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o v ‘1. INTRODUCTION
A. The Finai_Report '
1. Contents

This Final Report. on the Geysers Unit 17 geothermai power piant proposa]

has been prepared pursuant to California Public Resources Code section 25514, and

,25540. It presents the final findings of fact and conclusions of the Commission

'd"Committee, consisting of Comm1551oner C. Suzanne Reed Presiding, and Commissioner

Alan Pasternak, assigned to conduct proceedings on the Notice. In addition, the

Report contains a description of the proposed project (Section I.B), a summary

of the proceedings to date (Section I. C ), and local, state, and federai

government agecny and pub]ic comments on the Preiiminary Report (Appendices c

and D) Finaily, the Report presents the Committee s view of those issues that

require further con51deration in future proceedings in the App]ication for

Certification (Section V) should the Commission ‘approve the Notice as recommended

| by the Committee Pursuant to Public Resources Code sections 25514 and 25540

-»the Report presents final findings and conc1u51ons on:

1) conformity to the forecast of statewide and service area electric'power
demands; | | ‘ | |

2)' conformity of the proposed site and faCility with applicabie 1oca1,

' regional, state, and federal standards ordinances, and laws, and L 7

"tf3)'fthe safety and reiiability of the faci]ity

2 Ev1dentiary Basis 71 |

This Report foiiows written and orai comments by parties on the Pre-‘”

‘ ffliminary Report which was based on ev1dence presented during hearings and

’ ,Vconferences on the Notice, comments submitted to the Commission by locai
'_i regiona1 state, and federal agenc1es and the pub]ic, and upon 1ndependent

v-:studies conducted by the Commission staff Ev1dence presented in the proceedings




included position papers prepared by the Commissionistaff-on'variousiissues, :

'V'and Statements of F1nd1ngs and Conc1u51ons that various parties joint]y or

1ndividua11y proposed to the Committee for adoption and incorporation in. the

Preliminary Report. The Committee had‘given all parties to the proceedingt

an opportunity to question or object to all findings and cbnciuSions'propoSed, .

for adoption in these Statements. In the absence of a request by any party

-+ to cross-examine witnesses or to- sponsor 1ts own witnesses, the Committee ,
~ found .that no purpose would be served by hoiding Evidentiary Hearings prior

©to issuing the Preliminary Report.

During hearings on the Pre]iminary Report, no party nor member of the

fi pubiic suggested that evidentiary hearings were necessary to address any issue

stated in the Preliminary Report. Nor was there any request for an evidentiary

hearing on any matter not discussed in the ?reliminary Report.

Rather, there were requests for amendments to the findings and con-

clusions of the Preliminary Report.  Thus, this Final Report restates and where

the Committee deems appropriate, amends the findings and conclusions of‘the

Preliminary Report.
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‘3. Opportunity for Response

- The ConmiSSion will hoid :a pub]ic hearing on ‘the Final: Report, on

December 20, 1978 ln,that«hearing. any party may testify or make'state- -

ments of p051tion onfthe«findings=and'concluSiOns~set forth in this Report.

In addition, any interested person will be given an opportunity to comment

on the Report

“As the fOIIOW1ng 1ndicates, the Committee is recommending that the

_Commis51on approve the Notice subJect to conditions in the Proposed Decision
Consideration of the Proposed Deci51on hy the Commission will concur concur- 11

| rent]y w1th the Final Report hearing Any party or interested person wil] be .

-'given an opportunity to comment on the Proposed Decision The Proposed

'Deci51on, w1th amendments, 1f any, w111 be presented for a vote by the Com-

mission. If the Notice is approved, PGAE will file an App]ication for Certif-

ication of Geysers Un1t-17 : Following further proceedings on .the Application,
'the Commiss1on will act to. grant or deny certification Such action could

”occur as early as early spring of 1979.

’,
.




B. Description of the Proposed Geysers Unit 17 Project
1. The Facility:

. The Geysers Unit 17 which PGSE proposes to construct in Sonoma County’
is a dry steam geothermal power plant with a net normal operating capaéfty bf
} approximate]y 110 Md. It is scheduled for commercia]}operation'in'1982.  The
major structures of the proposed facility are a turbine bui]ding,;cooifng tower; |
~ electrical switchyard, and a hydrogen sulfide abatement faci]ity. ‘The‘turbine'
‘building would house the steam turbine genefator and other aSsbciated équipmenﬁ,
required for électriéai power production. The heéhanica] draft'coolingvtower o
would disSfpatévhéat from the power éycle. PGSE plans to abate hydfbgéh 
sulfide (HZS) emissions throdgh the use of thé‘Stretford prbtéés, which.sérubs,
the H,S from the vent gas stream from the condenser and catalytically odeizes,_{
the gas to'élemental sulfur. The exhaust gas’stream would be’ductéd;to the., |

cooling tower.

The switchyard would step up the voltage of the electrical power from
the generator level of 13.8 kv to the 230 kv level required for economical power
transmission. Six individual circuit latticé transmission towers wo&id.be con-
structed from the Unit 17 site to an existing transmission 1ine near Unit '11.
The 1.1 mile transmission corridor would occupy a total of 1.5 acres, would re-
quire 1,350 feet of spur roads to the tower sites, and would include three

conduction stringing trails,,threé to five feet in width.

- 2. The Site
The site is situated on the divide of the Mayacamas Mountains in Sonoma _
County, about 1000 feet southwest of the Laké—Sonoma County line. It will

occupy approximately seven acres, five of which are flat graded surface:and“two-
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of which are cut and fill slopes. A small<ephemera1 stream drains the valley

north of the site and is a tributary to Squaw Creek which drains the valiey

dsouth of the site. Vehicle access would be provided by constructing a road

near the existing well pad east of the site.
3. The Steam Field

A large reservoir of geothermal steam ex1sts in the Geysers Geothermal

Area. This resource 1s presently being used to generate 502 MW of electric :

'power at Geysers Unit 1- 11. Units 12, 13, 14, and 15 representing another

400 MW are under construction, several other units in addition to Un1t 17 are
1n,the planning stage. Based on the production history of existing un1ts,
PGAE estimates that approximately 800 acres or slightly more than one square

mile are required to support a 110 MW generating unit.

Three: wells have been drilled w1thin the Unit 17 steam supply field.

Prior to complet1on of construct1on, add1tiona1 wel]s would be drilled to

, prov1de the necessary steam supp]y Un1on 0i1, the producer who would be

supp1y1ng the steam under contract to PG&E, estimates that 15 wells would be
required init1a]1y Thereafter, approximately 15 add1tiona1 wells wou]d be

needed over the next 30 years to compensate fdr steamflow decline in the

origina] producing wells. Approximate]y 60 percent of the steam field is

located 1n Lake County and 40 percent 1n Sonoma County
[ 4. ’Authorization;Requiredv~=7- -

In order to proceed with construction of the proposed proaect, PG&E

o -and/or the steam supplier (Union Oil) nust receive the fol1owing major

f regulatory authorizations:



2.

3.

4.

5.

7.

*It is. not yet certain whether PSD rules apply:to»the proposed hroject, ﬁdweVer;

Permit Authority

Energy Resources Conser-
vation'and'Development

Commission

Northern Sonoma Air
Pollution Control
District

Lake County Air Pollu-
tion Control District

california Public

Utilities Commission

U.S. Environmental Pro-

tection Agency (EPA)

Lake County Board of

Supervisors

Sonoma County Board

of Supervisors

Permit

Certification to Construct

and Operate

Authority to Construct and
Permit to Operate

‘Authority to cénStruct and
Permit to Operate

Certificate of Public

Convenience and Necessity

Prevention of Significant*
Deterioration (PSD)

Conditional Use Permit |

Conditional Use Permit -

Project Component

Power Plant and =

- Transmission Line

_ Power Plant and Por-
‘tion of Steam Field

- in Sonoma County

’,Portion'of Sfeam

Field ianake County

;Powef Plant and

* Transmission Line

Power Plant and

Stéamfffe1d

'Poftioh of Steam

_Field in Lake County

Portion of-Steam

Field in Sonoma

. County -

the Committee is awaiting confirmation from EPA on this point. &
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C. Summary of the,Proceedings to Date

1;'1submittal of’Notice‘of Intention

On May 25 1978 the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) filed

‘With the Commission a Notice of Intention (Notice) to file an Application for :
. Certification (Application) for Geysers Unit 17, proposed to be located inv

}Sonoma County,»AOanunev15,31978, the Executive,Director:of the Commission

” accepted'the Notice as containing adequate technical data and information :

_ required by Commission regulations to enable the Staff to begin analySis of the

proposal Subsequently. the Chairman of the Commission appointed -a Committee, f-.

' composed of Commissioner C. Suzanne Reed PreSiding, and. Commissioner Alan

Pasternak, to conduct proceedings on . the Notice. A chronological account of

events in these proceedings is contained in Appendix A.
2. Petitions to Intervene

: In the course of the proceedings, the Committee granted the follow1ng

s X parties leave to intervene _Oakmont Property Owners Association, City of :
. Santa Rosa, County of Sonoma, Alpine Valley Property Owners - Assoc1ation, State
iDepartment{of water Resources (DWR); State Public Utilities Commissionv(PUC),_
| County of Lake;r Lake County'Air Pollution*Control “'District (LCAPCD) ; S‘tate ‘Air'

Resources Board (ARB); Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control District

(NSCAPCD) and Northern California Power Agency (NCPA) For more information

“on intervenors. please see Appendix B.

B *'PA3;l ISsue'workshops..i

On July 6, 10, 13, and 14, in Kelseyville, Santa Rosa, and Lakeport, '

lv"COHHﬁSSlon staff held informal workshops to discuss issues and concerns related



to the project with PG&E and other interested parties. As a resuit Of tho'se,

workshops, staff prepared a series of position papers on the various issues and
areas of concern, including: soils; hydrology, water quality; noise; socio/

"~ economic effects, bio'logical resources; geotechnica] issues, seismic performance

criteria, seismic design methodology, need for capacity, comparative economics,'

and culturai resources. These subjects were addressed at Joint Prehearing ,

' cOnference Statement Norkshops on Juiy 27 and 28 in Sacramento. The purposes of
the workshops were for Commission staff and PG&E to attempt to prepare .ioint

vfindings of fact and conclusions on issues that wouid need no adjudication or

‘investigation in evidentiary hearings before ‘the Comittee, and to identify‘

those areas of possib'le dispute where further infonnation was required before:

the issue could be resolved. The workshops aiso provided other parties and the

public an opportunity to propose findings and conclusions. Copies of the.

-restlting Joint Prehearing Conference Statemént of Findings and Conclusions were

made available to the pubiic on July 31, 1928.

Staff subsequently prepared and issued position papers on 'the'issues' .

of air quality and public health. Undér a time extension granted by the

Committee, the Commission staff, staff of the Air Resources Board, ‘and PG&E on

August 14, filed Joint Prehearing Confererice Statements on_afr Qual ity. The
Commission staff and PG&E on August 18 fiied separate Prehearing Conference
Statements on public health.

