,
offsets are not needed.

Significance criterion #5, the one-percent test, attempts to distinguish important
differences between emissions forecasts devel oped for a given project and forecasts used
in the regional air quality plan. Criterion #5 was modeled after a significance criterion
developed by BAAQMD and recommended in its former CEQA Guidelines document
(BAAQMD, 1985). It isacknowledged that the current BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines
document (April 1996) no longer includes the one-percent test as a significance criterion.
However, the nature of this project, which involves the sale of an existing emissions
source, is so different from that of atypical development project, such as a new
subdivision or office park, that it is not unreasonable to include significance criteriain
addition to (i.e., to supplement, but not replace) those recommended in the current
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. Unlike most emissions sources, power plants are a separate
line-item on the regional emissionsinventories that are used in regional air quality plans,
which provide the basis for the type of comparison provided in the DEIR. It is noted also
that, in developing this criterion, the EIR preparers conferred with staff at BAAQMD, who
agreed that this approach was both reasonable and appropriate in this context (Guy, Bill,
Bay Area Air Quality Management District, telephone conversation, July 29, 1998).
Please al so see response to Comment U16.

The commenter indicates that the cumulative air quality analysisin the DEIR used the
judicialy discredited “ratio” theory to determine that the project’ s emissions would not be
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significant because they would comprise less than one percent of the region’s emissions.
The commenter isincorrect as to the standards and methodology of the DEIR.

While the one-percent test helps to characterize the severity of an impact, itis
acknowledged that it aloneis not a sufficient basis for concluding that a cumulative effect
would be less than significant. In this case, the conclusions drawn in the DEIR are
supported on two bases. First, since the emissions sources that are the subject of this
project are covered under Air District permits and since the emissions estimates (including
both predicted emissions increases and decreases) would be consistent with those permits,
the changes in power plant emissions (regardless of year or whether they are project-
specific or cumulative) are presumed to be less than significant under CEQA Guidelines
15064(i) and the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. Asexplained on page 4.5-61 of the DEIR,
while the emissions changes themsel ves were deemed | ess than significant on aregulatory
basis, other types of impacts that flow from changes in emissions were subject to further
evaluation, such as changesin local concentrations and health risks and consistency with
regional emissions projections (see Impacts 4.5-2, 4.5-3, and 4-5-5, respectively). Second,
the estimated power plant emissions of ozone precursors and PM-10 (and its precursors)
would be less under cumulative 2005 and 2015 conditions than under 1999 Baseline
conditions and, therefore, they do not contribute to the cumulative regional effect of
increased emissions from Bay Area growth and development. The necessary text revisions
are provided below.

The following text and table is hereby added after the first paragraph on page 4.5-59 of the
DEIR:

Year 2005 Cumulative

Since regional ozone concentrations reflect both precursors, ROG and NO,, regional
cumulative impacts from changes in power plant emissions can be evaluated by
determining the net change in emissions of both of these pollutants, added together,
relative to the emissions that are expected under the 1999 Baseline case.

Table 4.5-26a shows the net change in 0zone precursor emissions (i.e., ROG and
NO,) from Bay Area power plants under various cumulative scenarios relative to the
1999 Baseline case. The estimates assume that BAAQMD modifiesits Regulation
9, Rule 11 to apply to new owners. These emissions changes would occur under air
quality permits and would be consistent with all emission limitations and standards;
therefore, they are not considered to be significant. 1n addition, however, as shown
in Table 4.5-26a, the net change would be negative as the decrease in NO, emissions
would more than offset the increase in ROG emissions. As such, Bay Area power
plants would not contribute to the cumulative effect of increased emissions of ozone
precursors from new development in the Bay Area on regional 0zone concentrations.

Final Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Environmental Science Associates
Electric Company’s Application No. 98-01-008 C&R-373 November 16, 1998



2. WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

TABLE 4.5-26a
CUMULATIVE CHANGESIN EMISSIONS OF OZONE PRECURSORS BY
BAY AREA POWER PLANTS, 2005 AND 2015

Changein Power Plant Emissions (tons per year) Relative to 1999 Baseline 2

2005 2005 2005 2015
Pollutant A-Max Variant 1 Variant 2 A-Max
Reactive Organic Gases 322 293 286 369
Nitrogen Oxides -2,552 -2.618 -3.115 -2.440
Total Ozone Precursors: -2.230 -2.325 -2.829 -2.071

&  The net change in emissions are based on emissions estimates shown in Table 4.5-26 (1999 Baseline and
Cumulative 2005 A-Max), Table G-5 (variant #1), Table G-14 as revised pursuant to comments by Enron
on the DEIR (variant #2), and page 4.5-59 (2015 A-Max) and assumes that BAAQMD modifiesits
Regulation 9, Rule 11 to apply to new owners. Variant 1 and variant 2 are described in Chapter 5,
Cumulative Impacts.

SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates

PM-10 concentrations reflect both direct sources of PM-10 and secondary sources of
PM-10. For instance, power plants are both direct sources of PM-10 (i.e., PM-10
emitted from the stack) and secondary sources of PM-10 via emissions of ROG,
NO,, and SO,. ROG, NO,, and SO, are precursors to PM-10 through chemical
reactions in the atmosphere that change these gases to particul ate compounds, such
as ammonium nitrate and ammonium sulfate. Secondary PM-10 constitutes a
substantial fraction of PM-10 concentrations in California; in some parts of the Bay
Area, secondary nitrates, sulfates and organics together account for 25 to 30 percent
of the total PM-10 concentration (California Air Resources Board, 1987). A study of
wintertime PM-10 concentrations in the Bay Areaidentified these major
contributors: wood smoke (approximately 40 percent); auto exhaust, road dust, and
ammonium hitrate (each between 15 and 20 percent); and ammonium sulfate and
marine aerosol (each less than 5 percent) (BAAQMD, 1992).

Since, as described above, regional PM-10 concentrations reflect both direct sources
of PM-10 as well as secondary sources of PM-10, ROG, NO,, and SO, regional
cumulative impacts from changes in power plant emissions can be evaluated by
determining the net change in emissions of these four pollutants, added together,
relative to the emissions that are expected under the 1999 Baseline case. However,
since not all of the precursors convert to PM-10, adjustments must be made to the
emissions estimates prior to their summation and evaluation. Table 4.5-26b shows
the net change in PM-10 and PM-10 precursor emissions (i.e., ROG, NO,, and SO, )
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from Bay Areafossil-fueled power plants under various cumulative scenarios
relative to the 1999 Baseline case. Appropriate adjustments have been made to the

precursors as explained in the table footnote. (The estimates assume that BAAQMD

modifies its Regulation 9, Rule 11 to apply to new owners.)

The emissions changes shown in Table 4.5-26b would occur under air quality
permits and would be consistent with all emission limitations and standards,
therefore, they are not considered to be significant. However, in addition, as shown
in Table 4.5-26b, the net change would be negative as the decrease in NO, emissions
would more than offset the increase in PM-10, ROG, and SO, emissions. _Assuch,
Bay Area power plants would not contribute to the cumulative effect of increased
emissions of PM-10 and PM-10 precursors from new development in the Bay Area
on regional PM-10 concentrations.

TABLE 4.5-26b
CUMULATIVE CHANGESIN EMISSIONS OF PM-10 AND PM-10 PRECURSORS
BY BAY AREA POWER PLANTS, 2005 AND 2015

Change in Power Plant Emissions
(tons per year) Relativeto 1999 Baseline2

2005 2005 2005 2015

Source Pollutant A-Max Variant 1 Variant 2 A-Max
Direct PM-10 297 254 306 340
Secondary ROG 13 12 12 15
NO, -426 -437 -520 -407

SO, 7 7 6 8

Total PM-10: -109 -164 -196 -44

&  The net changes in emissions are based on emissions estimates shown in Table 4.5-26 (1999 Baseline and
Cumulative 2005 A-Max), Table G-5 (variant #1), Table G-14 as revised pursuant to comments by Enron
on the DEIR (variant #2), and page 4.5-59 (2015 A-Max) ) and assumes that BAAQMD modifiesits
Regulation 9, Rule 11 to apply to new owners. Emissions for ROG, NOx, and SO, were adjusted by
factors of 0.04, 0.17, and 0.08, respectively, to account for differencesin the extent to which these
pollutants contribute to regional PM-10 concentrations. The NO, adjustment factor was provided by
comments by SAEJ (see comment letter U, Comment 22) on the DEIR. The adjustments for ROG and
SO, are rough approximations taking into account their relative contributions to the regional emissions
inventory and their relative contributions to regional PM-10 concentrations. Variant 1 and variant 2 are
described in Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts.

SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates
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The first full paragraph on page 4.5-59 of the DEIR is hereby revised as follows:

The City and County of San Francisco uses 2015 as an analysis year for evaluating
the long-term environmental impacts of cumulative development. Power plant
emissions estimates have been made for 2015 based on the emissions estimates for
2005, as adjusted to reflect population growth projected for the Bay Area. 1n 2015,
under the Analytical Maximum scenario and assuming that BAAQMD Regulation 9,
Rule 11 would be modified, Bay Area power plants would emit approximately 6,803
tons per year of carbon monoxide, 790 tons per year of ROG, 1,870 tons per year of
NOy, and 722 69 tons per year of PM-10. If BAAQMD Regulation 9, Rule 11
were inapplicable, NOy emissionsin 2015 would be approximately 7,872 tons. Asa
percentage of regional emissions in 2015, the change in power plant emissions over
1999 baseline conditions would be less than 1 percent for carbon monoxide, ROG,
SOy, and PM-10. For NOy, the change would be 1.5 percent assuming applicability
of Regulatlon 9, Rule 11 and +1 6 percent assumlng |nappI|cab|I|ty of that ruIe

in Tables4 5-26aand 4.5 26b the net chanqe in Bay Area power plant emissions of
0zone precursors and PM-10 (and its precursors) in 2015 would be a decrease
compared to 1999 baseline conditions. Therefore, Bay Area power plant emissions
would not contribute to the cumulative effect of increased emissions from new
development in the Bay Areaon regiona ozone and PM-10 concentrations.

U15 Asdiscussed in response to Comment U14, there would be a net decrease in emissions of
PM-10 and PM-10 precursors (ROG, NO,, and SO, ) from power plantsin the Bay Area.
Thus, to whatever extent power plant emissions of PM-10 contribute to regional health
concerns under 1999 baseline conditions, that effect would be less under future cumulative
conditions. With respect to Dr. Fairly’s analysis supplied by the commenter, please see
response to Comment U11.

U16 The commenter raises numerous issues, which are addressed individually below.

With respect to aregional PM-10 plan, it is acknowledged that no such plan has been
devel oped to address the region’ s nonattainment designation with respect to the state
PM-10 standard since none is required under the California Clean Air Act. The’97 Clean
Air Plan states that, while the plan does not address PM-10 specifically, several of the
control measuresin the plan would reduce PM-10 concentrations (BAAQMD, 1997).
Specifically, the’97 Clean Air Plan cites the control measures reducing vehicle-miles-
traveled and NO, emissions as sources of PM-10 reductions by reducing two substantial
components of ambient PM-10 concentrations, i.e., road dust and nitrates, respectively.

With respect to the federally mandated air quality plan, the DEIR indicates on page 4.5-16
that arevised State Implementation Plan (SIP) will be required dueto U.S. EPA’sdecision
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to change the designation of the Bay Area back to “nonattainment” for the national ozone
standard.

With respect to the regional plan addressing the state ozone standard, it is acknowledged
that this plan does not predict attainment of the state ozone standard at all places and at all
time in the Bay Areafor the foreseeable future. However, it does predict continued
improvement in regional ozone concentrations. Emissions of both ozone precursors (ROG
and NO,) are expected to decrease between 1997 and 2003, and areduction in the
precursors would logically result in lower ozone concentrations. With implementation of
the measuresincluded in the’ 97 Clean Air Plan, basin-wide ROG emissions are expected
to decline from 488 to 373 tons per summer day between 1997 and 2003, and basin-wide
NO, emissions are expected to decline from 632 to 480 tons per summer day over the
same period (BAAQMD, 1997). Such emissions estimates as those prepared for the

97 Clean Air Plan take into account expected growth and development in the Bay Area.

With respect to the approach to cumulative air quality analysis, the commenter essentially
advocates a significance threshold of “one additional molecule” of a nonattainment
pollutant in a nonattainment area. Such an approach is not required or supported under the
CEQA Guidelines. The CEQA Guidelinesrefer to a substantial contribution to existing or
projected air quality violation as a basis for determining significant effect, not just any
contribution. In addition, thereis adistinction to be noted between existing conditions and
project effects. The commenter cites a sentence from the setting section; however, the
project-specific and cumulative analyses both focus on the net environmental change
related to the project. Therefore, the question is not whether power plant emissions
contribute “ nonattainment” pollutants to the atmosphere, but whether power plant
emissions would increase or decrease relative to a baseline value. For cumulative analysis,
the 1999 baseline scenario represents the “baseline” value to which cumulative scenarios
are compared in the EIR. Thisisthe appropriate approach to cumulative impact analysis
in an EIR. The response to comment U14 examines the regional cumulative emissions
changes of the two pollutants for which the Bay Areaisin “nonattainment,” ozone and
PM-10, and concludes that the net changesin power plant emissions of ozone precursors
and PM-10 (and its precursors) would be negative compared to the 1999 Baseline case
and, as such, would not contribute to the cumulative effect. For local cumulative
concentration effects, please see the column on the far right-hand side of DEIR

Tables 4.5-29, 4.5-31, and 4.4-32.