4. Motion to Consolidate Proceedings

On July 18, the Committee held a,hearing on the'm'otion of the City .

of Santa Rosa to include PGSE's proposed Gejsers-to-Lakeville transmission nne'

in the proceedings on the Notice for Geysérs Unit 17. The’.}Corfmittee ruled

_against PG&E's procedural motion to dismiss the City of Santa Rosa's,motionj
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' ~finding that consideration of the issue, even. in the absence of the moving -

party* was of sufficient importance to the proceeding for the Committee to hear

it on’its own motion. Representatives of the‘Oakmont Property Owners Associa-
tion,'theiAlpine VYalley Property Owners Association, and the County of Sonoma,

all of whom supported the City of Santa Rosa's motion, made statements at the

hearing. | In»addition,.DNRvexpressed‘its concern. that the transmission line

issue be addressediasfearly as possible in the proceedings.

| On'July'19:>the'Committee issued an Order denying the motion of Santa

‘ Rosa, on the basis that PG&E would be filing ‘the Notice for Geysers Unit 16

before the end of August 1978 that such filing would include a filing for the

Geysers-to-Lakeville transmission line, and, thus, that all interested parties

. would be afforded the Opportunity to review the transmission 1ine proposal at

that time. The Order also stated that, if that filing were for some ‘reason

| delayed any party, 1 nterested person, or the Committee could renew the motion
of the City of Santa Rosa to consider the Geysers-to-Lakeville transmission line

during the Geysers Unit 17 proceedings. [Note The Notice for Geysers Unit 16,

including the Geysers-to-Lakeville transmission line, was filed before the

Commission on August 30, 1978. ]
5.;ilnformational Hearings e

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 25509 the Committee conducted

lnformational “Hearings on July 20 and 21 for the purpose of enabling Commission

, taff and PG&E to make presentations to all interested parties and members ofi
o the public concerning the prOposed project and potential issues to be addressed'

'sduring the proceedings.. The hearings were held in Santa Rosa and Lakeport

-fl respectively. : During these hearings, the Committee afforded the public the~

*Due‘to postiﬁroposition 13 constraints



opportunity to pose questions to the staff and PGAE and 1nvited general comments

and expressions of concern about the. proposed project.
6. Prehearing Conferences

On August 10, the Committee held a Prehearing Conference in Santa
Rosa, to consider the staff's and PG&E's Joint Statement»of_Findingsuand conciu-
sions on all issues except those of air»oualiﬂy and public'health,‘and to
identify issues of concern to other parties.in the proceeding. Each.proposed
'agreed-upon finding and conclusion was discussed and the COmmittee _gave each
party the opportunity to state its intention to cross-examine witnesses for
PG&E or the staff concerning any matter cOntained in the Joint Findings and
Conclusions. In addition, the Commi ttee provided each party the opportunity
to state its intention to present a witness on any issue in subsequent eviden-
tiary hearings. No party stated its intention either to present or to cross-
exami ne witnesses during any proceedings prior to issuance of the reiiminagy
Report, nor did any party specifically ébject to any of the findings and
conclusions propoSed by staff.and PG&E for adOption‘hy the COmmittee. However, |
Lake County did rafse some concerns with regard to socio/economic issues, and
stated its intention to offer supplemental findings and conclusions on these

matters in a subsequent Prehearing Conference.

On August 22, the Committee held a'ﬁrehearing Conference in Kelseyville
to consider Joint and Separate Statements of Findings and Conclusions on air
quality and public health issues. 1In addition, the Committee’gave aiifparties'
the opportunity to reconsider iSSues_discussed at the August 10th’Prehearing
Conference. PG&E, Commission staff, and ARE Staff‘Offered a'dointistatement,of, |
Findings and Conciusions on airgouality issues;yand Commission’staff and‘PG&E"

offered Separate Statements of Findings and €onclusions on pubiic healthtissueSa

10
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In addition, Lake County offered alternative findings and conclusions on socio/

'economic issues. The Lake COunty APCD and DWR offered and later withdrew,

' alternate findings and conclusions on air quality issues.

The Committee discussed each proposed Finding_and Conclusion concerning

air_quality with parties»and_interested participants in the Conference. The

parties conferred over language of the findings and conclusions and agreed‘to

revisions so that no party, except for the Lake County APCD, specifically
~ objected to any_of,thevair quality findings proposed in the Joint Statement. In

" addition, no party requested to cross-examine witnesses for PGSE, the Commission

staff, or‘ the ARB staff, during any' subsequent proceedings, or to present
witnesses during'such'proceedings. Lake County APCD expressed concern over the
validity of PG&E's air quality analysis methodology and emphasized the need for
the -Commission to firmly establish a listing of all air quality standards,

ordinances,‘ and regulations, with which ~the project would have to comply. '

However, in view of the fact that considerable data remain to be gathered Lake

- County APCDrelected not to present or cross-examine,witnesses prior to issuance

by the Committee of this Preliminary Report.r

Discussion during the Conference vﬁth regard to Statements of Findingsv
and Conclusions on the issue of public health resulted in. revisions that enabled

Commission staff—and»PG&Euto sponsor»avJoint,StatementoofeFindings and- Con-'

‘clusions. Similarly, discussions among Lake County, PG&E and Commission staff‘
resulted in a revised PG&E and Commission staff Joint Statement of Findings ‘and

Conclusions and a revised Lake County Statement of Findings and Conclusions on

socio/economic issues. No party objected to adoption by the Committee of any of 1

- the revised Statements of Findings and Conclusions._

11



7. Conference on Air Qua]ity and Pub]ic Health Issues

Follow1ng the Prehearing Conference, the Committee found that it

required further information on app]icab]e federal state, and local standards,~

ordinances, and laws; studies and reports undertaken in re]ation to the proceed-'

ings, particularly with regard to air. qua]ity, comments” and recommendations on
the Notice; and the status of PGAE's efforts to obtain permits ‘from various

government authorities for construction and operation of the proaect

The Committee convened a conference to receive and con51der such ,:

1nformat10n on September 25, in Santa Rosa. The Applicant, ARB staff, Lake
County APCD, Northern Sonoma County APCD, and NCPA participated 1n the
conference, a more detai]ed discussion of which can be found in Sections“

ITT.B and V.

The findings and conclusions reached by the Committee as a resu]t'of
all proceedings discussed in this section are set forth in subsequent sections :

of this Report.

8. Hearing on Preliminary Report

Following publication of the Preliminary Report, the Committee
conducted public hearings in Lakeport and Santa Rosa on November 13, 1978,
to receive comments from the parties and pubiic~on the Report. The Committee

set November 20, 1978 as the deadline for receiving writtenVCOmments.,» e

During the public hearings, no party requested the Committee to ;
hold evidentiary hearings to address any issue, whether stated or not, in the ,

Preliminary Report. Nor has any written comment suggested such hearings.

The Committee has inserted the comments of the parties'and,public‘

into the text of the Final Report. In the absence of any objection, the‘Commit-

tee has adopted amendments as proposed by various parties to.its'preiiminary

findings and conclusions. 12

-
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D. Conformity with Applicable Standards,‘Ordinances, and Laws

The Committee is required by‘Pub11c Resources Code section 25514(a)(2)

to include findings,and conc1u$1ons in this Report on the conformity of

the’Appliéant's Site and re1ated f&tility with "any state law or local or

regional ordinance or regulation, including any long-range land use plans

~ or guidelines..."



II. CONFORMITY TO DEMAND<FORECASTS
A. Need for Additional Generating‘capacityhff

1. Introduction

Public Resources Code Section 25514 requires the COmmittee to determine
"the conformity of alternative sites and reiated‘facilities designated in the -
.notice or presented in the notice or presefited at the infornatiOnal hearing or
hearings.. (W1th) the 10 year forecast of statewide and ‘service area electricai
power demands pursuant to Section 25309....". The Commission' s most recent”
forecast of statewide and service area electric power demands was adopted in
March, 1977 This matter is also known as “determining the need for the
'project" With respect to the issue of need, the Commission staff and PG&E
proposed the Findings and Conclusions set forth in subsection 3 of this section

for adoption by the Committee.
2. Geothermal as a Preferred Technology

On March 22, 1978, the Commission adOpted a policy to encourage and
expedite the environmentally acceptable development of geothermal resource

development.

The Commission's Geothermal Policy Report, recognized geothermal energy
~ as-a preferred technology for meeting electric powervneeds because: 1) it 1s
indigenous to Ca]ifornia; 2) its development offers a stimulus to the state's
economy; 3) for dry steam resources, the environmental impacts and'power:plant
technology are well understood; 4) geothermal power plants are relatively sma]l"
(50-110 MW) and'thus enable greater systém'reliability and fleiibi]ity, and i
5) geothermal power plants may be planned and constructed in a. time frame

'shorter than power plants using other fuels.
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3. Proposed Findings and Conclusions

PGSE and Commission staff proposed Joint Findings and Conclusions on
the conformity of the proposed project with the Commission s most recent demand

forecast as set forth on the following page.
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PROPOSED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
DEMAND FORECAST COMPLIANCE

Findings

1. If constructed according to present schedules, Gejysei-'s‘ Unit 17
will begin commercial operation in 1982. | |

2. Geysers Unit 17 will have a net generdting capacity of 110 MW,

3. The "moet likely" demand forecast adopted by \the E‘nergy Commission,
with adjustments, indicates a need in 1982 fof additional geﬁerating
capacity in excess of 110 MW for the PGEE service area.

4. Geysers Unit 17 is included in PGEE's generatibn expansion
plans for 1982. R

5. Under the "most likely'" demand forecast adopted by thé Energy
Commission, PGEE's reserve margin in 1982, with the addition of Umt 17,
will be 15.1 percent if facilities planned and under comstruction are
commercially avatilable on current schedules.

6. The policy of the California Energy Commigsion is to encourdge
the kaccelemtedb development of geothermal resources.

7. Geysers Unit 17 will geﬁerate baseload electricity.

8. The bus-bar cost of eleétricity geherated at the Geysers
Geothermal power plant is less than the bus-bar cost of electricity
generated by other baseload resources. |
Conclusions

1. The additional system capacity to be added by Geysers Unit 17 is
congigtent with the forecaest of service area eZectrié power demands adopted
by the Commission pursuant to Public Resourceg Code sectwn 25309, |

2. Geysers Unit 17 is an acceptable means of supplying 110 MW of the

total capacity needs for the PGEE service area in 1982.
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4, Committee Findings and Conclusions

.Thev-COn‘:mitteevcor:xcprS} with all of the findings set forthvabove and wi th
‘Co’nc'lt‘x‘sior»l #1 With respect to Conclusion #2 thev Committee believes it is
'premature to }c_onclude” _thaty \Ge'ysers Unit 17 is an vacc'eptable means of supplying
110 MW of the total c-apaciAty needs for the PG&E 'se'rvicé area in 1982, until all

other i ssués in this case' have been resolved.
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III. SITE RELATED ISSUES

A. Introduction
In additon tO'determining the degree of conformity to app1iCab1e
'standards, ordinances, and laws, Public:Resédrces Code Section 25514 requires

that a Final Report contain findings and cdhélusidns,with regard to the merit

of each site and related facility designated in the Notice or presented at a

~ public hearing and considered by the Cormittee.

Public Resources Code Section 25540 eliminates the ﬁequirement for geothermal
power piant Notices to contain alternate sites. Therefore, the findings and con-
clusions set forth in the following subsections speak to the merit of the single

site proposed for the Geysers Unit.17 powe?}ﬁlant.

B. Air Quality
1. Introduction
In determining the conformity of the proposed power plant to applicab1e
air quality standards, ordinances, and 1aw§§3the Committee must eiamine 1) the
ambient (background) air quality within theAgir basin, and 2) fhe amounts and

impacts of the various emissions from the power plant at the time of operation.

To examine the ambient air quality, the Committee must review moni tored

data and projections of air quality at the time the plant commences operation

‘and measure the results against national ahd'state ambient air quality standards.

Non-attainment of the federal air quality staidards in the air basin in question,

meaning that the air is more polluted than a]lowed by law, imposes additional
requirements for the granting of a permit. Generally, these réquirements are

1) that there be emission reductions (tradéoffs, offsets) elsewhere in the air

basin, so that even with the proposed new source there will be an bvek&]] improve- -

“ment (net benefit) in air quality in the basin, and there will continue to be

reasdhab1e'progress toward meeting the air quality standards and, 2) that the

18
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project employ the best available control technology.» The NSCAPCD states
_ that the Air Pollution Control Officer has the discretion to allow construction
* under ‘such conditions. |

In addition to the ambient air‘quality'review, which considers the
condition of the air within the basin uhere the'power plant is proposed to
~be built, a new source review must be conducted to examine the amounts of
emissiOns_fromrthe power plant itself'to,aSSUre that 1) they will not violate -
T or prevent attainment of the air quality standards at the time the plant'com- |
: mences operation and, 2) that they are equa] to or less than ‘the emissions

limitations for a new source

7 A 1ist of the applicab]e laws and regulations governing ambient air
~ quality and new source review as discussed during the COmmittee s September 25
public health and air quality conference are set forth in subsection C.2. of

this section
- 2. Discussion

PG&E applied for its authority to construct from Northern Sonoma
COunty APCD on September 12, 1978 and expects the APCD to act on its appii-
cation by May, 979. Pursuant to Northern Sonoma County PACD Rule 230 (New

' __Source Review) and Rule 455 (Emiss1ons Limitations) the Air Poliution Contro]

Officer (APCO) shai] approve Geysers Unit 17 if 1t is determined that the pro-
posed project wil] meet the emiss1on 11mitations of Ru]e 455 and will not
fcause a violation or prevent attainment of ambient air qua]ity standards

"If a fac1lity cannot comp]y with Rule 230(a) a conditiona1 approva1 under

Rule 230(d) may be granted

The ARB. has . stated that Rule 455 to the extent that it 1) ‘necessitates

the use of the best available contro] technology (BACT) to meet the emiss1on
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~limitations set forth, 2) sets forth new,émissionsllimitétions'and‘comhIiéhte
dates for existing power plants, and 3) ‘reQUires reduction of HZS eﬁissions
from steam stacking during power plant outages, effective]y‘preempts.the~ |
BACT and emission offset provisions of Rule 230, Thus in the ARB's view,
if Geysers Unit 17 can be shown to comply with Rule 455, then the Northern:
Sonoma County APCO can approve the project. In héarings on the P ké]iminary ‘
Report and in subsequent written comments the Northern Sonoma County APCD
d1sagreed with the ARB view on Rule 455, stating:
This District strongly feels the HZS emission limits set forth.

in Rule 455 are not BACT but are values“arrived at via "roll-back"

to achieve attainment. This District feels BACT would be closer . . .

to 8 gm/GMW-hr. and strongly feels it is achieveable and therefore

disagrees with section III.B.4. (pg. 21 of the Preliminar -Report).