U17 Though how much the divested plant will operate is uncertain, it is very improbable that
the Potrero Power Plant would operate more than the level resulting from the operating
assumptions associated with the Analytical Maximum case (see responses to
Comments F53 and F54). Although the DEIR forecasts Analytical Maximum annual
capacities for the Potrero plant to be 44 percent in 1999 and 40 percent in 2005, for these
Analytical Maximum scenarios, Potrero Unit 3 (the steam generating unit) is forecast to
operate at a 75.6 percent capacity factor in 1999 (see DEIR Table G-4) and at a63.5
percent capacity factor in 2005 (see DEIR Table G-6). These are unprecedented levels of
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operation since a steam generating unit typically averages no higher than about a 50
percent capacity factor.

In preparing this Responses To Comments Document, the project team analyzed a minor
change to the 1999 heat rate for Potrero Unit 3, a steam boiler. The resulting changesin
forecasts from the SERASY M model are analyzed below in detail so that the commenter
can see how changes in the capacity factors would affect air quality conclusions. In
general, it would seem that only Impact 4.5-5 is sensitive to minor (or even moderate)
changesin capacity factors. Impact 4.5-5 was identified as a significant, unavoidable, but
temporary impact of the project (ending in 2003). With increases greater than those
identified below, Impact 4.5-5 would still be significant in 2003. However, no other
modifications are known that would cause any such increases, and the Analytical
Maximum results are designed to capture maximum possible operations. The other three
units at the Potrero plant are all distillate-fired combustion turbine (CT) peaking units that
are limited by BAAQMD rulesto operating no more than 10 percent of the year. They are
used for reliability purposes by the 1SO and it is inconceivable that they would be
employed much more heavily than projected unless they were both converted to natural
gas fuel to reduce variable costs of operations and they were exempted from BAAQMD
operating time limits. Assuming either occurrence would be speculative. Thus, since the
Analytical Maximum case represents an extremely high (and unlikely) level of operations
for the plant, consideration of the emission levels resulting from still higher levels of
operations is not warranted.

As described above, new information from PG& E's 1998 Title V submittal, which is part
of the on-going air quality permitting process, indicates a change in the heat rate (a direct
measure of unit efficiency) for Potrero Unit 3 at this unit's higher levels of generation. The
1999 Baseline and Analytical Maximum Scenarios have been rerun to reflect the updated
Potrero heat rates. No other scenarios need updating, because the updated heat rates for
Potrero Unit 3 were already included in the 2005 model runsin the DEIR. The modified
results forecast that the overall annual capacity factor for the Potrero Power Plant under
the 1999 Baseline Scenario (continued PG& E ownership) would be about 1.5 percent
higher than reported in the DEIR, increasing from 24.6 to 26.1 percent. The 1999
Analytical Maximum scenario (with the revised heat rate) would increase 4.5 percent
above the value reported in the DEIR, from 44.1 to 48.6 percent. These changes would
raise the Baseline scenario for expected PG& E operations of the Potrero plant in 1999 and,
although the changes would raise the Analytical Maximum capacity factors for the Potrero
plant aslightly higher percentage, upon review, the consequences of these changes are
minimal and as analyzed below, the changes do not affect the conclusions of the DEIR.
Were these changes in operations to affect any topical area, the area of concern would be
air quality. A brief summary of the effects of these changes on air quality (for 1999) are
provided below. Because the 1999 Baseline would increase at the Potrero Power Plant, the
incremental change between the 1999 Baseline and the 2005 Analytical Maximum would
be dightly reduced in all cases, because, as stated above, the 2005 Analytical Maximum
already includes the more efficient heat rate for Potrero Unit 3.
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1) Increased emissions of criteria pollutantsin the air basin. Impact 4.5-1 noted that
potentially increased electricity generation at the divested power plants would result
in increased emissions of criteriaair pollutants. The DEIR concluded that this
impact would not be significant because the “direct” sources associated with the
emissions are covered, and would continue to be covered, by existing air permits.
Since the emissions increases would be consistent with all emissions limitations and
standards imposed by the air district that issues the permit, they would not be
considered significant. The modified capacity factors would not affect the results of
thisanalysis. Although the forecast annual emissions under both the 1999 Baseline
and the 1999 Analytical Maximum scenarios would increase at the Potrero plant, the
Potrero units would still be subject to the standards and operational limitations of the
air permits, and these increases would therefore be less than significant. Whereas
forecast annual emissions would be increased slightly by this modification (because
the plant is more efficient in producing electricity), it should also be noted that the
maodification described actually means that the Potrero Power Plant would generate
less pollutants per kWh than was previously assumed.

2)  Increased local concentrations of criteria air pollutants. Impact 4.2-2 addressed
local concentrations of criteriaair pollutants. To assess the effect of the revised heat
rates and resultant annual capacity factors on thisimpact analysis, the project
contributions of the Potrero Power Plant to the criteria pollutant concentrations
reported in the DEIR (Table 4.5-29, page 4.5-63) were increased by 3 percent
(reflecting a 4.5 percent change in the 1999 Analytical Maximum less the
1.5 percent change in the 1999 Baseline). After increasing the effect of the Potrero
Power Plant, the resultant concentrations were still well below the applicable state
and federal standards, with the exception of 24-hour PM-10 concentrations. The
estimated worst-case background concentration for San Francisco already exceeds
the state PM-10 24-hour standard of 50 ng/m3 by 7 mg/m3. The revised difference
between the Potrero plant contribution to the 1999 Baseline and the plant’s
contribution to the 1999 A-Max would be 0.52 ng/m3 (rather than 0.5 ng/m3, as
presented in the DEIR) for the worst-case 24-hours, which would be well below the
5 mg/m3 significance threshold. Therefore, there would be no change in the
conclusion in the DEIR that thisimpact would be less than significant.

3)  Increased health risk fromtoxic air contaminants. Impact 4.5-3 identified the
increased combustion of fossil fuels associated with the project as having aless-
than-significant effect on health hazards. Theincreased health risk from exposure to
carcinogenic substances and the chronic and acute hazard indices for exposure to
non-carcinogens would all be considerably below the relevant significance
thresholds. To assess the effect of the modified annual capacity factor for the
Potrero Power Plant, the emissions of toxic substances were increased by the change
in capacity factors (1.5 percent for the 1999 Baseline and 4.5 percent for the 1999
Analytical Maximum). The resultant cancer risk from the emissions changes would
be 0.18 in amillion for the 1999 Baseline and 0.24 in amillion for the 1999
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Analytical Maximum scenarios, still well below the 10 in amillion significance
threshold. The chronic health hazard indices would be 0.021 and 0.032 for the 1999
Baseline and 1999 A-Max cases, respectively, and the acute health hazard indices
would be 0.21 for both the baseline and A-Max cases. All of these values are well
below the index threshold of 1.0. Therefore, even with the revised Potrero plant
capacity factors, thisimpact would remain less than significant.

4)  Lossof FTP cleanup programs and resulting FTP nuisance effects. Impact 4.5-4
indicated that transfer of ownership of the fossil-fueled power plants could affect
FTP deposition and that the new owner of the Delta power plants could discontinue
PG&FE’ s existing FTP cleanup program. In the case of the Potrero Power Plant,
PG& E does not maintain FTP programs there but addresses claims on an as-needed
basis, and the predominant local winds carry most FTP from the plant out over
San Francisco Bay. The DEIR therefore concluded that this impact would be less
than significant. Given the minor changesin forecasted annual capacities, this
impact would continue to be less than significant.

5)  Potential inconsistency with regional air quality plans. Impact 4.5-5 stated that the
project would potentially be inconsistent with the’97 Clean Air Plan for the San
Francisco Bay Area, which would be a significant impact. The inconsistency was
described both qualitatively and quantitatively. From the qualitative standpoint, the
project would potentially be inconsistent with a specific control measure contained
in the’97 Clean Air Plan if the BAAQMD declinesto modify Regulation 9, Rule 11.
(Asnoted in response to Comment F1, the District is committed to modifying the
rule so that it will continue to apply to the fossil-fueled plants, regardless of
ownership.) From aquantitative standpoint, emissions estimates from this EIR were
compared to those contained in the’ 97 Clean Air Plan. Emissions estimates shown
under Impact 4.5-1 were interpolated to correspond to the emissions projections
included in the ' 97 Clean Air Plan for Y ears 2000 and 2003.

Assuming continued application of Regulation 9, Rule 11, NO, emissions from the
fossil-fueled plants under the Analytical Maximum scenario would exceed '97 Clean
Air Plan regional projections by about 1.4 percent in Y ear 2000, which would be
greater than the 1-percent significance threshold. By Y ear 2003, project NO,
emissions would be consistent with the ' 97 Clean Air Plan (i.e., the net differencein
regional emissions would be lessthan 1 percent). Absent BAAQMD Regulation 9,
Rule 11, projected NO, A-Max emissions would exceed Clean Air Plan projections
by about 2.5 percent in Y ear 2000 and by 3.4 percent in Y ear 2003.

Given the assurances of the BAAQMD (see response to Comment E1) and in light of
Mitigation Measure 4.5-5, it is assumed for purposes of this discussion that
BAAQMD will modify Regulation 9, Rule 11 to apply to the new power plant
owners. Therefore, from a qualitative standpoint, the proposed project is expected to
be consistent with the ' 97 Clean Air Plan as of 2003. However, as noted above, the
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modified heat rates and capacity factors for the Potrero Power Plant would result in
slightly increased emissions from the Potrero plant. Asshown in Table 4.5-37 of the
DEIR (page 4.5-80), only NO, emissions are close to the 1 percent significance
standard. With the revised heat rate factors for Potrero, and assuming the continued
application of BAAQMD Regulation 9, Rule 11, regionwide NO, emissions would
still be above the 1 percent significance standard in 2000 (significant) and below the
1 percent significance standard by 2003 (less than significant). Impact 4.5-5 would
thus remain significant and unavoidable, though temporary.

The Analytical Maximum Potrero Power Plant annual capacity factor would be 40 percent
in 2005 (see Table 3.1 and Table G-6 in the DEIR). A model run from the 2005 Analytical
Maximum was reviewed day by day, and the daily plant capacity factors ranged from

0 percent to 67 percent. The magjority of the days had capacity factors between 30 and

60 percent. These daily levels were reviewed closely in the DEIR in the analysis of
ambient air quality contaminant concentrations near the Potrero Power Plant (see

Table 4.5-29 on page 4.5-63) and, as shown in the two right-hand columns of Table 4.5-29,
the effect of the emissions from the project are minimal in comparison to all of the
ambient air quality 1-hour and 24-hour standards.

The basic modeling assumptions used to derive the capacity factors are set forth in the
DEIR at pages 3-8 through 3-13. The commenter is specifically referred to the first
paragraph of page 3-9 of the DEIR, which describes briefly the qualifications of SERA in
running the model for more than a decade and also notes that an expanded list of modeling
assumptions and discussion of the modeling is presented in Attachment G to the DEIR.
Attachment G has 16 pages of text and 20 data tables that address model assumptions and
results. Thislevel of information is meant to enable the public and decisions-makers to
make an independent, reasoned judgement.

For further clarification, an assumption used in deriving the capacity factors that was not
fully discussed in Chapter 3 or Attachment G of the DEIR isthat a generating unit’s
maximum net capacity value may vary during the course of ayear, particularly for a
combustion turbine because its output capability is affected by the surrounding ambient air
temperature. In such instances, the DEIR analysis used an average capacity valuein the
annual capacity factor calculation. Such seasonal capacity variations are present at
Hunters Point 1, Potrero 4, Potrero 5, and Potrero 6 combustion turbine units, which have
the following monthly varying ratings:

Month Jan Feb | Mar | Apr [ May | Jun | Jul Aug | Sep | Oct | Nov | Dec

MW 56 55 54 53 50 48 49 49 48 49 54 56

The rating of each steam boiler generating unit is invariant during the course of a year and
those of the units being offered for divestiture are presented in the tables found in
Attachment G to the DEIR.
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U20 Thecited value of 44 percent relates to the estimated annual capacity factor for the Potrero
Power Plant in 1999 under Analytical Maximum operating assumptions. Given the
conservative assumptions underlying the Analytical Maximum scenario, it is not
foreseeabl e that the plant would operate at an annual capacity factor higher than that
identified under the Analytical Maximum (see responses to Comments F53 and F54), and
since DEIR Table 4.5-29 shows that annual-average concentrationsin the vicinity of the
Potrero power plant would not exceed the corresponding ambient standards (even under
Analytical Maximum conditions), there is no basis upon which to impose a plant-specific
annual cap on generation. In contrast to the annual-average concentrations, which reflect
the 44 percent capacity factor cited above, the DEIR analysis of concentrations for
averaging periods of 24-hours and less reflects maximum daily emissions rates from the
Potrero units. Thus, the potential adverse impacts on both annual averages and lesser
averaging periods have been fully evaluated in the DEIR.