However, if this were the case, Pacific Gas and Electric Company -

would certainly opt for 39 gm/GMW-hr. which is below the new source
review initiation tr1gger _

AN partiesragree that Geysers Unft 17 may be subject to U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) Prevention of Significant Deteriqrdtidn (psD)
regulations bécause it has the potential to emit more than 25 1b./hour or
250 1b./day of HZS (See Commission staff Air Quality Positiop Paper; pp 25-
26). Commission staff, ARB staff, and Lake County APCD submitted an EPA
Gengral Counsel's memorandum [Clyde D..Eller, Director of the Enforcement
Division, EPA Region IX "Applicability of Section 169 of the‘CIean Air Act
(PSD) in Reépect to the Control of Hydrogen Sulfide Emissions from New
Geothermal Power Plants in Ca]iforniaﬁ]_in support of the view thatjESD
regulations do apply. PGSE stated that, as of Septembef 25, 1978, it had_'
not_yét been officially ahd directly infbrmed in response tQ,itS 1hdﬁjr&‘of. :
EPA»as to whether or not PSD regulations applied to the power p1ént'(TR |
355-356, 9/25/78). o

" The Committee is concerned with this issue insofar as fu1ffl]ihg its
responsibility to identify*épp1icable law5ﬁﬁnd detgnmine GeyseréVUnit 17's

cohformity with them is concerned. PG&E has clearly stated fts intenf to'
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,lyapp]y for.a,PSD permit if EPA notifies it}thattone is;requiredmiiﬁfééi,
355-356, 9/25/78) and Commission staff, ARB staff, and PGSE all agree that
. given‘the fact that PSD regulations require the use of BACT,'if Geysers
. Unit 17. can be shown to comply with Northern Sonoma County APCD Rule 455 _
(which presumes the use of BACT) then it will comply w1th PSD reguiations |
- (air qua]ity Finding 21).  This is true, however, only if EPA agrees that
',the Stretford unit and surface condenser and whatever additional treatment
that may be proposed for use on Geysers‘Unit 17 to control HZS.emissions

is BACT (TR 360-374, 9/25/78)

| A]though Geysers Unit 17 has the potential to emit more than 250 tons
per year of HZS’ the - threshoid requirement for application ‘of EPA's PSD
-reguiations, it is uncertain whether the PSD regulations will apply to this
facility. PGSE's 1etter of October 16, 1978, regarding applicability of PSD
- regulations to Geysers Unit 17 has been forwarded to EPA's DivisiOn,of
‘,Stationary'SourCe Enforcement in Washington D.C. for comment. (Proposed'

o by PG&E)

Lake County APCD has pointed out that the Committee should establish
, 'whether PSD regu]ations concerning visibiiity appiy to Geysers Unit. ]7

Comm1551on staff maintains that, in the Geysers area, they wou]d not‘(rR 354»

7355, 9/25/78) ', |
' Commission staff, ARB staff, Lake COunty APCD, and Northern Sonoma

‘ County APCD have aii questioned the vaiidity of the model and the adequacy L
. of the air qua]ity ana]ysis which PG&E has used to predict the 1mpacts of |
- HZS emissions from Geysers Unit 17 on ambient air quality (TR 399-411 9/25/78).~'
,PG&E maintains that its model is adequate but has agreed to part1c1pate in a |
joint air quality and meteorologicai study, to perform another air qua]ity

-analysis using the resuits of the study and to present the results of the
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analy51s at the time of f111ﬁ§“of the AFC The additional‘analysis‘and‘air

»quality and meteorological study are discussed in proposed air—duality 5 o | Q_)

Findings 42 thru 48 and Conclusions 11 and 12. ' 2
Meanwhile Commission staff has submitted interrogatories to PG&E; the

answers to which are intended to enable Commission staff‘and othér'parties

to assess the validity of PG&E's air quality model» Northern Sonoma County

‘APCD prior to issuance of the Preliminary Report, held that, based on PG&E s

analysis, Geysers Unit 17 itself could probably receive the necessary air
quality approval, but the steam field could not because HZS ambient air
quality standards would be violated (TR 401, 9/25/78) . |

- The NSCAPCD pOSition regarding the air quality impacts from the steam
field is based upon data submitted at the time of the filing of the NOI.
~ Since that time, stacking emission limits and procedures have changed. Union
0i1 has advised the NSCAPCD that the emission limts should be attainable by the
time Unit 17 becomes operational. (See the attached letter from Warren Smith
of Union 0i1 to Michael Tolmasoff, NSCAPCD.)

Finally, several parties to the proceeding have raised the issue of

whether construction and operation of Geysers Unit 17 will brecludelfurther »

geothermal development in the Geysers (See Petitions to Intervene by DWR »f;fﬁ;;,_

and NCPA and Commission Staff Submittal to 9/25/78 conference)

At the Prehearing Conference on August 22 1978, and at the“Committee
Conference on September 25 1978, all parties discussed the issues concerning
air quality, including aspects of attainment of air quality standards and
conformity to~em1531on limitations, which needed further resolution and the
status of the various studies which PG&E and other parties have AQreed to
undertake to assist in resolving such issues References to these studies ,
are found throughout the Findings and cOnclusions (Subsection B. 3 ) on air "'{;;
quality 1ssues that the Comm1551on staff, PG&E, and the ARB staff have
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‘ j01ntly proposed to the Committee for adoption in the Preliminary Report

and the Final Report. The relationship of these studies to issues requiring

further review by the Committee is discussed in Section V.

73; Air Quality Standards Governing Geysers Unit l7

Relevant Air Quality R Preliminary
Findings and Conclusion Regarding
Conclusions , Compliance
1. NSCAPCD Rule 455(b) Findings 5-14 & _ more information
, (applicable beginning l/l/80) Conclusions 1. - required :
100 grams/gross Megawatt hour (gr/GMh) and 2
‘ of hydrogen sulfide (HZS) , 2 .
2. NSCAPCD Rule 455(b) / Finding 28 "more information
' (applicable beginning 1/1/88) . required: - .
50 gr/GMh H, LRI
\\ — — .
" 3. NSCAPCD Rule 455(a) S Findings 16, 17,729, complies
' -1000 parts per million (ppm) or ' and 30

less of emissions of sulfur ' Conclusion 4
compounds , calculated as sulfur o
dioxide (502)

4. NSCAPCD Rule 420(d) ‘ Findings 18 and 19 compliesg/
Limits emissions of particulate matter Conclusion 4 - g
to the lesser of: 0.20 grains per :
cubic foot (gr/acf) or — o

- 40 1b/hr from a source with a process
weight rate of 60 000 lb/hr.

7-??with ‘this standard in order for the Commission to certify the power plant

1/ PG&E listed this. standard among those applicable to Geysers Unit lT in its -
~September 25 submittal to the Committee, but believes that since it is subject

to a -hearing before it takes effect it 1s not necessary to demonstrate confp;?ézgco

b

Mr. Tolmasoff, agrees that the rule is not currently on the books and that he could
approve Geysers Unit 17 if it complied with the 100 g/gMWh standard. Commission - "
staff believes that the Committee should consider the potential for Geysers Unit 17 .
~to comply with the 50 g/Mihr standard as an issue but that a finding of conformance

i;znotanecessary in order for the Commission to certify the project (TR 344-346,
9/25/7

< .i--..-..-. . ‘ - N -

2/ Lake County APCD questions this conclusion. but has not provided any information
to contradict it. ST e e e
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more information

L Findings 20, 21. 33,; , ‘
_required

S and 34

. Conclusion & and
~_Committee Findings

. . and -Conclusions.

" 5. EPA Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) foir H,S

- 6. NSCAPCD Rules 220 and 230

" more information
. New source review rules :

Findings 38-55
R “required -

more information

7. NSCAPCD Rules 400(a) (Nuisance) and
540 (Control Breakdown) '

;8;’ NSCAPCD Rule 160. .

~ Ambient Air-Quality Standards 'Avenaging

TR 382-388,

. .9/25/78

* Findings 41-49

required

COnclusions 9 and 10
Pollutant California Standard . Time - - : ' ;
H,S . 0.03 ppm Thour — - more information
| e # required
S0, 0.05 ppm 24 hours - complies
, B .5 1 hour R
Sulfates 25 mg/m° 24 hours .. appears to comply,
' ' : - confirmation -data -
. required
TSP 60 mg/m> Annual Geo- ~ complies
R metric Mean IR :
100 mg/m 24 hours
The parties disagree concerning the need for*ihé-Commission to make a- o
finding of conformity with the following rules: . .. | - o
Relevant Air Quality Preliminary
Findings and Conclusion Regardir
Conclusions ' Compliance

1. NSCAPCD Rule 455(d) Table II.

Limits emissions of sulfur com-

Findings 25-30

 more information

Limits emissions of hydrogen Conclusions: 3 and . required
sulfide (HZS) stacking (venting 10 T T
to the air“during power plant
. shut-down) during scheduled and
-unscheduled outages S R
2. 'NSCAPCD Rule 420(d) , Findings 31 -and 32  -complies
- Limits emissions of particulate - Conclusions 4 and- - - =~ :
matter during stacking to the . 210 o »
.lesser of 0.20 grains/scf or 2 SR
40 ib/hr ‘ : , '
3. NSCAPCD Rule 455(a)' Findings 29 and 30  complies
| A

pounds, calculated as S0, to - -
1000 ppm or less during Periods
of steam stacking :

24
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, PG&E contends that these Rules apply to the steam well operation of Union -
i Company and not to Geysers Unit 17, but has agreed, nonetheless, to provide
_information that will enable analysis of compliance with the rules to be performed
' Staff contends that the steam well system, muffler and power plant are an integrated
.whole and therefore, the Committee must determine conformity of all to applicable
, regulations or at least review the stacking emissions in carrying out its environ-
_ mental review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (TR 3@33341““
"443-445 9/25/78)

Lake County Air Pollution Control District contends that its Rules per-
taining to Nuisance (Rule 430) and New Source Review (Rule 602, 605¢c) must be
considered by the NSCAPCD in issuing a permit so as to not prevent geothermal

development in,Lake County even though attaining air quality,standards 1n N
| Northern Sonoma c0unty.(See Lake County Submittal, Appendix C). Northern Sonoma |
;1County APCD believes that the Committee should consider whether the plant is

,de51gned so as to avoid causing a public nuisance or exceeding a national

ambient air quality-standard, therby violating the District s rules 400eA ,

- and 540 during breakdowns.. |
PG&E -agrees with the view that the NSCAPCD must consider the air quality

in Lake Coutny beforerissuing a permit according to Rule 220(b)(2).

l_'4. Proposed Findings and Conclusions |
| Following are the proposed JOlnt findings and conclusions on the

‘Commission staff PG&E, and the ARB staff on air quality- -
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PROPOSED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS ;
- AIR QUALITY

Ftnqus - E?msswns L‘umtatwns Normal Power PZant Operation

1. The AppZtcant has stated that Unit 17 i8 scheduled to begtn

operatwn in 1982. , ‘ o »

2. Um:t 17 wiZZv have a guaranteed grose generating capacity ofVIW

| 3 At the time Umt 17 is scheduled to begin operation, the hydrogen

sulftde (HZS) emsswns Z'Lmtatwn during normaZ power plant operatwn
will be 100 grams/gross MWh ( 26‘ 4 lb/hr) pursuant to Northern Sonoma
County A‘LI’ PoZZutwn ControZ District (NSCAPCD) Rule 455(b).