U21 TheBAAQMD’s Arkansas Street station datais presented since it is the closest monitoring
station to the Potrero Power Plant. There isno monitoring station in the immediate
vicinity of the plant. The analytical approach for impact assessment assumed that the data
from the monitoring station on Arkansas Street was entirely unaffected by the plant, but is
representative of background conditions (i.e., not including a power plant increment) in the
project vicinity. Use of monitoring data from the closest station as the basis for
background concentrations is the conventional approach in developing concentration
estimates from afacility (transportation, industrial, etc.) that can be compared with
ambient air quality standards. Worst-case incremental concentrations from the power
plant (shown in Table 4.5-29 of the DEIR) were added to background concentrations that
were derived from data collected at the Arkansas Street station. Thisis a conservative
approach since it is possible that the measurements at that Arkansas Street station include
some incremental contribution from the Potrero Power Plant, and if so, then the DEIR
double-counts that increment by assuming no such contribution.

U22 Itistruethat aportion of NO, emissions will eventually convert to secondary nitrate
particulate matter (secondary aerosols), although reaction times can vary considerably.
Conversion rates can range from less than 1 percent per hour (Randerson, 1984) to as high
as 10 to 30 percent per hour (California Air Resources Board, 1998). However, arecent
study indicated that in power plant plumes, nitrate particulate matter does not begin to
form until at least 20 to 40 minutes after nitrogen oxides are released to the atmosphere
(Seigneur, 1998). For typical wind speedsin the area, conversion to nitrate would not
begin until the plume travels three to six miles from the emission source. The study
(Seigneur, 1998) indicates that maximum conversion would occur after an early morning
release (7:00 am.) of nitrogen oxides on a day with relatively high ozone levelsin the
atmosphere. For emission releases occurring at 5:00 p.m., nitrate aerosols would not
begin to form until about five hours of travel time. A key factor in the conversion of
nitrogen oxides to nitrate aerosol involves a series of complex reactions in which
atmospheric ozone reacts with nitrogen dioxide (NO,) to form the nitrate (NO,) radical.
However, the high initial concentration of nitric oxide (NO) in the power plat plume tends
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to scavenge atmospheric ozone, limiting the availability of atmospheric ozone to be
available to react with nitrogen dioxide, an important step in forming nitrate aerosol.

Since the receptors with the maximum contributions of particulate matter are near the
power plants (approximately one mile away), thereis very little opportunity for nitrate
aerosol to form in that short time period and nitrate would not contribute to particulate
matter levels at the maximum receptors. With regard to larger distances from the plant, a
portion of the nitrogen oxides emissions would eventually convert to nitrate particulate
matter. However, there will be less secondary aerosol formed from the plant emissionsin
the future because of large reductions in NO, emissions to meet BAAQMD Regulation 9,
Rule 11. Thus, there will be reduced nitrate aerosol contributionsto regional particulate
matter levels. Please refer to response to Comment U14.

References:

Cdlifornia Air Resources Board, telephone communication, November 1998.

Randerson, D., Power Production and the Atmosphere, Chapter 1 of Atmospheric
Science and Power Production, DOE/TIC — 27601, U.S. Department of
Energy, 1984.

Seigneur, C., P. Karamchandani, and A. Koo, Reduced Gas-Phase Kinetic
Mechanism for Atmospheric Plume Chemistry, ES& T, Vol. 32, No. 11, 1998

U23 Atmospheric dispersion modeling conducted for this DEIR and, subsequently, in response
to Comment B6 was limited in scope, and was performed only to refine the air quality
impact analysis and supplement the health risk assessment (HRA). Asdiscussed on page
4.5-42 of the DEIR, the HRA for air quality was initially based on work performed by
PG&E in 1992. Modeling data and analysis from these PG& E 1992 HRA studies for the
Potrero, Contra Costa, and Pittsburg Power Plants were utilized to evaluate impacts of the
divestiture project. The DEIR analysis was accomplished by updating air pollutant
emission information from the 1992 PG& E studies for the three divestiture project
analysis scenarios (1999 baseline, 1999 A-Max, and 2005 A-Max).

The 1992 PG& E HRA studies were of varying detail. The Potrero HRA study provided
very detailed information on sources, impacts, and locations of impacts. The PG& E HRA
studies for the Pittsburg and Contra Costa Power Plants, while detailed, were based on
“screening” level analyses which were imprecise on locations of plant impacts, and were
conservative in nature. During the analysis of these data, the conservative nature of the
Pittsburg Power Plant’s 1992 HRA screening data appeared in need of refinement for this
DEIR. Similarly, air quality issues with the Potrero and Hunters Point Power Plants
(Hunters Point Power Plant was initially part of the DEIR analysis but was |later removed
from A.98-01-008 in July 1998) indicated that further refinement of the 1992 PG& E
studies were needed. Conversely, analysis of the Contra Costa Power Plant for the DEIR
indicated that, although the PG& E 1992 HRA study data provided conservative results,
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u24

local impacts were sufficiently less than significant to not require further refinement for
the purposes of this DEIR.

PG& E provided model input source parameter data for the Pittsburg and Potrero Power
Plants, meteorological data from PG& E-operated monitoring stations at both plants, and
grids of receptors networks suitable for use at each plant. (Receptors are points where an
atmospheric dispersion model predicts impacts from pollution sources being simulated by
the model.) Included in these receptor grids were the locations of sensitive receptors close
to both the Pittsburg and Potrero Power Plants, asidentified by PG& E. The receptor
network for the Pittsburg Power Plant is an area representing the City of Pittsburg. For the
Potrero plant, the receptor network covered sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity
west of the Potrero plant and south to a distance of about 3.5 km (2 miles) covering the
northern elevated portion of the Hunters Point/Bayview area. Both of these analyses
considered the local topography. The Pittsburg plant analysis was performed with
meteorological data for 1994, while the Potrero plant analysis utilized data for the period
9/28/91 to 9/28/92.

The dispersion model analysis was conducted using the Industrial Source Complex Short
Term 3 Model (ISC3), Version 97363. This model was developed and approved for use by
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and represents the state of the art in
atmospheric dispersion modeling. The model was used assuming standard regulatory
default options and BAAQMD modeling guidelines.

Air pollutant emissions used in the analysis presented in the DEIR were derived from data
presented in Section 4.5 of the DEIR, as well as data presented in Attachment G. Short-
term (24-hour average) PM-10 emissions for the Pittsburg Power Plant analysis were
derived from a special simulation model analysis discussed in Section 3.2 of

Attachment G.

Related information to this modeling discussion in contained in response to Comment 1-9.

Atmospheric dispersion modeling has been routinely utilized since the 1970s as an
analysistool to evaluate the local fate and transport of air pollutants. A suite of
mathematical models have been developed and refined by the U.S. EPA and others for use
by analysts and regulators. Lists of these EPA approved models and methods of
application of the models are provided at 40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 51,
Appendix W. Many carefully conducted model prediction versus ambient monitoring data
studies have been conducted over the years. To summarize these studiesiswell beyond
the scope of this EIR, however, in general, it can be said that when the appropriate EPA
approved model is properly utilized, the model-predicted impacts can be expected to be at
least within afactor of 2 of actual field measurements or better (40CFR51, Appendix W).
Thisfactor of 2 is accepted by the EPA as a reasonable measure of model performance.
Thus, from the perspective of regulators, the atmospheric dispersions models
recommended for use by the EPA do and have been shown to “predict present effects from
present pollution source conditions,” within an accepted level of accuracy.
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The following new reference is hereby added to Section 4.5:

Federal Register, July 1, 1997.

U25 With respect to model assumptions, please see response to Comment U24. Naturally, any
changesin input data will affect the results of the model. Since the conservative
Analytical Maximum capacity factors were used as input model datafor the EIR, thereis
no need to further demonstrate how changes in such input data would affect the outcome.

U26 Ozoneisnormally characterized as aregional pollutant and is, therefore, appropriately the
subject of aregional air quality planning effort. The DEIR addresses the project impact in
the context of this regional air quality planning effort beginning on page 4.5-77 under
Impact 4.5-5. The discussion of cumulative power plant emissions of ozone precursors has
been revised. Please see the response to Comment U14.

U27 The DEIR does not dismiss the significance of the project’ s 0zone precursor emissions.
Page 4.5-18 of the DEIR shows atable in the text of NO, emissions limits, per million Btu
of energy consumption, that are allowed for PG& E’ s boilers between 1997 and 2005. The
table shows that NO, emissions for the intermediate year of 1999 will decrease by about
39 percent per million Btu of energy consumption compared to 1997 levels. It isthese
reductions on a per million BTU basis that will reduce precursor effects on ozone
formation. Since, on a given day, the maximum operating rates under the 1999 A-Max
scenario are not expected to change from the 1999 Baseline, the daily NO, emissions will
not change from the 1999 Baseline emissions, even though total annual emissions can be
higher under divestiture for 1999.

In 2005, short-term and annual emissions will be reduced considerably compared to the
1999 Baseline. While it is possible that emissions from the plants would be less in 2005
under PG& E’ s continued ownership than with divestiture (and they may not, depending on
how PG& E chose to operate the plants at that time), the environmental impacts of the
project are properly judged in comparison with the baseline, the existing physical setting in
1999. Furthermore, the analysis of Alternative 1, the No Project Alternative (beginning on
page 6-9 of the DEIR), indicates how the environmental impacts of the project in 2005
would differ from PG& E’ s continued ownership of the plants. See also Table G-2 of the
DEIR for 2005 emissions data for Alternative 1, which can be compared to Table G-6
concerning 2005 emissions data for the project.

U28 The significance threshold is based on emissions inventories and forecasts devel oped for
the 97 Clean Air Plan (' 97 CAP), which is the state-mandated air quality plan, not the
SIP, which the federally mandated air quality plan. The state standard, nonattainment of
which isthetrigger for the’ 97 CAP, is more stringent than the corresponding national
standard, nonattainment of which isthe trigger for the SIP. Because of this, the’97 CAP
invariably includes more control measures than the SIP. For instance, Regulation 9, Rule
11 isacontrol measure identified in the’ 97 CAP that has not been incorporated into the
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SIP. The DEIR recognizes the seriousness of the potential increase in emissions under the
project relative to those assumed for the’ 97 CAP and identifies that effect as significant.

U29 Asdiscussed in response to Comment U14, by 2005, power plant emissions of ozone
precursors and PM-10 (and its precursors) would be less than under 1999 Baseline
conditions. Therefore, power plant emissions would not contribute to the cumulative
effect of increased emissions from additional growth and development in the Bay Area.
However, prior to 2003, the DEIR predicts that Bay Area power plant emissions would be
significantly greater than those foreseen in the’97 Clean Air Plan. The essence of this
project-specific impact is that power plant emissions may well increase relative to 1999
Baseline conditions, at least during the first couple of years after divestiture (1999 and
2000), when the’ 97 Clean Air Plan anticipated a decrease, and may not decrease at the
rate assumed in the ' 97 Clean Air Plan after that time. The latter effect, i.e., decreases that
do not match the rate that is anticipated, is referred to by the commenter as “ minimization
of reduction.” (The DEIR describes this effect beginning with the last paragraph on page
4.5-80.) The commenter’s conclusion that such effects would be significant is consistent
with the DEIR, which also concludes that the effect would be significant, at least through
2002. The one main differenceis that the commenter characterizes the effect as
“cumulative,” while the DEIR identifiesit as a project effect. Please see response to
comment U16 for information concerning the regional air quality plans and their
connection to future trendsin ozone and PM-10 levels. Please also see response to
Comment U27 concerning comparison of PG& E’ s continued ownership beyond 1999 to
the proposed sale of the plants.

U30 The DEIR notes on page 4.5-16, second full paragraph, the recent decision by U.S. EPA to
re-designate the Bay Area back to “nonattainment” for the national one-hour average
ozone standard, which triggers the need for arevised SIP. The revised SIP must be
adopted by the Association of Bay Area Governments, BAAQMD, and the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission and submitted to U.S. EPA, through the California Air
Resources Board, by June 15, 1999. The DEIR identifiesthe increase in power plant NO,
emissions as a significant, unavoidable impact of the project (see Impact 4.5-5 on
page 4.5-77 of the DEIR). The discussion of cumulative power plant emissions of ozone
precursors has been revised; please see the response to Comment U14. Also, please refer
to the discussion of the distinction and application of Best Available Retrofit Control
Technology (BARCT) (existing sources) and Best Available Control Technology (BACT)
(new sources) in response to Comment U5.