4. Beginning January 1,‘ 1985, Unit 17 will be limited by Rule 455(b)
. to HyS emissions of 50 grams/qross Mk ( 1'3.2 lb/hr) subject to review by
' the NSCAPCD before January 1, 1984.
'5. .‘Z'he steam suppZy for Unit 17 mZZ be approxtmtely 2,000, 000 Zb/hr,
7 mth an HZS content of 350 100 ppm.' Thts resuZts ina totaZ HoS ﬂow
 rate of 500-900 tb/he. |

6. The Applzcant has proposed to meet the appZtcabZe EZS emsstons
Ztmtatwns by employmg a surface condenser and Stretford st abatement
systems. o 7 ’ | |

_ 7 A Stretford system, ‘Lf correctly stzed mZZ treat 99+% of that HZS
thtch reaches the system tn the gas stream. |

The wor and references submtted do not contatn sufftctent mfor- }

2 matton to detemne whether the Stretford umt whtch mZZ be empZoyed on
‘Unz.t 17 i8 correthy stzed. o i
: The Applwant has agreed to provtde detatled tnformatton on the
‘; deszgn crtterta and capactty of the Stretford umt to treat that st which

vv reaches the untt at or pmor to the ftlmg of an AFC for Unit 1 7
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10. The amount of HgS which reaches' the Stretford.-system is dependent
on the amount of st which the surface condenser i8 able to "par_tition'f
out of the steam and into the gas stream. | S

11. If the surface condenser parti.tions less than'95—98% of the32$ into
the gas stream (depending on the H S concentratwn in the steam supply .

for Unit 1 7) the HyS remaining in the 8team aondensate unZZ reqmre :

treatment if the plant is to meet the 100 grams/gross MWh emsswns Ztmtatwn. .

12. The partztwmng efficiency of the surface condenser proposed is
not presently known. The Applwant estzmtes a partitioning effwtency of
 80-98%. | IR T

13. Umt 15 i8 the fzrst Geysere power plant utzlzz‘mg a surface |
condenser scheduled to begin operation. Umt 15 is scheduled to' beg'bn |
operation in late 1978. |

14. Because the ability of Unit 17 to meet the 100 grams/gross
MWh ie dependent on the partitioning efficiency of the surface conde_nser,
the Applicant has agreed to, if the NOI is approved, file an AFC vhich
either: ‘

a) contains sufficient operating data from Unit 15 to determine,
with reasonable certainty, that the part‘btwmng efficiency
of the surface condenser will be sufficient to meet the 100
grams/gross MWh limitation, or |

b) contains specific proposale for condensate 'Ereabhent systems'
which will be installed prior to commercial operatwn of Unit
17 in the event that the operating data from Unit 15 mdwates _
that the partitioning efficiency of the surface condenser i8
not sufficient to meet the 100 grams/groes MWh Z‘Lmtatton, 5
if sufficient data from Unit 15 is not available at th,ejtime”_ N

of the AFC filing.

It now appears the commercial operatien date for Unit 15 »wi]]r be delayed
until early 1979. & |



15. The AppZiccmt has agreed to, at or prior to the time an AFC
for Um:t 17 is fiZed“ provide ~deta£led information on the alternative
control methods that could be empZoyed to achieve the 50 grams H, S/GMh
Z'Lmtatwn of Rule 455(b) s scheduZed to take effect on January 1 1985
subject to review by NSCAPCD before January 1, 1984. |

16; NSCAPCD Rule 455(a) ths geothermal power pZant- emigsions of
squur compow'_zds, calculated as sulfur dioxide, to 1000 ppm or less.
| 17. Unit 17, as proposed in the NOI, will emit less than 10 ppm of
sulfur compounds caZcuZated as S0g.

18.‘- IVSCAPCD Rule 420(a) limits geothermal power plant emissions of

partwulate matter to whichever is Lesser of
a) 0.20 grains per standard cubw foot (sef), or
b) for a source with a pracess wetght rate of 60, 000 Zb/hr or
 move, 40 lb/hr. |
19. Unit 17, as proposed in the NOI, will emit apprommtely 0.0002.
”"graine/scf, or 1.4 ib/hr, of partwulate matter. (Note. At the Committee
" Conference on September 25 1978 PG&E suggested amending this finding by
',substituting the figures " 000002“ grains/scf and “0 24" lb/hr. Staff

did not contest this amendment during hearings on the Preliminary Report

‘w‘ARB expressly agreed to the amendment._ Therefore. the admendment is adopted

~ The emission rates that have been provided for particulate matter
}thus far have not included the emissions from the Stretford unit cooling
‘f-tOWEP, nor emissions from the power plant cooling tower if secondary treatment
:f;is required The particulate emissions data are now being reviewed to»

'ereflect the condensate samples from the existing Unit 17 steam wells, as ‘

‘ﬂQrequired by the NSCAPCD and also to incorporate emissions from both the

Stretfordvunit and»from potential condensate treatment processes. When this'

review is completed, a revised'emission;rate‘Willjbe provided to the NSCAPCD
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and to the Enerdy Commission. The App]icant expects that the revised emis-
~sjon rate wil] be be]ow the a]lowable emission rate. g | R o Q_y

-v—'—’;_‘"d_

e er e e - e e i L e

20. Federal Prevention of S‘Lgnszant Detemoratwn (PSD) requwements
may appZy,to Unit 17. EPA may require Unit 17 to ‘employ Best AMZabZe :
Control Technology (BACT) for H,S. o | : -

21. If Unit 17 can be operated in complwnee mth the st emwewns ' |
limitations of NSCAPCD Rule 455, Umt 17 mZZ sattsfy federal BAC'T requw.ehzents.

22. The Environmental Protectwn Ageney has prescmbed PSD mcrements for '

80, and for Total Suspended Particulatee {' TSP)
23. FEmissions of 50, from Unit 17 dumng normal plant operatwn are not
suffwzent to requwe PSD review for SOZ ;
24. Emieeions of TSP during normal plant operatwn are not suffw*z.ent to 0

require PSD review for TSP.

PSD review for part1culates could be required depending upon EPA s calculation
of "potential em15510ns“ and on the type of treatment, if any, required for the

Unit 17 condensate.

E?rnsswne L'Lmtatwne - Steam Stackmg

25. The Steam Supplzer states that durmg powerplant outages of less ‘than
four days, the steam supplymg Unit 17 will be "etaaked" (vented) at the
steam release valve through a bank of rock rmfflere. _; < |

26. NSCAPCD Rule 455(b) ie subject to remew on or. before Ja:nuary 1 1981.
Rule 455(b) echeduled to take effect on January 1, 1982, Zimits the st
emissione during eteam stacking as foZZows' : _ v |

a for an unscheduled outage of a pover plant, st emiseions must = be
limited to 10% or less of the HyS contamed in the steam supply at fullfj‘ R |
~ power plant load within four hours of the outage, i R o - o w
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 attained if stacking emigsions do not exceed 15 kg/hr/unit.

by 53% for an unscheduled outage of 2-24 hours. The 5§3% reduction would not

within one hour of a scheduled outage greater than four hours,

' Umt 17 ts filed, obtam and provlde detatled mfomzatwn from the eteam
"supplter on the control methods that mll be employed to comply with the

b. f‘or an unscheduled outage of a powerplant utilizing twin turbines,

st emsswns ‘muet be limited to 50% of the B, S contained in the steam
supply at full power plant load mthin four hours of a sunultaneous outage
of both units; '

| c; ‘the emission reductwns specified in (a) and ( b) must be attained
d. Rule 455 states that theee percentage reductione need not be
27.  The NOI states that H' S emissions during stacking will be reduced

comply with NSCAPCD Rule 455(b), if paragraph 2(a) above applies.

- 28. .The Appltcant has agreed to, at or pmor to the tune an AFC for

HyS stack‘mg emissions ltmtatton of NSCAPCD Rule 455( b).
29, NSCAPCD Rule 455(a) limits emission of sulfur compounds calculated
as 502, to 1000 ppm or less during periods of steam stackmg.

30. E)m,sswns of eulfur compounds, calculated ae S0,, mll be

B substantwlly less than 1000 ppm dumng pemods of steam stackmg. N

31. NSCAPCD Rule 420(d) lwnts emsswns of parttculate matter dumng B

dl,stackmg to whwhever ig lesser of

- : a) 0 20 grams per standard cubw foot (acf), or
: b) 40 pounds per hour. S B v
| f 32 E)msswns of particulate matter dumng stackmg mll be stgmfwantly.' R
less than etther - | |
- -a) 0.20 gr,ﬁcf, or

b) 40 b/hr.
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33. Pursuant to federaZ PSD requu'ements BACT may be requwed far HsS.
34. If the steam supplzer complies mth the emsewns sztatzons of
Rule 455(b), the federal BACT requwements mll be sattsfted.
35. The Environmental Protection A'gency has prescmbed PSD 'incz"ements.
| for 804 and for TSP. | " 7 | |
| 36‘. Emigsions of S0y from the Unit 1? steam release . vaZve during pemods
of steam stackmg mZZ be substantwlly lese than that requwed for PSD review..
37'f Emissions of TSP during periods of steam stacking will be substantially '
~ less than that required for PSD review. ’

New Sourae Remew

38. Rule 220(b)(1) of the Northern Sonoma County Air PoZZutwn '

_Control District requwes an air quahty analyszs for any new source whwh

will emit moreﬂaq;g'zs ib/hr or 250 lb/day of any poZZutant Jor whwh
there is a state or national ambient air quality standard.

39. Unit 17 will emit more than 250 lb/day of st»daring'nomaz
power plant operation.

40. The Unit 17 steam release valve will emit more than 25 lb/hr
of HyS during periods of steam stacking.

41. The state ambient air quality etéandard for Hgs ig 0.03 ppm
aver-aged over one hour. This standard may not be equaZZed or exceeded. .

42. The Applicant's air quality analyszs of the znzpaets of EgSv emsé‘ions
from Unit 17 (during normal power plant operatidn and stacking eondztwns)
on the ambient HyS concentrations ie not satisfactory to the etdffs of
the Calzforma Energy Commsswn, the Cahfornw Air Resources Board
Lake County Air Pollution Control District or Northern Somoma County Aw

‘PoZZutwn Control Dwtmct.
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43. The Applicént has ‘agr.eed to perform o addttwnaz air quality |
analysis prior to or at the time of filing the AFC. Such analyeie should
consider maximum impact at point of sensitipe receptors. This analyeis
| should: 7 | _ .
a) éésess impacte of normal plant operation and of steam stacking
during plant shutdoum.
b) assume By,S concentratm from other contributing sources for
7 the zmtzal year of operatwn that is consistent with aZZ
applwablev source emigsions limitations which are in effect

-~ at the time of ftlmg the AFC.