U3l Thisapparent inconsistency can be explained through reference to the different averaging
periods of the various ambient air quality standards. To calculate worst-case
concentrations of carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, and sulfur dioxide for averaging
periods from one-hour to 24-hours, the maximum hourly emissions rates from Potrero
Power Plant sources were used in combination with actual meteorological data compiled at
the plant. This essentially assumes that on a maximum day the power plant would operate
at full capacity for periods including 24-hours, and since the maximum emissions rate at

Final Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Environmental Science Associates
Electric Company’s Application No. 98-01-008 C& R-386 November 16, 1998



2. WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

full capacity would be the same under all scenarios in a given year (such as 1999 Baseline
and 1999 A-Max), then it follows that the corresponding maximum concentrations would
also be the same. It should be noted that Table 4.5-29 indicates that maximum
concentrations of these pollutants for these averaging periods (i.e., including the power
plant increment and the background increment) would be less than the corresponding
ambient air quality standards, and the impact would therefore not be significant.

In contrast, the concentration modeling method used to estimate annual averages took into
account the different annual capacity factors, which were also used in developing the
annual emissions estimates shown in Table 4.5-23 of the DEIR. Thus, the changesin
estimated annual -average concentrations of nitrogen dioxide and sulfur dioxide from the
Potrero plant, as shown in Table 4.5-29 (column Titled "1999 Analytical Maximum") of
the DEIR, are roughly proportional to the annual emissions changes shown in

Table 4.5-23. The resulting maximum annual concentrations of these pollutants would be
less than the corresponding standards, and the impact would therefore not be significant.

U32 Asexplained in response to Comment U31, the changesin annual emissions estimates
shown in Table 4.5-23 of the DEIR are reflected in changes in annual-average
concentration estimates shown in Table 4.5-29 (not for lesser averaging periods).

U33 Seeresponse to Comment F29.

U34 Although thereis no standard significance threshold for cancer risk, the California Air
Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) has established thelevel of 10ina
million for the Air Toxics “Hot Spots’ legislation (AB2588) as a conservative significance
threshold for assessing health effects. Thislevel wasidentified in the DEIR under
Significance Criterion #3 on page 4.5-50. The DEIR takes into consideration the changes
in cancer risks from the plantsin future years under divestiture, and it states on pages 4.5-
71 and 72 that cancer risks would change in proportion to the amount of fuel usethat is
caused by increasesin energy generation. The changes in carcinogenic risksthat are
reported in the DEIR take into consideration the additional fuel use. The incremental risks
from the PG& E plant emissions under divestiture are shown on Table 4.5-34 of the DEIR.
These incremental risks are no greater than 0.1 in amillion. The cumulative health risks
which are reported in response to comment B6 show that the health risks, including other
proposed plants near the Pittsburg and Contra Costa facilities, are aso lessthan onein a
million. These minimal incremental health risks are not cumulatively considerable (even
in light of the existing setting of concern) since they are de minimus conditions, i.e., the
environmental conditions would be essentially the same with or without the project.

The comment refers to studies that indicate higher cancer levelsfor certain population
sectors. However, none of the studies indicate the causes of these increased rates, nor do
they establish alinkage between ambient air pollution levelsin the region and health effect
endpoints.
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U35 Table4.5-10 of the DEIR shows that in 1992 and earlier, measurable emissions of metals
and PAHSs, as well as benzene and formaldehyde, occur as aresult of burning fuel oil and
natural gasin the steam boilers. Annual emissions of these substancesin 1987 are the
greatest, because of greater use of fuel oil. In 1990 and 1992, annual emissions of metals
and PAHs decrease, and for some pollutants, the emissions are below measurable levels,
which isindicated by the dashed line in the table entry. The levelsthat are below
measurable levels vary by pollutant, partly because of different measurement techniques
for each pollutant. However, any trace quantities below measurable levels are so low that,
even as atotal, they would not contribute to the exposure level risks in any measurable
amount, which islessthan 0.1 in amillion. These emissions again would occur as a result
of burning fuel oil for part of the year and would not contribute to chronic exposure levels.
For 1995, the table shows emissions of benzene and formaldehyde, because only natural
gas was burned in the boilers, due to BAAQMD Regulation 9, Rule 11. Annual emissions
from the standby turbines at Potrero are immeasurably small and do not significantly affect
total annual emissions from the plant. Thus, after 1995, the toxic pollutants of concern for
chronic exposure are benzene and formaldehyde.

The DEIR (pages 4.5-71 and 4.5-72) states that annual emissions of benzene and
formaldehyde for 1999 and 2005 will increase because of increases in annual natural gas
usage. The health risk changes from these emissions changes in 1999 and 2005 are shown
in Table 4.5-34. The table showsthat at the Potrero plant, maximum cancer risks would
increase from 0.17 in amillion in 1999 Baseline to 0.23 in amillion for 1999 A-Max.
Under the 2005 A-Max scenario, the maximum risks are estimated to increase to 0.28 in a
million. These maximum risk estimates are well below the significance threshold of 10in
amillion.

U36 Table5.1lisalist of existing, proposed, and planned projects that would be located within
aone-mileradius of each of the power plants, including the Potrero plant. 1n the case of
the Potrero plant, the information was provided by the San Francisco Planning Department
and the Port of San Francisco (see response to Comment F51 regarding additions to
Table5.1). Because no site has been identified and no specific project proposal for a new
facility has been received, it was not appropriate to include such a speculative project in
Table5.1. However, the DEIR does assess the cumulative environmental impacts of a new
power plant in San Francisco. The 2005 Cumulative Analytical Maximum Scenario
assumes construction and operation in or near San Francisco of new generation facilities
totaling 480 MW. Section 5.3.3 (commencing on page 5-38) examines the cumulative
impacts of Variant 1, which includes construction of anew 240 MW power plant in
northern San Mateo County or within the City and County of San Francisco. The
discussion in Section 5.3.3 acknowledges that the plant could be located on the same site
as, or adjacent to, the Potrero Power Plant, and could be considered an expansion of that
plant.

If the Potrero Power Plant were repowered, for cumulative analysis purposes, the impacts
would be essentially the same as the impacts identified for construction of a new 480 MW
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u37

u38

at or near the Potrero plant. See response to Comment U37 for additional information.
Project-specific impacts of repowering the Potrero plant or constructing new generating
facilities would be evaluated in the project-specific environmental review that would be
required under CEQA at the time such a project were proposed.

Asnoted in response to Comment U36, the DEIR does in fact anticipate that the additional
generating capacity could be built adjacent to or on the Potrero Power Plant site. The
commenter correctly cites the DEIR text regarding a new owner’ s interest in repowering
the Potrero Power Plant. Based on projected demand, the DEIR forecasts that an
additional 480 MW of generation would be needed by 2005 to support the closure of the
Hunters Point Power Plant. While the new owners of the Potrero Power Plant might elect
to expand capacity at the plant, they would only do so if construction of any other
proposed new plant supplying 480 MW did not proceed. There are several reasons for
this. From aregulatory standpoint, public agencies with jurisdiction over new generating
facilities, such asthe Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) and the
CEC, have demonstrated a reluctance to approve excess generating capacity for
environmental and other reasons. For example, if the existing Potrero Power Plant were to
continue operating, a new 480 MW facility were constructed, and the Potrero Power Plant
Units 1 and 2 were repowered, San Francisco would have generating capacity beyond its
anticipated demand in 2005. In the unlikely event that significant excess generating
capacity were to be approved in San Francisco, the Potrero Power Plant owner would be
precluded from exporting excess power to other markets due to the same transmission
constraints that limit the amount of power that can be imported into San Francisco. Within
the San Francisco market, since the lowest bidder would prevail, power generated at the
Potrero Power Plant’s older, less efficient (and hence more costly) units would be unable
to compete with newer generating facilities. Thus, even absent the regulatory
impediments, there would be strong economic disincentives for the owner of the Potrero
Power Plant to expand its capacity if other new 480 MW facilities were also built.

The DEIR examined the potential 2005 cumulative environmental effects from continued
operation of the Potrero Power Plant along with the addition of a new 480 MW power
plant. The resulting modeled capacity factors are presented in Table 5.2 on page 5-17. For
the reasons discussed above and in response to Comment U36, this analysis also coversthe
potential environmental effects that would result from repowering of the Potrero Power
Plant.

The cleanup of potentially contaminated soils at the plant sites, a beneficial environmental
impact, could be advanced by the project. No specific remediation plan has been proposed
at this time and the nature and extent of any remediation have not been determined. Soil
remediation activities have, in general, the potential to affect surface water quality since
the work typically includes disturbing soils. However, as explained on page 4.4-14, soil
remediation activities are highly regulated and it is expected that the regulations for
erosion and water quality control described in Section 4.3 and the regulations governing
hazardous wastes described in Section 4.9.1 would be sufficient to protect water quality so
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U39

u40

U4l

u42

that any impacts would be at aless-than-significant level. Please also see responsesto
Comments F40 and F41.

The EIR does not claim to substitute the NPDES permit for an environmental analysis. It
does, however, assume that the RWQCB issued the permit conditions such that no
significant impact to water quality would occur from operation of the facilities at the
maximum generating capacity of each plant. Therefore, the continued compliance with
those conditions by the new owners, regardless of the plant operational levels, would result
in less than significant impacts.

The plant operating conditions reasonably foreseen and analyzed in this EIR project less-
than-significant impacts on water quality. Thereisno reason to believe that new owners
of the plants would have any increased tendency (over PG&E) to violate applicable
permits. If the RWQCB decides at any point in the future that the operating conditions are
detrimental to the environment or that there is a reason to suspect that the plant will not be
able to meet discharge requirements that adequately protect marine resources, the RWQCB
would modify its permit conditions. The RWQCB, as a trustee and regulatory agency, is
properly entrusted with this role by the state.

The DEIR does conclude that air quality impacts would be significant. Specifically, the
DEIR concludes that the project would result in power plant NO, emissions that are
sufficiently different from those included in the regional air quality plan, and therefore, the
project can be determined to be inconsistent with that plan. The DEIR further concludes
that thisimpact would be unavoidable (albeit temporary) (page 4.5-81). The commenter is
correct in noting that increasingly stringent NO, controls would likely be installed, over
time, to reduce overall power plant NO, emissions with or without the project, but the
commenter calls for an accelerated schedule for installation of these controls. However,
an implementation schedule has already been established through BAAQMD Regulation 9,
Rule 11, which presumably represents the most aggressive, and yet feasible, schedule
possible considering such factors as cost and reliability issues.

Please see responses to Comments F30 and 1-12. If the Potrero plant were repowered, the
repowered facility would be subject to BAAQMD Rules and Regulations, which may
require implementation of Best Available Control Technology (BACT). The EIR’s use of
the Analytical Maximum capacity factors for the plants under new ownership ensures that
emissions estimates were not minimized, and instead are likely overstated. The air quality
analysis presents and analyzes data in a straightforward manner that meets or exceeds the
requirements of CEQA and pertinent case law.
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CPUC PUBLIC MEETING COMMENT SHEET

Name: Richard and Sandy Baldwin
Address: 233 Heron Dr.

Pittsburg, CA
Telephone: (529) 473-1781

Comment: The concerns about PG& E and the power plant in Pittsburg exist on more
than one level, the most dramatic and certainly the one that pertains to the most people
relates to the impact on our environment and more specifically the impact on the health of
the citizenry that live within close range of the plant. | am convinced that the studies
have not covered this with enough of a microscope to assure us that al bases have been
covered. | am very worried about it, but | will leave the details of studying this to those
more expert than myself. My concerns have to do with social responsibility and lack of
same that has gone into the study of the problem.

Pollution comes in many forms, my concern has to do with sound pollution and
what the roar of the plant has done to my serenity, how it has impacted my life and living
system.

| have lived in Marina Park for ailmost 2 years and our primary concern when we
chose to purchase here was the neighborhood, how stable wasit. The diversity of people
in the community was a draw for us because we had felt so isolated in suburbia. We were
missing out on exposure to other cultures and people with divergent issues, divergent
ethnicity. We have been very content with that part of the experience. The pain has
come with the deafening roar of the power plant. [Begin V1]lt robs us of an outside life,
patio pleasure, of sleep that is sound and uninterrupted; of serenity in our own home
because of the silt that accumulates on tables; in curtains, on tables, disguised as
dust.[End V1] [Begin V2]But most importantly, the continuous roar and when | hear of
expansion and the fact that the Pittsburg plant is not state of the art and that more and
more pressure is going to be placed upon it, that means to me, more roar, more silt and a
lack of concern that PG& E iswilling to giveit.[End V2] [Begin V3]We have a
community here, thereis plenty of open, unencumbered territory for use as land for a
power plant. It was suggested as an alternative at the meeting. Why? Why? Why?
Must the little guy who is not a corporation, who doesn’t come with credential s that/will
make a dent in the large, very large, utility. WHY ...must he bite the bullet and endure? |
don’t think so, | believed that that there are alternatives and | am confident that PG& E
has the resources and the willingness to explore them, to assure that the people who daily
rely upon them for their power source, will also be able to find some common ground to
solve the problems that so trouble the residents of Marina Park. [End V 3]
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[Begin V4]

| look forward to future discussion and will not give up in an effort to get the
problem solved. The quality of life for the citizens of this area and for that matter, al
citizens, should be first and foremost on the minds of the utility that servesus. Social
responsibility begins with them. It must.
[End V4]
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INDIVIDUAL (S)

V. RICHARD AND SANDY BALDWIN

V1

V2

V3

V4

The Pittsburg Power Plant has been in operation since 1954. This EIR does not address
the environmental effects associated with construction and operation of the Pittsburg plant;
rather, it addresses the potential environmental changes that would result from PG&E's
sale of the plant and continued operation of the plant by a new owner. Asan example, the
EIR examines the projected increase over existing noise levels from the Pittsburg Power
Plant that would potentially occur with the sale of the plant to another operator. The
analysis concludes that, while operation of the plant could increase under the project,
which could result in increased noise levels to some degree, the potential change in noise
levels would not be significant. Projected increasesin PM-10 (dust) would aso be less
than significant. Please refer to Sections 4.5 and 4.10 of the DEIR, and the response to
Comment W1, for additional information on these impacts.

Please see response to Comment V1.

The commenter appears to be advocating that the Pittsburg Power Plant be closed and a
new power plant built at another location to replace the generation of the Pittsburg plant.
Such a scenario is not atrue aternative to the sale of the Pittsburg Power Plant, which, if
not sold, would continue to be owned and operated by PG& E (a scenario analyzed as
Alternative 1 in Chapter 6 of the DEIR). Furthermore, the Pittsburg plant is designated a
“must run” plant by the 1SO for reliability purposes, and could not be closed until it isno
longer needed for system reliability. For these reasons, the DEIR does not and need not
evaluate the potential environmental effects of closing the Pittsburg Power Plant and
building anew plant at adifferent location. As noted el sewhere (see responsesto
Comments B6, B15, and O1, as well as Figure B6), several new power plants (PDEF and
DECP) are proposed to be located in the Pittsburg-Antioch area. Even with these new
plants, the Pittsburg Power Plant is expected to continue operation.

Comment noted.
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CPUC PUBLIC MEETING COMMENT SHEET

Name: Arch J. Chaplin

Address: P.O. Box 4817
Antioch, CA 94531

Telephone: (925) 777-9636

(see attached)
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8-25-98
To CPUC:
[Begin W1]
Our principal concern about the sale of the PG& E power plantsis regarding the
Boat Wash Program that has been in effect for 20 years or more.

Will the new owners continue the same program as it now exist?

If the new owners operate the plants at a higher level we feel that thisinitself is
justification for the continuation of the program.

Even if the new owner don’'t crank up production we feel very strongly that the
Program mentioned above must been maintained on aregular and continuing basis.

Y our support would be greatly appreciated.

[End W1]
Arch J. Chaplin
P.O. Box 4817
Antioch, CA 94531
Final Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Environmental Science Associates
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Mark Allen

2974 Delta Fair Blvd. #319

Antioch, CA 94509

Robert B. Clune
252 Heron Dr.
Pittsburg, CA 94565

Harry Lent
146 Pelican Loop
Pittsburg, CA 94565

Edward R. Wright
P.O. Box 1632
Pittsburg, CA 94565

Bart Fisher
30A Lavritzen Ln
Antioch, CA 94509

Sandy & Dick Baldwin
233 Heron Drive
Pittsburg, CA 94565

Rie Carver
51 MarinaBlvd Ste A
Pittsburg, CA 94565

Jim LaFond
52 Montrose Ct
Brentwood, CA 94513

Art O Reilly
8 Tyr Ct.
Pleasant Hill, CA 94523

Larry Wheeler
4648 Arabian Way
Antioch, CA 94509

Danny & Pat Van Allen
3760 Northridge Dr
Concord, CA 94518
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W. ARCH J. CHAPLIN et al.

W1 Thecommenter is concerned that the boat wash program at the Contra Costa and Pittsburg
Power Plants, used as a means to mitigate fallout-type particulate (FTP) from these plants,
continue and wants to know what new owners of these plants would be required to do
about FTP. The DEIR clearly addresses these issues beginning on page 4.5-13 and
proposes, via Mitigation Measure 4.5-4 (see page 4.5-76), ameans to ensure that new
owners will continue to address FTP impacts by having a program to verify and process
claimsrelated to FTP. The mitigation measure also requires the new owners of the Contra
Costa and Pittsburg plants to develop procedures to minimize FTP emissions in future
operations. In other words, boat owners will continue to be able to receive compensation
for washing their boatsif they can demonstrate that their boats need to be washed as a
result of damage from FTP emissions from these two plants. This Mitigation Measure
(4.5-4) is suggested by the EIR even though the analysis determined that the sale of the
plants, and the possible resulting loss of PG& E’ s voluntary FTP cleanup programs, would
not result in a significant environmental impact.
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CPUC PUBLIC MEETING COMMENT SHEET

Name: Anthony/Sara Chavez
Address. 218 Pelican Loop
Pittsburg, CA 94565

[Begin X1]

Comment: Wedo not feel that heavy industrialization is the key to redevelopment of a beautiful
Delta City like Pittsburg, CA. Arewe using Pittsburg, PA. asaformat??? Pittsburg is already
too industrialized. PG& E has not been a good neighbor over the nine years we have resided
here. Black/grey residue, loud irregular pressure releases (any time day or nite). Environmental
alerts at both Dow Chemical and PG&E. Pittsburg does not need pollution, rolling semi’s, torn-
up streets and diminished real estate values.

[End X1]

[Begin X2]
Our retirement move to this community was motivated by peace, serenity, water and
friendly community living.

The City of Pittsburg will shatter all positive hopes for further suburban development if
they allow this proposed power plant to be added to atop-heavy industrialization now in place.
[End X2]

Final Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Environmental Science Associates
Electric Company’s Application No. 98-01-008 C& R-398 November 16, 1998



2. WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

X. ANTHONY AND SARA CHAVEZ

X1 Please seetheresponse to Comment V1.

X2 The commenter appears to incorrectly believe that this EIR is concerned with the new
power plants proposed to be located in the Deltaarea. This EIR is concerned only with the
sale of PG& E existing power plants. Please see the response to Comment B15 regarding
the cumulative impacts of this project together with development of the PDEF and DECP
Power Plants proposed in the Pittsburg vicinity.
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19 SEP 1998

BRUCE KANESHIRO, PROJECT MANAGER
C/o ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATES
225 BUSH STREET, SUITE 1700

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

SUBJECT: PROPOSED DIVESTITURE OF ELECTRIC GENERATION ASSETSBY
PACIFIC GASAND ELECTRIC COMPANY, APPLICATION NO. 98-01-
008

AFTER REVIEWING THE EIR REPORT AND ATTENDING THE CPUC PUBLIC MEETING
ON COBB MOUNTAIN, CA., | HAVE SOME COMMENTS TO MAKE:

[Begin Y 1]

1. THERE SEEMSTO BE ABSENCE OF ANY REVIEW OF THE IMPACT TO
OPERATIONSWITH ALTERNATE FUELS, |IE., NATURAL GAS, CRUDE OIL,
PRICES. SOME OF THE FACILITIESARE ALREADY SETUP FOR ALTERNATE
FUELS. [End Y 1]

[Begin Y 2]

2. ASA GOOD DEAL OF THE TIME, THERE ISA TEMPERATURE INVERSION AT
APPROX 3000 FT MSL, NOISE VALUES CAN CHANGE IN AMPTITUDE AND BE
TRANSMITTED SOME DISTANCE. IN ADDITION, WHEN A CLOUD CONDITION
ALSO ISAT THE APPROX SAME ELEVATION, NOISE OVER 50 Db CAN TRAVEL
SOME DISTANCE. WHEN STACKING OCCURS, THIS NOISE CAN IMPACT
MUCH OF THE COBB MTN AREA. IN THE PROPOSED EIR AND THE PUBLIC
MEETING, NO MENTION WAS MADE ON THIS SUBJECT. [End Y 2]

[Begin Y 3]
3. VERY LITTLE WAS MADE OF THE 50+ WEEKLY SEISMIC ACTIONSWE HAVE
HERE ON COBB MTN. THISNEEDS TO BE ADDRESSED MORE. [End Y 3]

[Begin Y 4]

4. THEONLY DISCUSSION | COULD FIND ABOUT REINJECTION PROGRAMSWAS
THE PROPOSED TWO PROJECTS PLANNED BY SANTA ROSA, NOTHING ABOUT
THE CURRENT LINE FROM THE CITY OF CLEARLAKE, CA. SEEMSIT COULD
HAVE AN IMPACT. [End Y4]

[Begin Y 5]

5. LASTLY, BUT NOT THE LEAST, ISTHE SUBJECT OF BANKRUPTCY AND/OR
ABANDONMENT OF POWER SITE AND THE RESTORING OF THE LAND TO THE
ORIGINAL NATURAL CONFIGURATION, IE. PROFORMING BOND TO INSURE
THE RESTORATION. MANY RESIDENCE HAVE HEARD RUMORS OF A SALE,
ASBEING THE CHEAPEST WAY TO GET OUT WITHOUT THE COST OF
RESTORATION, THEN BANKRUPTCY. WE WOULD LIKE TO SEE THIS SUBJECT
COVERED IN DEPTH. [End Y 5]

IFYOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE CONTACT ME.
REGARDS,

E.J. (ERV) GALLAGHER, Fed P.E.
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Y. ERV GALLAGHER, FED P.E.

Y1

Y2

Y3

Y4

Y5

(of Airspace Systems Aviation Consultants)

It is assumed that the commenter’s concerns are focused on the Geysers units. The
Geysers units can operate only on geothermal steam. They cannot use any other alternate
fuels such as natural gas or fuel il. For the fossil-fueled steam turbines at Pittsburg,
Contra Costa, and Potrero, it is foreseen that natural gas prices are likely to remain below
comparable fuel oil pricesin the future. In addition, Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD) rules strictly limit fuel oil use in these units. The Potrero combustion
turbines use distillate oil because natural gas use is not currently feasible.

Because of new technology installed at the Geysersin recent years, stacking problems
have largely been eliminated, and are not expected to increase as a result of the project.
(Please see response to Comment H54 of the Lake County Air Quality Management
District regarding steam stacking events at the Geysers Power Plant.) In addition, while it
istrue that temperature inversions and cloud conditions can affect the distance that noise
travels, these conditions will persist no matter who owns the generating units. In other
words, the project examined in this EIR (the sale of PG& E power plants) will have ho
effect on how often the noise events occur, or on the atmospheric conditions that affect
how far the noise will travel.

Thisissueis addressed in Section 4.3.2, beginning at the bottom of page 4.3-6 of the
DEIR, and is further discussed in the responses to comments H11 and HH1.

The current reinjection program is discussed in Impact 4.3-2, from page 4.3-12 to 4.3-14,
and in Section 5.2.4 starting on page 5-9 of the DEIR.

Please see response to Comment K 1.
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CPUC PUBLIC MEETING COMMENT SHEET

Name: VERNON HUFFER

Address; 188 PELICAN LOOP
PITTSBURG

Telephone: (925) 432-0390

[Begin Z1]

Comment: NO MENTION HAS BEEN MADE OF THE POSSIBILITY OF REDUCING THE
NOISE GENERATED BY THE PITTSBURG PLANT | REALIZE THAT DUE TO THE SIZE
OF THE BOILERSIT COULD BE EXPENSIVE HOWEVER IT SHOULD BE POSSIBLE TO
MUFFLE THE STEAM RELEASES THOSE AT NIGHT ARE ESPECIALLY ANNOYING.
[End Z1]

[Begin Z2]

A FEW YEARSAGO | CALLED THE PG&E SAFETY OFFICE TO COMMENT THAT
THEIR DOCK WASNOT WELL LIGHTED AND SO CONSTITUTED A NAVIGATION
HAZARD. | WASTOLD THAT EVERYTHING WASLEGAL AND A COUPLE HUNDRED
WATTS OF POWER (LIGHTO WAS NOT NEEDED.

[End Z2]
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Z. VERN HUFFER

Z1

z2

Concerns about existing noise levels at the Pittsburg Power Plant are beyond the scope of
this EIR, which is concerned strictly with the environmental effects associated with the
proposed project. Therefore, the EIR does not examine the effect of existing noise from the
Pittsburg Power Plant (except establish the environmental setting against which impacts
are judged), but evaluates the projected increase over existing noise levels that would
potentially occur with the sale of the plant to another operator. The analysis concludes
that, while operation of the plant could increase under the project, and could result in
increased noise levels, the change in noise levels would not be significant. Please see the
discussion under Impact 4.10-2, pages 4.10-10 through 4.10-15 of the DEIR, for more
detailed information.

This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR or to any potential
environmental effects that would result from implementation of the proposed project.
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CPUC PUBLIC MEETING COMMENT SHEET

Name: PAULETTE M. LAGANA
Address: c/o CAP-IT

P.O. BOX 1128

PITTSBURG, CA 94565-2021
Telephone: 925-439-2227

Comment: | have several concerns regarding the divesting of the Pittsburg and Antioch plants.

[Begin AA1]

1. Itisaconcern that the Pittsburg plant did not have as an option that the plant would close
once replacement power became available, such as the option available to the Hunters Point
plant. Thisisespecially true since there are two new power plants proposed for Pittsburg,
(1) Pittsburg District Energy Facility [PDEF] and (2) Cal-Pine facility.