44, If the analyszs descmbed in Finding 43 shows a molatm of the
HZS standard at sensztwe’receptors, the Applicant may provide a similar

' ,analyszs asswmng HZS concentration from other contmbutmg sources consigtent

unth source emiggions from e:nstmg sources and those currently under
constructwn which comply with emieseion reductwns requwed by January 1, 1985
the date at which NSCAPCD rules are mtended to achieve the ambwnt air
quality standard for HpS.,
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45. The Applicant hase agreed to perform the analyeis "identifiedv‘in;

Findinge 43 and 44 for the following meteorological conditions:
| a) nocturnal drainage; | '
b) subsidence inversion with an inbe’iéion top of not lees than
3500 feet (MSL); |
e) downwash; o
d) those conditions present during days identified by the Lake
County Air Pollution Control Offiéei' _af 'thé‘ Pine Smt, '
Kahn Ranch, and Saumill Flat monitoring stations, and
e) thoee conditions present during the highésﬁ_ HZS ‘concentrations
recorded at Pine Smmit, Kahn Ranch, and Sawmll ‘Flat as |
'Ldentszd in the NOI on Table 2.1-1.
f) those conditions present during days having the hzghest number
| of HyS exceeds at the Pine Summt, Kahn Ranch, and Sawmill
Flat monitoring statioms.
46. The Applicant has proposed to particiéate in a joint air quality
and meteorological study to provide data sufficient to adequately pérform

the analysee ae epecified in Findings 43, 44, and 45. _ v

47. The staff of the CEC and the California Air Reeources Board (CARB)
have reviewed the proposed joint air cjuality and metearoZagicaZ study and
agree Athat 1f the study ie performed as requiréd by the fina'Z' work étate-.
ment agreed to by all parties to the study, sufficient data will be avail-
able to enable the Applicant to perform the analyses as speczfzed in Fmdmgs

43, 44, and 45.
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48. Informtibn from the proposed study will not be available to

perform the analyses specnfzed in Findings 743, 44, and 45 during. proceedmgs -

on the NOI for Urnt 17.
'49._ thh the possible exceptwn of the HZS standard Unit 17, ag’
proposed in the NOI A mll not prevent the attatmnent, interfere with the
o mamtenance, or cause a violation of any applwable ambient air qualtty |
standard. |
50,  NSCAPCD Rule 230 may requwe con;plwnce with emigeions lmtatwns
| fiom, existing sources in the Geysers ae a condition for allowing the
operdtion of Umt 17. At the time Unit 17 ie scheduled to begin. opez;atian,
: Umité ‘3-,4;, 5;6,11, and 12 wiil be alloved to emit no more than an-average of
200 grams per grose megavatt hour ( g/GMh) or no more than 10% of theHZS
'.in the supplied steam at Full pover plent load. , |
5l1. The Applwcmt has not provided. suffwtent information to demonstrate
that Umts 3,4, 5 6 11, and 12 will comply with the requirements of Rule 455.
“ 52, The Applwant,has agreed to, at or prior to the ;ffblmg of an AFC
- for Unit 17, probide detailed information as to how Unite 3,4,5,6,11 and 12
will comply w;zith',Rule‘455,
8. NSCAPCD Rule 455 requwes emigsions Ztmtatwns for Unite 1,2,7, 8
s and 10 to be adopted on or before January 1, 1980 7
54. .'I'he model rules adopted by the C’ARB would requwe EZS emeswns
| from. Umts 1,2,7,8,9, and 10 to be reduced to a maximum of 200 g/GWh for
' eaeh umt by meary 1 1984 S ’
55. IVSC'APCD Rule 455 requires the Cantrol Offwer to promulgate |
: emsswns Zmztatwns for Umts 1,2,7,8,9, and 10 on or before January 1, 1980 A

,For' purposes of ‘the analyszs speczfzed in Fmdmg '44 above, 'Lt 18 presumed
that the emsswns Zurntatwns ‘adopted by the NSCAPCD for these units will
be at least ae stringent as the emissions Zumtatwns- prescribed by the

- CARB model rule. \ | | |



Cbncluéions | - R
1. If the Applicant filee an AFC 'fbr, Unit 17,» it shall inclﬁde. either: =
a) sﬁfficient operating aﬁta on the surface condenser pdrtitioniﬁg ,
effwzency from Unit 16 to determne mth reasanable certamty
that Unit 17 will meet the 100 g/Mih HyS umtatwn mthaut
" eondensate treatment, or _ » R
b) specific prépasalé for coﬁdensaté treatment Systems_bhich_will
‘ be installed prior to the cahMercidZ operation'bflvnit'i?‘in '
the event that the parttttoning ef?%ctency of the surfhce '
condénser i8 not sufficzent to meet the 100 grams/GMWh szztattons
2. The Applzcant shall, at or pr¢or to the filtng of an AFC fbr Unzt
17, provtdé‘détazled information on the destgn-crzterza and capaczty af the
Stretford unit as proposed to treat that HyS which reaches the untt. : |
3. The Applicant shall, at or prior to the filing of an AFC fbr Uhtt
17, provzde detailed information on the aontrol methods that would be |
employed to comply with the 50 g/MWh emissions limitation of NSCAPCD Rule 455(b) .
scheduled to take effect January 1, 1985, - .
4. Unit 17, as proposed in the NOI, will com?ly with appiicdblé
emigssion limitations for all pollutante other than HyS during normal pover |
plant operdtion. | N ‘.
' 5. Unit 17, as proposed in thé NoI, will comply;with féderéZ‘PSD |
requiremente during normal power plant operation. . ' o
6. The Applicant shall, at or przor to the time an AFC for Unzt 17
18 filed, obtazn and provide from the steam supplier detatled znfbrmatzon
on the control methods which would be employed to comply with the HQS stackzng'
emissions limitations of NSCAPD Rule 455(b), scheduled to take effect |

January 1 1982.
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7. . The steam release valve will comply with applwable emiegions Ztmta- :
twns for poZZutants other than HgS dumng periode of steam stacking.

8. Efmssions from the eteam release valve will comply with federal
PsD reéuir‘ements during per'iods of steam stacking. . ‘ | ‘

: 9. Wzth the possible exceptwn of emiseions of HyS, Unit 17 mZZ
du.mng normal power plant operatwn, comply with applwable ambient air
quality standards. |

10. With the Vpossible exception of emiseions af H,S, emissions from |
. the steam release valve mZZ dumng periods of steam stacking, camply
with applwable ambient air quality standards.

11. The Applicant shall perform the air qualzty analysees descmbed

in Findings 43, 44, and 45 (New Source Reznew), and ghall proznde the resuZts
. of guch analysese at the lemg of the AFC for Unit 17.

- 12. The Applwant shall parthpate in the joint air quality anrd

meteorolomcal study described in Finding 46 (New Source Revww), and
shall provtde the available results applwable to Unit 17 at the: lemg
of the AFC for Unit 17.

" The Applicant shaZZ at or prior to the ftlmg of an AFC' for Unit -
17, provtde deta‘l_,led mformatzon on the control methods which will be
'vemployed on Units‘3,4,‘,5>, 6,11, and 12 to comply with >the emigsions limitations

of NSCAPCD Rz{Ze'-455;
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5. Committee Findings and Conclusions

With'thevexception of Findings 21 and;34'regardfng compliance with
federal BACT requirements and Conclusions 5 and 8 regarding compliance «
with PSD requirements, the Committee addpts the proposed findings and

conclusions as set forth above for the‘Final-Report. Based on discussions

at the September 25 conference, the Committee feels that further_considera-
tion of what constitutes BACT is warranted. We sought and will continue

to seek the assistance of EPA in pursuing this 1issue.
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. C. Otherf-Si te-Related Issues
1. ,Pfopdsed Findings and Conélusions

The fql]owihg are the Joint Finding§ and COncldsions on Noise, Hater‘
_Quath,' Hydrologyv and Water Resources, Soils, Biological' Resoufces, Socio-
. “Economics, and Cultural Resources, that the Commission staff and PGAE have
’ 'propbséd for -adoption by the Committee. Also included ére the Findings and
N | "Cdnclusions’oti Socio-Economics proposed by Lake County with which thevCon’mission :

staff agreed and to which PGSE did not object.
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PROPOSED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS SN -
NOISE = , B -
Findings ,
1. Lake and Somoma Counties have adopted moise elements to their
'genera'Z pZans The intent of the Ldke County _nodiée element ie to limit
noise to 55dBA Ly, Certain constructidndctivities, such ae the movement
of 'heavy equipment dumng daylight hours, are exempt from Lake County noise o
standards. The Sonoma County element does not have spectﬁed dBA szts.
The notse limits are set in the Sonoma County use permits.
2. The state noise limits are estabh’shed by CAL—-OSEA 8 Cal. Admm

Code section 5095-5089 and Cal. Vehicle Code section 23130. | |

3. The federal standards are set by the Occupatwnal Safety and

Health Act of 1970 and are baswaZZy the -game as CAL-OSHA standards

4. The ambient noise levels of the S‘Lte and sensitive receptors
are contained in the NOI at page 66 and Apperdiz G, page 9-2.

5. The closest identified sensitive residential receptor to Unit
17 i 1.2 miles north of the eite. Based upon the estimated projected project
operational noise level to thie receptor, the sounds of operation sWZd
be inaudible at this receptor. The projected operating noise level Qquld |
be inaudible to the other identified eensitive receptors which are farther
distant than 1.2 miles. | !

6. The third octave band noise J‘:reqﬁsncy data for the cooliné to:der,
steam jet ejector and turbine generatar are contained in Exhibit G, page -
9-2° of the NOI. Certain tonalities from the steam jet ejector and turbme
generator are expected to be discernable at the plant, but due to"moleaular

absorptwn, terrain and vegetatwn barrier effects, it is not ezpected that _

these tonalztzes will be. obeerved at the recep%ors. No dzscernable tonalztzes —

are expected from the cooling tower. o . . ' -
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7.

The following mitigations are to implemented by the Applicant.
a) Path treatment will be installed on the exterior surfaces
"of the steam j'et ejectors and wiZZv consist of mineral wool

" and an irripervious membrane (aluminum and/or lead jacket).

b) Thermal (high-density) insulation will be installed on the

exterior surfacee of the eteam turbine and will reduce the
- notse inside the turbine building.
e) The turbine ~buiiding walle and roof will reduce noise _

propagating to the outside environment.

- 'd) A sound-proof :office epace will be built on the turbine-

generator floor inside the building.

- e) PGEE's preeent purchase specifieation_s for mechanical equip-

ment encourages manufacturere to s@ply equipment that
produces a sound level no 'greater than 80 dBA at three
feet from the boundaries of the device.

f) Steam-drain Zines will be routed back into the condenser

so that eteam will not be dzscharged into the atmosphere

durmg unit start-ups. '

| . g) bDurmg unit outage conditions, eteam will be routed through

8

“be. dtscemable to gome of the cZosest receptors.

9

| ‘a rock muffler system installed and operated by the steam
supplzer. o -
The htghest plant constructwn notses mZZ be caused by Zarge

earth movmg eqmpment The noise assoczated unth thts eqmpment will

However, zt 1,s propased

kthat ‘l:he acthty mZZ be tempomry in nature and performed dumrzg day-

light hours. :

PG&E' mZZ requzre zts employees to comply with the requwements

of CAL—OSHA for heamng conservatwn thraugh admmstratwe controls and/or

T



the use of hearing protectors, wherever necessary

10. The complete liet of’nazse gources and levele aesoczated wzth
steam supply activities are set forth zn-the Environmental lmPaet Report
for Union Oil, Unit 17 (December 1977) and Union 0il simplified noice
model, Unit 17 geothermal development area (Mureh 1978). |

11. The projected noise Zevels fbr‘éroduction»well testing'withr
portable test mufflers, steam transmission lines start-up the'unmufﬁied
venting and well head master valve changes will be szgnzficant nozse
sources andﬂwzll be discernable to loecal receptors. Ebwever, these three
events oceur infrequently. The noises oeher than the above three associated
with the steam field development production would be discerndbie~taylakee
County receptors. They would not be audible to any of the receptorﬂ_in‘
Sonoma County 1

12. The effects from the steam f%eld development generally exceed
plant construction and operation noise levels. The cumulative tmpacts
of theee two noise sources will not increase the impact on the ieceptors
over the noise levels associated with the-well development operation |
- noise levels.
13. DNo further analysis of noise impacts from construction and

operation of the power plant ie anticipated.

Conclusions
| 1. The Applicant shall undertake the notge tmpacts m1t¢gatzon .
measures spectfied in Finding Number 7. ‘v .

2. With the implementation of the noise impacte mitigation measures
| specified in Finding Number 7, the power plant notees durzng nonmzl
operations sheuld be inaudible to the clogest receptor te the pawer .

plant site.
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3. ﬁ’tth the implementation of the noise impacte mitigation
meagures epecified in Findihg Number 75 power pZanthciaea during normal
operations will be in compliance with Lake and Sonoma County noise
standards and with the requirements of C'AL-OSHA and with federal

standards. o v |
| 4. With the implementatian of the ncise impqcts mitigation measures
vspecivfied‘ in Fmdtng Number 7, noises during periods steam stacking will
be tnaudtble to the cZosest receptors to the poner plant site. |

5. mth the mplementatwn of the noise impacte mitigation measures
specifted in Fmdmg Number 7, noises during periode of steam stacking
will be in compliance with Lake and Somoma County notse etandards and
with the the vequiremente of CAL-OSHA and with federal etandards. |

6. Noisee caused by steam fteld operations will be generally
dtscemable to the ZocaZ receptors, but such noises are within the
toZerabZe range.

7. Noises caused by cometruction of the pover pZant and reZated
factlzttes will be dwcernable to some of the receptors closest to the
| power plant site: but will be in complwnce unth Lake and Sonoma C'ounty
. notse standards and CAL-OSHA requtrements ‘and federal standards.

The Applwant shaZZ limit the use of heavy earth movzng equtp-

- xment to dayltght houre whenever posstble. If the Applicant limite the

use of - earth moving equtpment to dayltght hours_. the noiges caused by
plant constructwn will to toZerabZe to local receptors. - '

,9.} lVo adgudtcatwn of iseues related to the urpacts of nozses
: caused by power pZant canstructwn and operatwn 'Ls antieipated at etther

" the NOT or the AFC for Unit 17. h
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PROPOSED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS ' '
WATER QUALITY -

Findings

1. The Stretford efﬂuent and steam condensate contam substances

whwh are classified as toxic and hazardous.

2. The Stretford effluent will be . e]emental su]phur ,
and Stretford purge stream. The latter mZZ be pumped into ’the'base‘ of
the cooling tower for reinjection. The former will be te@arariily stjared' ,
at the site in an encloged coﬁtainer, and either sold for use or dieposed
of at an approved site. . | |

3. The steam condensate will be _' ufiiized for eooling water and the
excese will be reinjected. In the 'even‘t. 5f;:a sptll, the retéﬁtion 'basin
construction around the entire plant site would be adequate to prohzbtt
eacape of any reasonably expectable spzZZ

4. The cooling tower will emit droplets which contain certam toxw
chemicals. These droplets would not be deposited or othemse reach sw'face

waters in such quantities as to be measurabla

5. The water quality standards potent1a]ly applicab]e to the project include:
a) U.S. Envirommental Protection Agency Water Quality Criteria (197_,6})_. »
b) North-Coast Basin Plan. ‘

e) Porter-Cologne Water Quality{Act.

d) 23 California Administrative Code.

e) California Health and Safety'cOde~sestion 25100§
- f) 22 Cal. Administrative Code section 60001.
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6‘ The Applicant has prapaeed to implement the fo.ilemng mttgatwn
‘measures to control ‘and preserve water qualzty.

' a) A retention barrier mZZ eurround the :entivre plant to contain
any spiils. The barrier will be impermeable and have a volume
of 170,000 gallons. The lowest paiht in the barrier will
contain a catch basir_z with pump faeiliti'es' and alarm devices.
(NOT pg. 3-1). -

b) 4 monitoring.progrmn has been instituted in order to
evaluate long term impacts of the construction and
operation of Unit 17. (NOI pg. 120, App. IIT, pg. 28).

¢) The reinjection pond will hold 225, .ooo gallons, and have

' a freeboard of 2 feet and be eqmpped with hzgh and low
level alarms. (NOI prg. 3-2).

d) Those measures outlmed in andmg Number 8 of the

‘Smls Fmdmgs.

Conclusions ‘
1. There will be no intentional aischarge of any toxic or

hazar'deue ‘material into surfaee ‘waters in Quantities sufficient to

affect water qualzty o | 4 o
o PZume dmft deposttwn will not measureably affect water quaZzty '
3. For the protectwn of vater qual'bty, Applwant shaZZ urrplement

B the mttgatwn measures spectfzed in Fmdmg Number 6. »

| , 4.' If the Applwant foZZows the proposals autl-med in Fmdmg

v Number 6, the project will not exceed water quaZ‘Lty standards.

5. Staff and Applwant agree that no adqudwatwn of these wsues

are (sic) z:equwed 3n the WOT or AFC.
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PROPOSED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS ~ ~
HYDROLOGY AND WATER RESOURCES
Findiﬁgs | o |

1. The Applicant proposes to utilize condensed .gérothermaz steam
f‘or pZant eooling. -

2. The total plant needs for fresh znZand waters will be mnmal |
and should total approximately one acre foot of water per year.

3. The source for the neceseary freeh water will be from eitheif'
"l:ruckiﬁg‘ Yater from existing water sources, uti‘\Zization of the turb‘me
bu'Ldeg roof for collection of rain water or drilling of a waterweZZ
nearby. In lany event, the impacts on water resources would be minimal.

4. ILocation of the eite on a ridge line is such that theve is
little suiroundiﬁg watershed upon which to generate overland flovs.

5. The plant site is located 400 feei abové Squaw Creek. Even
uﬁder the worst case conditions, because of the elevation the flowe bf

Squaw Creek would not flood the plant site.

Conclusiaons
. 1. The construction and operation of the proposed plant would :
not adversely affect ﬁésh water resource’é‘. ‘
2. The chances of the plant site being flooded by overZM flow |
from the nearest surface water (Squaw Creek) is virtually non-extstent.

3. Staff and Applwant agree that no adaudwatwn of this zsaue |

_in the NOI or AFC is necessary.

44



. | PROPOSED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS \é’&
| : | SOILS . '

Findinge | o | |

1. T}ﬂe estimated eroswn rates and sediment transpart for the progect
ared are céfmtatned in the NOI, Sectwn 7.1. » _ '

2. The standards applicable to the project regardmg soile are:
a) The requwements contained in the Waste Diecharge Requiremente
Sfor Non-SewerabZe Waste prosal to Land-Disposal Site Destgn

‘ and Operation Information (January 1978) by the _Calzfarnw'
| _ State Water Resources Control Board. (Steam field)

b) Somoma County Water Agency and FZood Control Dwtrwt Ordmances.
~ (steam field and power plant)

| 3. The mitigation measures to be utnltzed ‘for the power plant to
eontrol soil Zose and erosion are as follows:
| a) .’l'he tenporary and permanent measures outlmed in the NOI at
. pages 113-118. |
| 4: The mitigation measures that will be utilized for the steam field
}to control s01l Toss and erosion are as follows
| a) "Earthwork and Construction Specifications, Geysers Area'of
Sonoma County." Union Geothermal Division, Union 011 Company
- of California | »' |
b) The proposals by the engineering consultants in "Specifications
~ for the Preparation for Drill Sites and Access Roads" in- the
k‘:'Castle Rock Springs EIR | | l' o
-iv-c) The requirements contained 1n the Wasted Discharge Requirements
*for Non-Sewerable waste Disposal to Land Disposal Site Design
,and Operation Information (January 1978) by the California
Water Resources Control Board.
5. The Destgn baste for the sedomentai;wn basin was not adequately

: addressed in the NOI and further conszderatwn of the spectfws w necessary
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- Conelusions v

1. The estimated amount of'eroéion and sediment tranéport, couptéd :
with the mitigation measures, indicates that theréiis a iimitéd pateﬁiial |
.jbf high erosion and sediment transport.' | o

2. The Applicant shall address in the AFC the design specszs
of the sedimentation basin.  '

3. The Applicant shall implemeni the mitigation measures bytlinéd'
in Finding Number 3 above. - | i o
| 4. If the mitigation measures in proposed Finding Number 3 above
are implemented, this project will comply with the dppz¢cabze standards:

5. The Staff and Applicant agree that no adjudication'bf‘thishigue

ie required in the NOI.

"6. Union 0i1 will implement thé.meaéuresvoutlined in Finding 4a (which

are equivalent to the measures in 4b) in order to comp1y with7the bermit"

conditions of Lake and Sonoma Counties. The North Coast Régidna] Water
Quality Control Board requires implementation of Finding 4c as part df(its

discharge permit."
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PROPOSED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Findir_zg g
- The. foZZomng Zazds and standards govern the preservatwn and
protectwn of bwlogwal resources:
° - Endangered Spectes Aot of 1973 and mpZementzng regulatwns
° ‘Ecologwal Reserve Act of 1970 and uanementtng regulations.
o » Endangered Species Act of 1970 and ltmpiementing regulations
‘e 'c'azif'omia Fish and Game Code Sections 3511, 4700, 5000, 5050,
5515 and unplementmg regulations. |
2. The Amerwan Peregrine FaZcon ig an endangered spectes by
destgnatwn of C'altfornw and FederaZ law.
3. The Amemcan Peregmne Falcon has been observed in the Geysers-
Calwtoga ICnoum Geothermal Resource Area. |
4. No actwe breedmg sites for the Amemcan Peregmne Falcon
are known to emst at the Unit 17 szte. |
5. The Umt 17 stte ig not chuded mthm the federally proposed
"Cmttcal Hab'Ltat Zone" for the American Peregrme Falcon.
6. There are no rare, threatened or endangered mZdZ‘Lfe speotes »
known to emst at the Unit 17 site. |
| 7. The GoZden Eagle and the ngtatl Cat are fuZZy protected speczes o
) by deszgnatwn of C’alzfornw Zaw | _
| 8. The Golden Eagle and the ngtatl Cat have been observed in
the Geysers-CaZzstoga Knoun. Geothermal Resources Area. ’
"9. The Umt 17 is not known to be a sigmfwant breedmg or feedmg
area for etther the Golden E'agle or the R‘Lngtatl Cat.



10. No rare or endangered plant speoies‘are known to exist at the
Unit 17 site.

11; The Applicant has proposed to undertake mmttgatzon measures
for the protection and preservatzon of‘btoZogtcaZ resources.r These
‘mzttgatzon measures are. speczf%ed zn the NUI on. pages 113,_116 117 and 118.v

12. Areas of crttzcal concern which may contain untque habztats and
which therefbre may need spectal protectton are known to exzst at ior near
the Unit 17 site. 7 ; | 7

13. Mtttgatzon measures proposed by the AppZtcant are adequate to
protect areas of crttzcal concern at or near the Untt 17 stte.

Spectes of.recreational vaZue are known to exzst zn or near

| the Unzt 17 site. B .

15. Mitigation measures proposed by'theidpplicant are adeouate to
protect species of'recreatzonal value in or near the Untt 17 szte |

16. Vegetatton stress has ooaurred from cooZtng tower drtft at
the Geysers. |

17. Most of the stress has occurred wtthzn 1000' of the cooZtng
towers. The dpplicant is studytng the effects of cooZzng tower drtft on
vegetatzon and reports on these studies will be submitted at or prior to
the AFC and an interim veport on this study will be’completed inrthe
'near juture. | |

18. The drtft rate of the cooZzng tower proposed at Unit 17 is Zess
than that utzltzed at other operattng generattng Geysers pZants, and the
fractzon of Zarge drift droplets will be reduced

19. The Applicant contends that the deszgn of the Untt 17 eooZtng

tower will minimize the localized vegetatton strees.
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'
20. The Staff does not believe that there ie sufficient infor-
" .mation to determne the extent or significance of ZoaaZ'Lzed vegetatwn
stress from the Unit 17 cooling tower drift.
21. The cumulative effect of cooling tower. drift deposition is -
uncertain and. further studies are needed-in order to determine the
itmpact of long term low level exposure to vegetation from cooling

tower drift.

" Conelusions

1. The Applwant shall undertake the mtzgatwn measures spemfzed
in F'Lndzng Number 11.

2. W‘Lth the mplementatton of the measures epecified in Finding
Number 11, the Unit 17 power plant and related faczhtzes can be canstructed V
and aperated in complzance with applwable standards for the protectwn and
preservatwn of bwlogwaz resources.

3. The Applwant shall proznde the Staff a report on the studies and
.make _-avaizaale for inspection the data it has coZZee‘kted i'eg'arding the effects
'af aooZ{ng tover dﬂft)deposit{on at or pmior‘ to the filing af the'AFC

4. The Staff shaZZ report to the C'ommttee after it has remewed the
i Applwant ‘s report and shaZZ make ite recommendatwn as to the need to -
| contmue the emstmg study or whether addztwnal studzes are needed in order
to assess potentwl Zong term chronw effects on vegetation from Zow ZeveZ ‘

exposure to low Zevez chromc tomczty from aZZ steam and dmft emsswns

- _resuZt‘mg j’rom geothermal deve Zopment.

| 5. Staff and Apprant agree that no ad,yudwatwn of these issuee are (sic)

necessary in the NOI .