[End AA1T]

[Begin AA2]

2. Itisaconcern that the proposed operation capacity factor for Pittsburg is baselined at 31%
and analytical maximum at 68%. Antioch is baselined at 36% and analytical maximum at 80%.
What is not detailed is the increase in noise and traffic and the effects on cumulative impact.
[End AA2]

[Begin AA3]

3. Itisaconcern that the Pittsburg plant will be considered an essential plant on the power grid
and, therefore, will not be considered eligible for closing down the plant.

[End AA3]

[Begin AA4]

4. Thetechnology used in Pittsburg and Antioch is older technology which is less efficient.
This older technology has a negative impact on water, air, soil, and humans.

[End AA4]

[Begin AAG]

5. Will the new owners of the Pittsburg & Antioch plants be required to guarantee that no jobs
will be lost?

[End AADB]

[Begin AAG]

6. Thereisaconcern that thereisan overlap in the radius of air quality impacts of the five
plants -- Pittsburg, proposed PDEF plant, Cal-Pine/DOW, proposed Cal-Pine, and Antioch. This
possible radius overlap is not clearly defined nor investigated.

[End AAG]

[Begin AA7]

7. The hazard impacts appear to be underestimated. The data does not reflect the true picture.
In other words, it istechnically correct but inaccurate in its assessment of noise, emissions and
traffic.

[End AAT]

[Begin AAS]
8. Background risk needsto be considered for this assessment to be more accurate.
[End AAS]
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AA.

AAl

AA2

AA3

AA4

PAULETTE M. LAGANA (c/o CAP-IT)

The commenter is concerned that the EIR did not consider in its analysis the possibility
that the Pittsburg Power Plant could be closed, as was considered with the Hunters Point
Power Plant. The closing of the Hunters Point plant was considered a possibility in light
of the June 9, 1998 agreement between PG& E and the City and County of San Francisco,
in which PG& E agreed to shut down the plant when it was no longer needed for system
reliability. Without a comparabl e agreement between PG& E (or the future plant owners
once such party is known) and the local government, the prospect that any of the plants
proposed for divestiture may close in the near future is too speculative to consider in the
EIR. (Asnotedinthe DEIR, al of the plants proposed for divestiture are designated as
“must-run” plants for system reliability by the Independent System Operator [ISO].)

The commenter does not state the nature of her concern about the baseline and analytical
maximum capacities assumed in the analysis of the Pittsburg and Contra Costa Power
Plants. However, the baseline for these plants is based on an economic model that reflects
operation of the Delta plantsin 1999, and includes projections on future demand, future
natural gas prices, operating expenses, regulatory restrictions, and a host of other
assumptions which are documented in Attachment G of the DEIR. As noted in the DEIR,
in order to conservatively depict the greatest potential project impactsin 1999, the 1999
Analytical Maximum scenario assumes that the plants would operate at their maximum
capacities, within the parameters of their existing air permits and water discharge permits.
This scenario also takes into account other limiting factors, such as scheduled and forced
outages of units for maintenance; contractual limitations, including must-take contracts
that favor power generated by qualifying facilities; and demand constraints (i.e., the finite
demand for electricity at any particular time on any give day). Contrary to the
commenter’ s assertion, detailed discussions on project-related increasesin traffic and
noise are presented in Sections 4.6 (pages 4.6-1 through 4.6-5) and 4.10 (pages 4.10-1
through 4.10-16), respectively, of the DEIR. An entire chapter (Chapter 5, pages 5-1
through 5-42) is devoted to an analysis of cumulative impacts. Please refer to these
sections of the DEIR for additional information.

The Pittsburg Power Plant is currently designated as a“must-run” facility by the ISO and
must remain on-line during certain timesin order to ensure system reliability. However,
the 1SO will annually re-evaluate its determination of must-run status for the Pittsburg
plant and all other plants designated as must-run. The 1SO bases its must-run
determination on several factors, but generally chooses the most efficient generating units
available to meet the reliability requirement. As new, more efficient power plant units are
constructed and come on-line in the Contra Costa County area (if that occurs), the 1ISO
would likely choose one or more of such new units for designation as must-run, and would
remove such designation from any Pittsburg unit. Thus, no legal obligation would then
exist to prevent the Pittsburg plant from being retired.

The power-generating equipment used at the Pittsburg and Contra Costa Power Plantsis
not the subject of this DEIR, which is focused on the potential environmental effects that
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AAS5

AAG6

AA7

AA8

would result from divestiture of the plants by PG&E. It should be noted that an existing
regulatory structure governs and limits potential emissions to water, air, and soil by these
power plants. For example, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)
regulations impose requirements on the plants that limit their air emissions, such as
Regulation 9, Rule 11, which requires the use of cleaner-burning natural gasto fire the
generator boilers. Stormwater runoff and water discharges are regulated by the Regional
Water Quality Control Board. For additional information on existing regulatory controls
at the Delta power plants and potential impacts that would result from implementation of
the project, see Sections 4.4, Water Resources; 4.5, Air Quality; and 4.9, Hazards, of the
DEIR.

Although the new owner of the Pittsburg and Contra Costa Power Plants (the Delta plants)
would not be required to guarantee that no jobs would be lost, they would be required to
enter into an Operations and Maintenance (O/M) Agreement with PG& E for PG& E to
operate and maintain the plants for two years following closing of the sale. It iSPG&E's
intent to staff the plant during the O/M agreement period with existing PG& E employees.
After this period, the new owner would develop a staffing plan to operate and maintain the
facility. Although it isunknown at thistime if the future owner would increase or
decrease the number of employees at the Delta plants, as noted in the DEIR, it islikely that
operational levels at the plants would increase in the future. It istherefore unlikely that a
substantial number of jobs would be lost at those plants.

Please see responses to Comments B6 and R11, and pages 5-39 through 5-42 of the DEIR.

The issues raised by the commenter are addressed in the DEIR. Noiseimpacts are
discussed in Section 4.10, beginning on page 4.10-10. Impacts of emissions are discussed
in Section 4.5, beginning on page 4.5-51. Traffic impacts are discussed in Section 4.6,
starting on page 4.6-2.

When evaluating health risks from exposure to emissions from industrial sources,
especially risks from exposure to carcinogens, the background risk is usually not included
in the analysis, because there typically islittle or no information available on overall risks
from exposure to toxics in aregion. However, in the past few years, BAAQMD has been
gathering information on exposure to air toxics. The Agency has relied on toxics
emissions inventories that were prepared for most of the stationary industrial facilitiesin
the Bay Areaas part of the Air Toxics “Hot Spots’ legislation (AB 2588), and al'so on
health risk analyses that were carried out for sources with significant toxics emissions.
This information was supplemented with air toxics measurements. Based on these data,
the BAAQMD combined the health risk results and estimated that the maximum health
risk in the air basin from industrial facilitiesis about 300 in amillion. This health risk
estimate does not consider other factors not related to industrial sources, such as mobile
sources, diet, smoking, lifestyle, and exposure to chemicals by other pathways besides the
air pathway. Asreported in the DEIR, PG& E's maximum contribution to health risks that
was included as part of the total airshed health risk analysis was less than one in amillion.
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In any event, the EIR focused primarily on the risks posed by the project (sale of power
plants) since the purpose of the California Environmental Quality Act isto consider the
change to the environment that will be affected by the project. The project’s maximum
contribution to health risks were also found to be less than one in amillion (pages 4.5-72

through 4.5-74).

Environmental Science Associates
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CPUC PUBLIC MEETING COMMENT SHEET

Name: Harry Lent
Address: 146b Pelican Loop
Pittsburg, CA 94565

Comment: Please see attached sheets
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August 28, 1998

Bruce Kaneshiro

Project Manager

Environmental Science Associates
225 Bush St.

Suit 1700

San Francisco, CA 94104

[Begin BB1]

After attending the CPUC meeting at the Pittsburg Y acht Club on Aug. 25th concerning the sale
of PG&E’ s Pittsburg power plant | came away with the feeling that very little concern had been
given to the problem of noise polution. We live approximately 3000" SE of the plant and noise,
at the present production level, is a serious problem. In the summertime when the plant is
operating at or near capacity the noise level is such that we must close our windows and turn on
the airconditioning in order to sleep. This makes neither environmental or economic sense since
our normal cooling evening breezes are free and ecologically safe. Walking, playing or just
sitting in the back yard visiting with friends is less enjoyabl e because of the noise. Now you're
considering a change which will almost certainly result in a doubling of electrical production and
its partner noise. At the meeting when guestioned about this one of the moderators replied that is
would ‘average out’. What could that mean?

We have lived in our home for over nine years and were aware and accepted the noise at its
present level when we purchased. Now you are considering a move which could very well force
us to move away from our friendsif the noise level becomes untenable.

[End BB1]

[Begin BB2]

PG& E has had many incidences of personel or mechanical failures which have resulted in the
release of high pressure steam. The noise resulting from this, | am sure, exceeds any generally
accepted standards. These releases have gone on for hours at atime and the only way to copeis
toleavethe area. They also had a boiler explosion in 1997 that besides creating tremendous
amount of noise contaminated a large area with asbestos. Common sense tells me that the more
you use a piece of machinery the more chance you have of these types of failures.

[End BB2]

[Begin BB3]

It was stated at the meeting that noise levels had been monitored and found not to be a problem.
At what level was the plant operating when there readings were taken? This imformation should
bereadily available. If it was at less than peak production another more comprehensive study
should be made to give you atruer picture of the problem.

[End BB3]
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[Begin BB4]

A great deal of effort and money has been put into the New Y ork Landing area rehabilitation.
What you' re considering will most certainly lower the quality of our life and lead to lower
property values. We don't deserve this. We' ve worked too hard and long to reach our present
aesthetic and cultural level and have high hopes for the future. Eccessive noiseis as much a
pollutant as particulates or cooling water that is pumped back into the river at too high a
temperature. Eccessive noiseisasignificant problem for the residents of this area.

[End BB4]

Harry Lent

146 Pelican Loop
Pittsburg, CA 94565
925-439-5993
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BB.
BB1

BB2

BB3

BB4

HARRY LENT

Noise impacts of the proposed sale of the Pittsburg Power Plant are addressed in Section
4.10 of the DEIR. The analysisincluded noise monitoring at the plant’s eastern boundary
during summertime operations. Noise monitoring revealed that summertime operations of
the plant are within the County’ s land use compatibility guidelines for industrial land uses
bordering residential land uses

The analysisin Impact 4.10-2 of the DEIR indicates that increased frequency of generation
operations at the plant would not result in a significant noise impact, relative to noise and
land use compatibility. Because power plant noise does not change substantially over a
range of loads for each unit, the potential for increased noise would result from more
frequent operation of multiple units. If anew operator wished to increase plant output
over PG& E baseline operational levels, it could do so by either operating units at a higher
capacity or operating more units simultaneously. However, given the time required to
bring additional units on-line, an operator would have atendency to increase output of
unitsin operation before bringing additional units on-line. Because multiple unit
operations currently occur within the land use compatibility guidelines of the County
Genera Plan Noise Element, potential increases in multiple unit operations would be
minimal (would not affect average noise levels) compared to existing operations that occur
within County standards.

As stated in the Noise setting section of the DEIR, noise complaints from plant operations
have primarily been the result of safety relief valves. Periodically, the automatic safety
relief valves for the boilers are activated, resulting in the release of high-pitched noise
levelsfor ashort period of time. Currently, safety relief valves are activated very
infrequently (estimated at two to three occurrences per year by the plant manager at the
Pittsburg plant). The duration of these eventsis generally less than one minute and isa
necessary function of power plants to avoid a boiler explosion.

Based on the relative infrequency and the short duration of these events, in addition to
their importance relative to safety to plant workers and surrounding communities, the
potential for increasesin safety relief valve activation would not be considered significant.
It is not foreseeable that major equipment failures would occur more frequently under new
owners compared to PG& E ownership.

Noise impacts of the proposed sale of the Pittsburg Power Plant are addressed in Section
4.10 of the DEIR. The analysisincluded noise monitoring at the plant’ s eastern boundary
during summertime operations. As stated on page 4.10-4 of the DEIR, daytime ambient
noise measurements were conducted around the perimeter of the plant on July 2, 1998. At
the time of monitoring, Units 5 and 7 were operating. These are two of the larger units of
the plant. While monitoring events did not capture simultaneous operation of all units,
such an event was arare occurrence in 1998.

Please see response to Comment BB1.
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Name: James B. MacDonald

Address: 274 Pebble Beach Loop
Pittsburg, CA 94565
(925) 439-7665

[Begin CC1]
Comment: The plants are currently allowed to burn diesel fuel under Emergency Conditions.

1. What constitutes Emergency Conditions?

2. How long can a plant operate under Emergency Conditions?

3. Consideration expected increased output of new ownership, what are long-term
and short-term health risks while operating under Emergency Conditions at
higher output levels, in each of the following categories: newborns, children,
teenagers, adults, senior citizens, people with respiratory illnesses. [End CC1]

[Begin CC2]

Comment: Considering the higher output of new owners operating under normal conditions
burning natural gas, what are health risksin each of the categories listed above.

[End CC2]

[Begin CC3]

Comment: Considering new status of diesel fuel emissions as toxic, will operations of new
owners under Emergency Conditions exceed any legidated standards. Will plant emissions
combined with other existing emissions violate any standards?[End CC3] [Begin CC4]If all
existing Industrial-zoned areas within the City of Pittsburg become Heavy Industrial, will
emissions levels exceed Standards?[End CC4]

[Begin CCH]

Comment: Considering new findings of particulate matter emissions as cause of Respiratory
IlIness, including death from asthma, what are health risks while plant is operating under normal
conditions for each of the following categories. newborns, children, teenagers, adults, senior
citizens, people with Respiratory 1lInesses? Rate health risks of particulate matter for each of the
categories under the following conditions. operating at higher output levels of new owners
during Emergency Conditions, plant output emissions in combination with existing industries,
potential future emissionsif all industrial areas within City of Pittsburg become Heavy
Industrial.

[End CC5]

[Begin CC6o]

Comment: The City of Pittsburg’s expectation and desire isthat the lower cost of power, due to
the new ownership of Pittsburg PG& E plant and other new planned power plants within the city,
will be incentive for increased growth in the industrial base in the area, and that without lower
cost locally-available power this could not happen. What is the expected effect this would have
on an aready over-burdened transportation infrastructure? What are expected health risks from
diesel fuel emissions, due to increased rail and heavy truck traffic in the area, on each of these
categories: newborns, teenagers, adults, senior citizens, people with Respiratory 1l/Inesses? Rate
health risks as above for transportation diesel fuel emissions in combination with increased level
of industrial emissions.

[End CC6]
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[Begin CC7]

Comment: Considering all of the scenarios and categories listed above; what risks can be
expected for the two potential sites for a new Elementary School in the Downtown area? Site A-
-Next to St. Peter Martyr School on Montezuma Street. Site B--Between Railroad and Black
Diamond from 10th and 7th Streets.

[End CC7]

[Begin CCS§|

Comment: Considering all of the scenarios and categories listed above, what effect will
emissions a “new owner” levels have on Central Valley/Sacramento Air Basin air quality?
What will be effect on Central Valley/Sacramento Air Basin air quality if all industrial zoned
areas go Heavy Industrial ?

[End CC8]

[Begin CC9]

Comment: Considering all of the above; what would be the effect if a condition of sale of the
Pittsburg PG& E plant was the new owners use best available technology to control air and noise
pollution?

[End CC9]

[Begin CC10]

Comment: Considering all of the above; what would be the effect of new owners not using the
property as a power generation plant and being allowed to do some of the following:

A. Residential Development, B. Wetlands/Open Space/Nature Reserve; C. Non-Industrial
Commercial Property; D. Considering the existing Marine Dock facility and Storage Tanks the
facility may be attractive to someone as a Marine Liquid Bulk Import/Export Facility. What
options other than continued use as a power generation facility have been considered? How
might these and other options affect the Environmental Quality in the Delta Region?

[End CC10

[Begin CC11]

Comment: Much of the heavy air pollution that affects the downtown Pittsburg are is very
localized. Without an air monitoring station in place in downtown Pittsburg, how is CPUC
making its conclusions on existing conditions in this area? How does CPUC intend to monitor
effects in future and measure compliance? “Best Guess’?

[End CC11]

[Begin CC12]

Comment: Regarding sources of offsets; study designates two Air Basins--South Bay and North
Bay. Assumption that offsetsin North Bay Air Basin will have actual effect in Pittsburg area
needs to be reexamined. Due to extremely heavy nature of Industrial output in Deltaregion,
Carquinez Straights should be considered as separate Air Basin and offsets should be restricted
to that area.

[End CC12]

[Begin CC13]

Comment: Considering the extremely high particulate matter pollution in the downtown
Pittsburg area, stringent controls and mitigating measures should be enforced.

[End CC13]
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[Begin CC14]

Comment: At arecent meeting of the CPUC regarding the PG& E Application for Divestiture;
the staff indicated that the air quality in any given 24 hour period would not worsen but that
there would be more “worse days’ under the new ownership. The contention that this should be
acceptable to the community, is ludicrous.

[End CC14]
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CC.
CC1

Ccc2

CC3

CC4

CC5

JAMES B. MacDONALD

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) Regulation 9, Rule 11 prohibits
PG& E from burning any fuel other than natural gas in the steam boilers, unless the plants
are restricted from using natural gas under force majeure. A detailed discussion on
emergency conditions under force majeure is given in footnote #6 on page 4.5-17 of the
DEIR. Since 1994, there have been no emergency conditions requiring the use of residual
fuel oil, and the PG& E plants have burned only natural gasin the boilers and expect to
continue to do so in the future. If an emergency situation were to occur, diesel fuel would
not be used, but residual fuel oil might be used for short periods. The acute and chronic
health risks from such an emergency condition would be similar to the scenarios treated in
the AB2588 health risk assessments (HRAS) that were carried out in 1992. In these HRAS,
the maximum acute and chronic health risks (covering all categories of persons listed by
the commenter) were shown to be less than the significance levels, which for carcinogenic
risks are than 10 in amillion and for acute and chronic hazard indices less than 1.

The health risks were evaluated for all of the maximum operating conditions using natural
gasin the steam boilers and distillate in the combustion turbines.

There will be no diesel fuel emissions at the Pittsburg plant, since there are no provisions
for using that fuel. The only power generators that can burn distillate, a derivative of
diesel fuel, are the combustion turbines at the Potrero plant. These turbines are permitted
to operate no more than 870 hours per year to supply power during times of peak demand.
The health risks from burning distillate fuel in the combustion turbines at the Potrero plant
were evaluated in the DEIR. The DEIR also evaluated plant emissions (at the plant’s
Analytical Maximum of operation) combined with existing background emission levels
and found no significant impact (see pages 4.5-67 and 4.5-68).

The Pittsburg Power Plant site lies within the jurisdiction of Contra Costa County, and itis
therefore the County’ s land use designations that govern land use planning on the site.

The siteis already designated in the County General Plan as Heavy Industrial. With
respect to areas within the jurisdiction of the City of Pittsburg that are zoned for industrial
use, the commenter’ s question does not relate to the adequacy of the DEIR or to potential
environmental effects that could result from implementation of the proposed project. It
would be speculative to conclude that all industrial-zoned lands within the City of
Pittsburg would be rezoned for heavy industrial use. The DEIR in Chapter 5, Cumulative
Impacts, includes and evaluates all projects proposed in the vicinity of the plants at the
time of DEIR preparation.

There have been several studies published in the last several years that link particulate
matter in the ambient air, especialy fine particulate matter, to increased respiratory related
ailments, including asthma, and cardiovascular disease. A number of these studies attempt
to provide a quantitative link between the level of exposure and the degree of illness for
various population sectors. However, it is difficult to accurately relate exposure levels to
the extent of illness, partly because of confounding factors, such astherole of other
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pollutants and because of the wide range of susceptibilities for various sectors of the
population. Also see response to Comments F62 and F74.

Even with these uncertainties, the EPA has promulgated a fine particul ate matter standard
(PM-2.5) to protect the public from exposure. The new PM-2.5 standards, which were
promulgated in July 1997, were set to protect the most sensitive populations. The
rational es used by the EPA to establish these new standards were also used to asses the
impacts of fine particulate matter emissions from the PG&E plants.

The impacts of other existing plants and industries in the area were included by using the
maximum particul ate matter ambient air concentrations that were measured in the region
as the background. These maximum measured values for the regions around the three
plants, which are identified in Tables 4.5-29, 4.5-31, and 4.5-32, were added to the
modeled concentrations from the PG& E power plants to determine the potential worst-
case impacts. Using the maximum background is standard practice when conduct air
quality analyses, and is very conservative, since a portion of the measured maximum
levels may already include emissions from the existing PG& E plants. Thus, the reported
total ambient air PM-10 concentrations may be double counting contributions from the
PG&E plants.

Please also see the response to Comment CCA4.

CC6 The cumulative analysis described in Chapter 5 of the DEIR identifies future projectsin
the area that may occur, none of which will generate significant increases in commercial
traffic, including diesel operated trucks. Therefore, there are no measurable health risks
expected from traffic related to these projectsin conjunction with the sale of the Pittsburg
plant.

Please also see the response to Comment CC4 and the DEIR’ s discussion of growth-
inducing impacts beginning on page 4.2-7.

CC7 The DEIR reported the maximum health risk contributions from the plant in the area (see
pages 4.5-29, 4.5-30 and 4.5-72). The risks from plant emissions were considered to be
less than significant. The impacts at other locations, such as those identified in the
comment, would be less than the reported maximum risks and would also be less than
significant.

CC8 Theissue of how emissionsin the Bay Area can affect air quality in the Central
San Joaquin Valley and Sacramento air basins has been the subject of much debate and
study in the past few years. These studies are part of the Air Quality Attainment Plans that
are being carried out for both the Bay Area and the San Joaquin Valley, and they include
cumulative emissions in each airshed. Thisissueis complicated by difficultiesin being
able to accurately quantify emissions from all sourcesin the Bay Areaand in being able to
simulate the complicated atmospheric processes involved in the long-range transport of
these pollutants. The main issue of concern for air quality in the Central San Joaquin
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Valley involves the transport of pollutants that would affect ozone levelsin the Valley.
The principal ozone precursor emissions from the PG& E plants are nitrogen oxides. The
DEIR states on page 4.5-17 that emissions of nitrogen oxides precursor emissions will be
reduced from the PG& E steam boilers each year beginning in 1997 until afinal reduction
of 90 percent isreached by 2005. Thus, the project will not contribute to any cumulative
impacts that ozone precursor emissions may have on air quality in the San Joaquin Valley.
The commenter’s concern for air quality impacts due to heavy industrialization of the area
is not an impact of the project since such an occurrence could occur with or without the
sale of the plants.

CC9 With respect to air pollutant impacts and the use of Best Available Control Technology
(BACT), please see response to Comment U5.

Asindicated in the Noise setting section of the DEIR, the Pittsburg plant currently
operates within the noise compatibility guidelines of the County General Plan for a
industrial land use bordering aresidential land use. The analysisin Impact 4.10-2 of the
DEIR indicates that increased frequency of operations at the plant would not result in a
significant noise impact, relative to noise and land use compatibility. Consequently, there
is no requirement (i.e., noise ordinance) or County policy (i.e., General Plan goal or
policy) that would obligate a new owner to install additional noise control equipment.

CC10The Pittsburg plant was assumed in the DEIR to continue operating as a power plant. Itis
noteworthy that the plant is designated by the Independent System Operator as a “ must-
run” plant for reliability purposes and the plant site is designated in the Pittsburg General
Plan as UT (utility) and zoned for heavy industry. The options suggested by the
commenter would require closure of the Pittsburg plant and its replacement by radically
different (in three out of four proposed scenarios) operations. Please see response to
Comment AA1 for adiscussion of the reasons closure of the Pittsburg plant was not
analyzed in the DEIR.

CC11The EIR relies on the best available information to determine both background
concentrations and incremental concentrations due to emissions from the Pittsburg Power
Plant. For background concentrations, the EIR uses the monitoring data from the Pittsburg
monitoring station, which is 0.7 miles south of the plant. Conventional modeling
techniques were used to estimate incremental concentrations from the power plant at
locations in the vicinity. The two values are added together and then compared to ambient
air quality standards or applicable significance criteria (see Table 4.5-32 of the DEIR).
Since thelocalized air quality impact of the project was determined to be less than
significant, no mitigation or corresponding monitoring is required.

CC12 Since the project involves existing emissions sources, which are operated under air district
permits, and since the estimated emissions increases would require neither permit
modifications nor additional permits, no offsets would be required to offset the increases
in power plant emissions described in the DEIR.
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CC13The DEIR identifies Mitigation Measure 4.5-5 (on page 4.5-81), which requires a
modification of BAAQMD Regulation 9, Rule 11, or arevision to the existing permits to
incorporate NO, emission rate limits, which would apply to any new owner, in
substantially the form and stringency in the current BAAQMD Regulation 9, Rule 11.
Recent changes in Regulation 9, Rule 11 have banned the burning of fuel oil in the Bay
Area steam boilers except for very limited testing and under force majeure natural gas
curtailment. This recent revision isastrict measure to limit PM-10 from steam boilers
because fuel oil combustion (which would be banned under Mitigation Measure 4.5-5)
results in approximately three to four times more PM-10 than natural gas combustion (see
DEIR page 4.5-52). No other significant air quality impacts are identified by the EIR.