PROPOSED FINDING AND CONCLUSIONS
SOC10/ECONOMICS

Findings v

1. The proposed project will employ épproximte,ly 70-85 workers
during the power plant’s peak construcfio_n time, and have an average
o employment level of 50 workere dﬁring its 28 month construction périod. .
| 2. The Applicant's previous operations in the Geysers area héve
established a reeident labor force in the Sonomd-Lake County Area.

3. ‘Both Lake and Sonoma Counties zmiilnhabe economic inzpac‘fs from
the constructwn and operdtién of the Umiti? power plant, iﬂespectivé :
of the origin of the workers. These impacts reflect the édditioﬁal o |
economicuactiv'ity generated in. the two C&ﬁhtiés’ ‘a8 a result 'iof theb
payrollé of thé personnel involved in the Unit 17 project. Sonoma
County will most likely receive the greatei'-' amount of these payrqll effects.

4., Somoma County will receive propéify tax revenues from the aseessed
value of the pioposéd power plant and a po’intian of the steam field.

5. Lake County will derive revenues from the developmeﬁt of that
part of the Unit 17 steam field which lies within thé County's xb-oundaries.

6. The passage of Proposition 13 hae altered the assessment picture
for both the valuation of utility propertiés andv iocal préperty ‘l:ax rates.

7. Direct and indirect costs to be borme by Sonoma and Lake County,
as well as by the communities near fhe project, as a result of Umt 17'3 |
constructwn and operation will be minimal. | |

8. The proposed power plant ie located in an area whose pmncz.pal :
‘land use is the exploration, development, and utilization of 7'geova:he1;mal

energy and which has numerous geothermal power plants in operafio‘n.
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9. Sonoma County hae adopted a policy of providing for the planned
) :deveZopment and restoi'ctian of an acceptable enviroﬁment_ in such geothévnal i
resource creas by means of: éromoting the ccnzpatability of the resource
- with the Zang range envirm'z'mental,z scenic and open space potential of the
. developr;zent area; encouraging compatible, comprehensive' multiple use of
’ -Zeaseholds, and the applwatwn of high standards governing all phases of
geathermal exploratwn and development.
10. The Comnnsswn Comttee has requested Lake and Sonoma Counties
- to provzde commente and recommendatwns regarding the compattbltty of
‘the proposed project mth local land uee plane, goale and policies.

- No response has been received to date.

ConcZusiohs _

| 1. Due to the pregent resident labor force in the Somoma-Lake

Couhty area; the pz;bposed project will not cause a significant increqse

in the number cf construction workers who may migrate to these areas in
_order to work at the Geysers 17 power pZant

2. ' PayroZZ and mcome effects generated by the constmctwn of the

pfoposed pover plant will occur in Sonoma and Lake Counties. Sonoma C‘ounty,
'because of the Zarge proportwn of Geotkemal-related vorkers reeiding there,
" ‘mZZ Z‘Lkely receive the Zarger sha.re of these mcome effects.
3. Dwect and 'mdwect costs for Sanoma and Lake Cmmttes as weZZ
B as the local commumtzes near to the project, as a result of Unit 17's
constructwn and operatwn appear at thts time to be lese than the
:anthpated tax revenues assoczated mth the progect. Progect tax revenues,
as weZZ as effects from canstructwn payroZZs appear to be of sufftctent

magmtude to cause a positive balance in a cost-benefzt compamson.r :
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4. | The proposed location of‘the facility is in an >area that has
numerous géothermal electrical generation facilities in operation. |
The propoeal appears, therefore, to be co'mpdtible with the Zandr use
plans of Sonoma County. | . | |

5. Staff and Applwant agree that no adgudwatwn of thw zssue

mZZ be necessary in either the NOI or AFC.

PROPOSED FINDIIVGS ON SOC'IO/ECONOMICS OFFERED- e
BY LAKE COUNTY, AND ACCEPTED WITHOUT OBJE'C'TION BY PG&E AND CEC STAFF

1. Lake County mZZ receive. no property tax revenueg from the
, proposed power plcmt zteelf

2. Lake County will derive revenue f'rom the development of that
portion of the Unit 17 steam field which lies within the County '3 bowadames
if the necessary permits are issued by Lake County.

3. The immediate direct and indirec«t casfs to be bornme by Lake ' |
County as a result of Unit 17's cometruction cmd operation will be ‘m'inimal.

4. The operation of Unit 17 will ‘imp'ose so_mé burdens an C'&unty |
Goverrment. ,

5. The operation of Unit 17 'may preclude further geothermal dev-
elopment in portions of Lake C’ounty,- if thie should in fact occur,. there

will be a resultant economic loss in the private sector and public sector.

2.



~ PROPOSED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
CULTURAL RESOURCES

Findings |
1. C'uZturaZ resources include p_aZeontoZ'ogicaZ,' archeological,
hfstoricaZ;,A a&hnographi:c'alﬂ resources and resources of eduoational,-
scieﬁtific, '.religious and other significance.
2. The applicable standards are: 4 ‘
a) Rational Historic Preservation Act of 1966, 16 U.S.C. 470
et seq., and implementing reguiations, 36 CFR 800 et seq.
b) Native American Historical, Cultural and Sacred Sites, Public
Resources Code section 5097.9 et & geg. |
3. The pZant site and steam fteld have been evaluated for archeo-
,‘Zogwal eites and arttfacts and none were present in ezther area.
, 4. The remammg ‘eultural resource considerations have not been
"fuZZ_y evaluated. Applwant will perform a full cultura_l resources
survey and provide such_report to the Commission prompoly upon ite |
. completion. Such eurvey shall be‘ filed prior to or at the time of '
: fizing of the AFC. | |
5. Applwant has proposed to consult in a timely manner with
Commsswn Staff on the scope and methodology of the etudy, and Staff
; 'may make recommendatwns Sfor additional mtzgatwn measu.res 1,f any

are neoessary

‘ Concluswns . _ _ |
1. The pz'oposed pZant and related steczm wad will not zmpaot upon

aroheologwal resources as none are present in the site area.
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) 2. .’l’he exietence and stgmfwance of paZeontoZog-LcaZ hwtomcal
'and ethnographw resources, as weZZ as resources of educatwnal sczentsz,
or reZzgwus szgnszance cannot be determned untzl the Applwant has

campleted the cuZturaZ resources. survey as spec'bfzed in Fmdmgs 3 and 4.

Such survey 8hall be filed prwr to or at the ‘time of the ftl'mg of the AFC : : |

3. Sub,yect to complwnce with the requtrements of Fmdmgs 3 and 4,
, Applwant and Staff agree that no ad,judtcatwn of these ‘Lssues are (sic)

necessary dumng the NoI process. ‘
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2,_ Committee Findings and Conclusmons

The Committee adopts all of the findings and conclusions on noise.
"_water quality, hydrology and water resources soils, biological resources.
soc10/econom1cs, and cultural resources as proposed by Comm1551on staff and
: oPG&E-and-with respect to socio/economics, by Lake County.

~In commenting on the Preliminary Report Northern California Power

| 1‘,, Agency (NCPA) obJected to Finding 5 on Socio/Economics as proposed by Lake

'“7%,cdunty, stating

L First, this finding states nothing more than conjecture; no:
 factual basis adopted by this Commission exists, nor is contained
- in the Preliminary Report that would lead to the conclusion that.

- operation of Unit 17 may preclude further geothermal development
-in Lake County. In this regard, proposed finding number 5 is
inconsistent with item number 8 at page 50.  "the proposed
“power plant is located in an area whose principal land use is

the exploration, development and- utilization of geothermal energy :
~.and which has numerous geothermal power plant in operation e

} 7'1, The Committee agrees that the statement 1s conjecture, thus the

,i,,use of the word "may" as opposed to "will" The finding is, however, based

, fon statements by and a letter, which NCPA itself submitted to this proceeding,

7v‘from Lake County officials that air quality (not land use) con51derations may
Epreclude further geothermal development The COmmittee has reached no con- o

» clusion that development will be precluded Only 1nformation that will be

'f”;:available in the AFC would enable such a determination to be made
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- IV. PUBLIC HEALTH,,'SAFETY:-AND' RELIABILITY
: A, Intrdduction‘ ‘

Public Resources Code Sections 25514 and 25511 require ‘the Commission,'

 to consider ‘the - adequacy of nmasures proposed oy the applicant to protect

public health and safety .. Central to this»consideration is determining the.'..<

aaconformity of the proposed power plant with applicable public health and safetyl_< -

laws and standards.

| Public Resources Code Section 25215 3 authorizes the COmmission to compile
’relevant local regional, state and federal land use, public safety, environ-
‘ ‘mental, and other standards to- be met in designing, siting, and 0perating
facilities in the state", and to,"... adopt-standards, except for~air and water_»
quality, to be met in designing~or operating:facilitie5~to‘safeguardipublic:
health and safety, which may be different fram or more stringent than thosei

‘adopted by local regional or other state agencies, ...“

The Commission has not adopted standards different from{or moreustringent
.than any local, regional, state or federal standards effective today. Thus, the
Commission is currently using existing standards as the-benchmark.to evaluate

the adequacy of public health and safety'protection measures.

Many of the site-related. issues discussed 1in previdus’-Sectionselof this
| report are relevant to making the public health, safety and‘reliability;deter;
mination required by Public Resources Code Section 25511. For example, Findings |
1-55 and Conclusions 1-13 on air quality, Findings 1-6 and Conclusions l-4 oni‘
water quality, Finding 5 and Conclusjon 2 on hydrology and water~resources,~ande

Finding 2 on soils speak to the adequacy of‘publicihealth.and safety.protection



: : \

measures. Section IV.B also presents public health Findings and'Conclusions.
In addition; there are two issues that arevparticularly relevant to making
safety and reliability determinations for geothermal power plants. These are

the geotechnical and structural engineering issues that are discussed in Sectionl
w.e | | P
R | , |
B. Public Health |

1. Introduction

At the Prehearing Conference on August'22, 1978, and at the Committee
Conference on September 25, 1978, all parties discussed 1nformation that would
be available»to assist 4n resolving certain issues concerning the public health
impacts of emissions from Geysers Unit 17. This information includes the studies
 referenced in findings and conclusions on public health and air quality and
listed in.Section v of this report. In addition, at this Conference. Commission
staff and PG&E submitted 1ists of applicable public health standards, ordinances,

" and laws, which have been consolidated into the list reproduced below Staff and

" PGSE also agreed that certain issues dealing with the appropriateness of the H S
public health standards ‘could not be resolved at all in the course of either
Notice or Application proceedings because of lack of sufficient data and informa- s
| 'tion (See Public Health Findings 3, 4, and 5 and Conclusion 2) It is also q
.PG&E 's position that the Committee should recognize that the State HZS ambient
}air quality standard is a nuisance standard as opposed to a public health stan- |
“dard. The Commission staff maintains that the standard involves public health
B considerations (TR 377-378, 9/25/78)
2 Public Health Standards L

" Reference in Proposed Public
Health Findings and

B Standards = S  Conclusfons (Section IV.B.3)
~ -a. Cal. Ambient Air Quality Std. . "Findings 6 &7 on HyS-

0.03 ppm (1 hr. average)
~Hydrogen Sulfide
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b. California Department of Health,
17 CAC, Secé{gn 30355 :
Radon- -222 (““Rn) 100 pCi/1 in air
for controlled area; 3 pCi/1 above

natural background in uncontrolled

area.

G- ARB Rule 1609 L
Sulfates 25 ug/m
(1 hr. average)

- Findings 1-12 and Conclusions

1 & 3 Radionuclides

N SISl

Findings 10 & 11 and Conclu-
sion 3 on Ammonia, Ammonium
Compounds and Sulfates

d ARB Rule 160
Total Syspended Particulates (TSP)
60 ug/m 3(Annual Geometric Mean)
100 ug/m” (24 hr. average)

€. ARB Rule 160
0.05 ppm (24 hr. average)
Sulfur Dioxide; 0.5 ppm
(1 hr. average)

~ There aré no enforceable standards for arsenic or boron.
public health impacts of Geysers Unit 17 emissions of these substances have been
assessed in light of various proposed or recommended standards.

posed findings and conclusions, subsection 3, for treatment of these substances.

Findings 3 & 4 and COnclusion
1 on TSP

Finding 2 and Conclusion 1
on 502 .