CC14Theinformation referred to is contained in Table 4.5-33 on page 4.5-69 of the DEIR. This
table indicates how PM-10 emissions would change if the Pittsburg Power Plant was
operated at its Analytical Maximum capacity in 1999 and 2005. The table shows what
PM-10 levelswould result if the plant operated at Baseline or Analytical Maximum levels
and if the area experienced worst-case meteorology on every day of the year (an
impossible scenario). While the 1999 Baseline results show that 55 percent of the days
have a maximum off-site effect of less than 5 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3), for the
1999 Analytical Maximum, all days are above 5 pg/m3. While operations at the Analytical
Maximum would raise the PM-10 levels, even on days with worst-case meteorol ogy, the
contribution from the Pittsburg Power Plant would always be |ess than the significance
criteriaof 20 pg/m3. The forecast for Analytical Maximum levelsin 2005 is similar to the
PM-10 levelsin the 1999 Baseline (all forecast days would have average PM-10 levels
below 10 pg/m3), primarily because the analysis assumes that Pittsburg Units 1 and 2
would be retired before 2005.

Final Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Environmental Science Associates
Electric Company’s Application No. 98-01-008 C&R-418 November 16, 1998



2. WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

CPUC PUBLIC MEETING COMMENT SHEET

Name: Meriel Medrano
Address: Box 676

Middletown, CA 95461
Telephone: (707) 987-0277

[Begin DD1]

Comment: Current air quality must be retained and maintained, and continued monitoring of the
air quality. Present standards maintained, no exceptions.

[End DD1]

[Begin DD2]

Water quality, noise, health and safety or employees, wild life fish and game are all large
concerns. Tax baseis of concern.

[End DD2]

[Begin DD3]

| have resided in the area since 1971 and went through the discomfort of these plants being
planned and built. It took much effort to be where they are today and | would not want to see
any standards go backwards.

[End DD3]
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DD. MERIEL MEDRANO

DD1 Nothinginthis EIR isin disagreement with the statements of the commenter. Section 4.5
of the DEIR has specifically addressed these issues. Please see Section 4.5 of the DEIR
for acomplete discussion of air quality issues. In addition, please see the responses to
Comments H9, H10, H33, H42, H68, T7, and EE3 for additional germane information on
air quality issues and the commenter’ s concerns.

DD2 The DEIR addresses the commenter’ s concerns in the following sections and indicated
responses to comments.

Water Quality — Section 4.4 of the DEIR; also see responses to Comments M1, O3,
T1, T5c, T6, T10, and T12.

Noise — Section 4.10 of the DEIR; also see responses to Comments H54, J9, N11,
and Y2.

Health and Safety of Employees — See Impact and Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 of the
DEIR.

Wildlife, Fish and Game — See Section 4.7 of the DEIR; also see responsesto
Comments T1, T5b, T5¢, T5d, and T5e.

Tax Base — See Section 4.11 of the DEIR; also see responses to Comments H15, 13,
J6, K2, and N51.

DD3 Comment noted.
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CPUC PUBLIC MEETING COMMENT SHEET

Name: Ronad E. Suess

Address: 1275 4th Street, No. 165
Santa Rosa, CA 95404

Telephone: (707) 541-0976

[Begin EE1]

Comment: This EIR should include a statement that acknowledges Californiawill establish a
hydrogen sulfide (H,S) noncancer chronic reference exposure level (REL). The State believes
H,S poses a health risk to the public. The State has proposed 0.7 ppb (0.9 ng/m3) as the H,S
inhalation REL. Thisdirectly effects PG& E’'s Geysers Power Plant.

[End EE1]

[Begin EE2]

The effects can impact in two key ways. One, the establishment of the REL follows Air Toxics
“Hot Spots’ Assessment Guidelines. Such alow REL, 0.7 ppb, can trigger very detailed and
costly health risk assessments for the Power Plant as per “Hot Spots’ requirements. The cost of
such assessments could adversely effect the Plant’ s ability to compete in the deregulated electric
generating industry.

[End EE2]

[Begin EE3]

Two, the proposed REL could substantially increase H,S abatement costs. California’ s ambient
air quality standard is 0.03 ppm. It is based on threshold odor detection by humans. This
standard plays a critical role on the mass emissions limits of H,S from the Power Plant. The
relationship between the mass emissions limits and the REL could necessitate changes in those
limits. Hence, modifications to equipment and operations coupled with increases in abatement
chemical consumption costsimperil the Power Plant’ s competitive position.

[End EE3]

| believe it isimperative to address the REL issue’ simpact on the Geyser Power Plant’s portion
of the EIR.

Ronad E. Suess, J.D.

Final Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Environmental Science Associates
Electric Company’s Application No. 98-01-008 C&R-421 November 16, 1998



2. WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

Final Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Gas and Environmental Science Associates
Electric Company’s Application No. 98-01-008 C&R-422 November 16, 1998



2. WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

EE.
EE1

EE2

EE3

RONALD E. SUESS, J.D.

A noncancer chronic reference exposure level (REL) for hydrogen sulfide (0.7 parts per
billion, ppb) was proposed in October 1997, but has not yet been approved. Presently,
there is no monitoring method capable of accurately measuring hydrogen sulfide at these
low levels; thus, it would be difficult to enforce compliance with such a standard if oneis
promulgated. If achronic REL isapproved but no ambient air standard is established,
PG&E or the new owner may be required to revise the health risk assessments (HRAS) for
the Geysers plants as part of the biennial update of the AB 2588 Air Toxics “Hot Spots”
submission. Such an HRA would involve estimating a new chronic hazard index from
plant emissions by including hydrogen sulfide in the calculations.

All facilities that have prepared health risk assessments in Californiato comply with

AB 2588 must submit biennial updates. These updates should include any revisions to
toxics emissions from the plant and any revisions to the health risk assessment, if new
reference doses are released by the California OEHHA. The cost for redoing the health
risk assessment to address a new chronic exposure level that may be released by the Office
of Environmental Health and Hazards Assessment (OEHHA) for hydrogen sulfide would
be very small and would not affect the plant’s ability to compete in the deregulated
generating industry.

Typicaly, when a health risk assessment is carried out to comply with AB 2588, screening
models are used initially using hypothetical worst-case meteorology. The cost for
completing a screening approach is usualy less than $5,000. If the conservatively high
screening results show significant impacts, then more detailed approaches are followed
that use more realistic EPA Guideline dispersion models and meteorological data more
representative of the site. Experience indicates that the cost for such a study should be no
greater than $20,000. Clearly, these costs would not affect the competitive nature of
geothermal electricity generation.

The Geysers plants are already controlling hydrogen sulfide emissions by using BACT.
Theresidual emissions under normal operations are very small contributors to long term
average (chronic) exposure levels of hydrogen sulfide in the region, and therefore would
not be expected to cause any exceedances of along term average standard. The issue that
is more important is acute exposure to hydrogen sulfide from short-term releases during
stacking and/or from well bleeds. These conditions are described more fully in the DEIR
(pages 4.5-47 and 4.5-75). These short-term releases have occurred very infrequently in
the past and are not expected to be major contributors to chronic exposure levelsin the
region. Furthermore, the releases are not expected to increase under divestiture.
Therefore, the facilities should not require additional control over existing operations.
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CPUC PUBLIC MEETING COMMENT SHEET

Name: DANNY VAN ALLEN

Address: 3760 NORTHRIDGE DR
CONCORD, CA 94518

Telephone: 925-671-2184

[Begin FF1]

Comment: THE CONTRA COSTA PLANTS PRODUCES LOUD NOISE SOME NIGHTS
THISVOLUME OF SOUND CONTINUES THE ENTIRE NIGHT AND ISQUITE
DISTURBING AND MAKES SLEEPING IMPOSSIBLE IS THIS ISSUE ADDRESSED?
[End FF1]
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FF. DANNY VAN ALLEN

FF1 Please seeresponse to Comment Z1. See also pages 4.10-12 and 4.10-13 concerning noise
impacts associated with the Contra Costa Power Plant. The same conclusions with respect
to noise impacts were drawn for both the Pittsburg and the Contra Costa plants.
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CPUC PUBLIC MEETING COMMENT SHEET

Name: Dolores Wright

Address: P.O. Box 1632
60 Edgewater Hl.
Pittsburg, CA

Telephone: 925-432-8831

[Begin GG1]

Comment: Hasabaseline air quality study ever been studiesin thisarea. If not, when. We are
concerned about particulates in the air. The study should be made.

[End GG1]

[Begin GG2]
Why do we need 5 power plantsin Pittsburg
[End GG2]

[Begin GG3]

How about the water adjacent to all these plants. What are the effects on Marine Life. Isthe
water ever treated.

[End GG3]

[Begin GG4]
Will the new owner be required to do these studies?

| think it isimperative that as a public entity you should have the new owner do this
[End GG4]
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GG.

GG1

GG2

GG3

GG4

DOLORES WRIGHT

Baseline conditions are described in the DEIR based on background concentration data
from a Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) monitoring station in
Pittsburg. Table 4.5-32 of the DEIR shows how maximum power plant concentrations
compare to background concentrations and compares the combined result (i.e., power plant
plus background) with the applicable ambient air quality standard. Table 4.5-32 indicates
that maximum power plant concentrations together with maximum background
concentrations of PM-10 do exceed the state 24-hour standard. However, the DEIR
concluded that the increase in short-term PM-10 contribution from the plant is not
significant (see page 4.5-64). Table 4.5-32 also indicates that maximum one-hour average
nitrogen dioxide concentrations may exceed the corresponding standard, but those
estimates have been revised for the Final EIR, and potential violations of that standard are
no longer predicted to occur even under worst-case conditions (see response to

Comment B11).

This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR or to any potential
environmental effects that would result from implementation of the proposed project.
With respect to the potential combined impacts of the project together with known
proposed power plantsin the vicinity, please see responses to Comments B15 and R11.

The effects on the marine life from the intake and discharge of cooling water from the
plants have been evaluated in several studies (see Section 4.7.3). These studies have led to
a Resource Management Plan to operate the Pittsburg and Contra Costa plantsin ways that
minimize losses of fish; the redesign of the plants’ cooling water intake systemsto
implement Best Technology Available; and a determination that the elevated temperature
of the discharged water was not adversely affecting the abundance or diversity of aquatic
species. Theloca Regional Water Quality Control Boards have placed limits on the
quality of the effluent that can be discharged, and these limits would not change with the
sale of the plants.

A number of chemicals are used throughout the plants for such purposes as cleaning and
lubricating machinery. The wastes from these activities may be treated at on-site
treatment plants and discharged with the cooling water or discharged to the sewer. These
discharges are regulated by the Regional Water Quality Control Boards or the pertinent
cities.

The regulations of the Regional Water Quality Control Boards would apply to the new
owner(s) in the same way that they now apply to PG&E. The divestiture of these power
plants will not change requirements related to water quality and the protection of aquatic
plants and animals. Please refer also to response to Comment GG3.
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CPUC PUBLIC MEETING COMMENT SHEET

Name: Bill Reed
Address: Box 205

Cobb, Cal. 95426
Telephone: (707) 928-5036

[Begin HH1]

Comment: It seemsto me that the subject of seismic activity (in general) has not been properly
addressed nor accurately portrayed of any time during development and operation of the Lake
County Sonoma County development. | seethis point as being again “glossed over” asa
“minor” negative effect that in the total pictureisnot of significant impact. If this problem is not
realistically dealt with now (as an item of the revue for sale of the existing plant) then when will
it be addressed? | would like to see CPUC condition sale of this geothermal plant by afuller
(and more accurate) disclosure of seismic activity.

[End HH1]
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HH. BILL REED

HH1 It could be argued that the issue of seismicity is addressed in the DEIR in greater detail
than iswarranted. There are numerous provisions in the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) that limit the amount of detail presented in an EIR (see, for example, Sections
15126[4], 15141, 15143, 15146, and 15147 of the CEQA Guidelines). In genera, the
information and analysis presented in an EIR should focus on the significant effects on the
environment that would occur if the proposed project were implemented, and the depth of
discussion should be in proportion to the severity and probability of occurrence of such
effects. Effectsthat can be determined to be clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur can
be dismissed from any extensive discussion in the EIR. In the case of seismic effects of
the proposed project in the Geysers geothermal area, as noted in Section 4.3 of the DEIR,
the proposed divestiture would not affect the ability to provide additional water to the
Geysers steam fields, and therefore, the project would not ater the microseismicity effects
in the area. Nonetheless, a detailed discussion of microseismicity in the areais provided in
the discussion, and the results of earlier studies on the issue are summarized. The DEIR
discussion acknowledges that water injection into the Geysers can result in increased
microearthquakes. An Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
(EIR/EIS) was prepared for the diversion of wastewater effluent from the Lake County
Sanitation District’ s Southeast Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant to the Geysers and
the injection of this effluent back into the steam fields to boost steam production. That
EIR/EIS appropriately examined in detail the potential effects of that project on
microseismicity in the area and concluded that the likely increase in microseismicity
would not pose a public safety hazard or contribute significant to property damage, and
would therefore be aless-than-significant impact. An EIR was aso prepared for the
proposed Santa Rosa Wastewater Modified Geysers Recharge Project, involving
conveyance of up to 11 million gallons per day of wastewater from the City of Santa Rosa
for injection in the Geysers steam fields. That EIR concluded that the wastewater injection
project could result in an additional 140 annual microearthquakes. The proposed
divestiture, however, would not have the potential to increase microseismicity or any other
seismic impacts, and thus the level of detail presented in the DEIR on thisissueis
sufficient at the least.
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