\

In addition to these public health standards Staff has p01nted out

the follow1ng standards applicable to worker safety at the site:

Therefore,

See.fhe pro-

a. Cal OSHA

. igmpp? (8 hr, average)
onia;- Ammonium Compounds
Cal OSHA o

10 ppm for an 8 hour time-weighted
average.

* Finding 5 and Conclusfon 1 on

Ammonia, Ammonfum Compounds
and Sulfates .
Finding for HZS

o~

b. Cal OSHé
50 ug/m (8 hr. average)

Findings 4 & 5 on Mercury

3. Proposed Findings and COnclusions

The Commission staff and PG&E have Jointly proposed the following

Findings and Conclusions on Public Health for Adoption by the COmmittee.
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PROPOSED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
PUBLIC HEALTH

Findings - B,S

1. Unit 17 mZ'ZZ emit:'hydrogen sulfide (HgS) in the cooling tower exhaust
during normal plant operation and in the eteam supply dumng periods of steam
3tackmg. ‘ o |

2. Chronic Zong term exposure to HgS concentratwns of 0.08 ppm and above
_7 has been reported to cause adverse health effeats in the human population.
" The health effects of exposure to HoS in concentrations lese than
0.08 ppm ar_e‘ not well documented. | |

4. Due to the lack of data, and the uncertainty over the validity of studies
of low Zenel exposures, experte disagree on actual/ effects of such expesures.

-5, Hydrogen sulfide has an odor which ean be detected at eoncentrations
less than 0. 08 ppm.. : | _

6. The state ambient air quality standard for HgS i8 0.030 ppm (1 hour
" average). v

7. The state ambient air' quality kstandard sz» ByS ‘113 based on a'nuis_ance
odor threshold. 7

8. The Illinoie ambtent air quaZ'Lty standard for HZS which ig intended
to protect publw health, is 0.0l ppm (8 hour average).

‘8., The urzpaet of HyS emissions from Unit Z? during normal power pZant
operation on ambtent B,S coneentratwns at reaeptars in The Geysers has not yet
' been determned to the satwfactwn of the E'nergy Commsswn Staff and the Air
PoZZutwn Control Dtstmct Offwers. L v

’ _Zo. The unpaet of HZS emiggions from the eteam release valve dumng pemods’

of steam stackmg on ambient HZS caneentratwns at reeeptors in The Geysers has

not yet been adequately determned
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11. Applicant has proposed to participq_te in a study whick will develop

sufficient data for an anlysie of the impacte of st emisgions from Unit 17

during normal power plant operation and from the eteam releasei valve during

2

periode of steam etacking on ambient H,S concentrations in the vwzmty of

The Geysers.
C’onclﬁéions

1. The health effects of continuous exposure to HyS inb concentratwns
less than 0.08 ppm are not knoum. ' | : :

2. Due to insufficient data 'regar'diz?g adverse bhe‘_al.th _effeéts from
chronic exposure to HZS at levels béléw 0.08 ppm, it carjmot-ﬁer comluded
whether or not there will be adverse inrpaété to public health as c‘z' result.

of opeir'ation of this plant.

Pindings - Radionuclides

1. The noncondensable gae fraction of geothermal steam originating
from natural fumerols and developed welle containg the noble rddioactive
gas, radon-222 (%22pn).

2. Radium-226 is a parent radionuclide of 2221?11, and occurs natﬁrally
in the soil in varying concentratione at Z’ﬁe Geysers.

3. Inhalation of short-lived daughters producte of 222py, ean cause
adverse health effects. | , B

4. The maximum rate of release of 222py in emisgions from the 11
operating power plants at The Geysgers is dpproximtely 1.43 Ci/day.

5. The results of The Geysers Radiological Meaéurement Program

conducted by LFE Envirommental Laboratory indicate that the highest ’.

recorded 222pn concentrations in the air, with the operation of 11 power

plants, were 0.5 pCi/1 at Unit 1-2 and 1.4 pCi/1 at SRI stabt?ia_nr 7 (Sawmill

Flat) in an area of elevated 226pq in the 's‘oil.
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| 6. It zs not anttctpated that the 2221?;1 content in the steam supply
",fbr Unzt 17 wmll be substanttally d%fferent than the average 222Rn content
'J in the steam supply for Umts 1-11.‘ o o | - |
- 7 The Caltfomta standards for 2Rn are 100 pCt/l in air for a |
- controlled area and 3pC‘L/1 in atr, above natural background in uncontrolled
area. | ' C ;
v8._‘v PG&E mll conduct annual teettng of the. steam of Unit 17 to vemfy

that tncomng concentratwns of Radon 222 have remamed below appltcable

[ o U

9. v"The resulting radioactivity will result from the scrubbing of
radioactive particulates from ambient air."ie 4
’f10, "Wet cooling towers have shown a generic tendency to scrub particulates,

including radioactive particulates from ambient air.?

| Conctusions e
1. If 222&n content tn the steam supply fbr Untt 17 ts scmtlar to

‘&fefethat fbn Uhtts 1-11 the resultant ambtent concentrattons from Untt 17 -

. j' t'}mll not exceed 222Rn etandards for both contr'olled and uncontrolled areas ; »’

. and should not cause an adverse publtc health tmpact. L »‘ |

S The Appltcant shall provtde detatled tnfbrmatton on tts proposed

'222Rn momtomng program at or prior to the ftlmg of an AFC' for Umt 17..
Ihe Appltcant ehall dtspose of the cooltng tower sludge in an ’

5approved disposal site. o
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Ftndtngs - Amonw, Ammomum Compounds Squates ‘ e
| 1. Umt 17 mZZ emt ammonia in the oooltng towr exhaust dmft g
during normal operatwn and in the steam supply durtng perwds of steam |
stacktng._ ‘ | o | i A
2. InhaZatton of ammonta in suffwtent quanttties ean cause. adverse
.fhealth effects. | o E ' ., . 7
~ 3 There ts no apprabZe ambtent atr quality standard for ammonta. S
The Caltfornw Occupattonal Safety and Health Standard i8 25 ppm ( 8 hour |
average) B '
4 Ammonw concentratwns in steam from 6‘1 productng weZZs at The
| *Geysers has averaged 0.0194 percent by wez.ght.- e
s The Unit 17 cooZtng tower as proposed tn the IVOI mZZ emt
ammonia in conoentratwns Zess ‘than 25 ppm ‘ ’ S '

6. Ammonw released to the atmosphere in the cooZing tover exhaust

and in the eteam supply during steam staoktng will be substanthZy dtZuted
before reaching the nearest receptor. | |

7. Atmospheric reactions of amnomaemsswns could potential‘.lu
form toxic ammonium compounds, such as ammomum sulfate. |

8. Sulfates can form through atrhospheric oxidations of HZS' |

9. Sulfates ean be toxic to humane when tnhaled in suffwtent quanttttes. |

10.k The Caltforma ambient air qualtty standard for suspended sulfates
i8 25 ug/m (24 hour average).

11. The ambtent atr quality standard for sulfates mZZ not be exceeded
as a result of normal power plant operatton or. the staokmg of the steam X
supply for Unit 17. R S |

12. Ambient temperatures and concentratwns of' precursors at The

Geysers do not factlttate the formatwn of ammonium: btsulftde. e
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1. E?msswns of ammonia from the cooling tower and from the steam .

Conelus ions

supply du_mng periods of steam etacking will not resuZt in adverse
public health impacte. | | |

2. Ammamwn bwuZﬁde formed by atmospherw reactwn of ammonia
emissbions‘ will not be present in sufftczent quantities to cause adverse
eatst, ebfotn B - o
| - 3. vSince the state ambtent air quality standard for‘sulfates will |
. not be exceeded, adterée health 11mpact$ will not occur from sulfate

o format*i‘ons resulting from operation of Umt 17.

Findings - Mercury

1. Elemental mereury vapor and other'.mercury forme will be emitted |
_ fram the cooling tower during normal power plant operation and at the
steam release valve during periods of steam stacking., | ‘

2. Mercury is tomic to hunans hen inhaled or ingested in sufficient
quanttttes. : . ‘ ’ - |

3. .’l’here ie no adopted amb'bent air qualtty standard for mereury,
aZthough The World Health Organization hae suggested a standard of 0.8 ug/m3
for all forms of mercury. In addztwn, an amlnent standard of 1. 0 ug/m
. has been recommended pzmsuant to tke Clean Aw Act of 1970 as a Natzonal
“'Emsswns Standard far Hazardous Air PoZZutants. |
4; The merczmy cantent in the steam supply for Umt 17 18 expected
' to be swnlar to the mercury content in the steam supply for Umt 11. :

s Emsswn concentratwns of mercury at the Unit 11 coolmg tower
pomt of e.mt were measured as 0. 95 ug/m3

6' Meraury is dtluted m the atmosphere dumng transport to nearby

popuZated areas.



7. Ambient mercury concentrations in The Geyaers monitored by
Battelle Northwest Laboratoms ranged from 0. 001 to 0.018 ug/m .
The ambient concentratwns were monitored vhile 11 geothermal power pZants
were operating. | ' v

8. Ambient mercury c&ﬁceﬁtratiéné résulting from the addttwn ':of
Unit 17 emigsions at the coolmg touJer and. at the stean release vaZve |
to present background concentrations will not exceed recammended etandarde

9. Mercury cches between Zand water, atr, plants and ammals.

10, Mercury in the food cham can adversely unpact publw health $f
present in suffwzent quantities. |

» 11 . The addition of mercury from Unit 17 emiseions to the food cham

as a result of .normal power plant operation and eteam release vaZve dumng

pertods of eteam stackzng will not be eignificant.

Conclusidns

1. Emissions of mercury during normal operation of Unit 17 and
during periods of steam stacking will comply with recamer_zded ambient
standards for meréury and ehould not cause adverse public health impacts.

Findings - Argenic

1.  Unit 17 will emit some form of arsenic from the cooling tower into
the ambient air. Arsenic detected in geath'érmal steam may be present as ] |
suspended particulates, arsenic trioxide vapor or possibly.arsinie.

2. All forms of arsenic are known to be toxic at some concentratwn,
and some forms are potentwlly carcinogenic.

3. The World Health Organization has proposed a eafe ambient air -
quality level for arsenic of 5.9 ug/ms.averaged over a 24 ho'u;n period. NIOSH I'
suggeste a standard of 2.0 ug/m3 per 15 minute sampling for aveenic trioxzide |

to protect against carcinogenic effects.
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4. The expected arsenic emissions from the cooling tower will be
3 Zb/yr. Based on thts annual emtsswn rate, the expected concentratwn
of arsemc at the coolzng tozner mll be less than the suggested standards.
| With the addttwn of the effects of dtZutton and dtsperswn in the atr, |
 anbient areenic concentrations from Unit 1 7 will be substantially beZ_om

" NIOSH suggested standards.

' '_Concluswn | o

“1 Avatlable data ‘mdtcates that arsemc emsstons from Untt 17
and resulttng ambtent concentratwns at The Geysers are- weZZ below
the proposed standards destgned to protect public health.

Fmqus - Boron

| L Boron is contatned in the steam suppZy for Unit 17, and unZZ be
.emtted from the eooling ‘tower during ‘normal pover pZant operatwn and from
»the steam reZease valve during pemods of steam stacktng L
_ .2. Atmosphemc reacttons could resuZt in the formation. of bo;'on
L compounds which can be tomc to humans. 1” "

’ There are no ambtent air qualtty standards for boron or boron

' 'compaunds, aZthough the World HeaZth Orgamzatwn has recommended an

: ambtent standard of 50 ug/m for bomc actd | '

o 4 The expected boron emtsstons from the cooltng tower mZZ be 1500
‘st/yr. Based on thts armual emsswn rate, the expected concentratwns |

k} of boron at the cooltng tower i8 such that the suggested WHO standards for
o bomc actd would not be expected to be exceeded at the point of exit from
the cooltng tower.~ el , ooy SR |

| e E?msstons of boron and resultant boron compounds wouZd be dispersed

and diluted durtng transport.
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Conclusion
1. Emissions of boron during normal pozoer pZant operatwn cmd dur‘mg
perwds of steam atackmg mZZ not adversely affect publw health

Findings ~ TSP

1. Total suspended particulates can, dependmg on thezr partzcle 8ize
and chemical composition, produce adverse health effects.

2. The California Air Resources Board has adopted an annual standard
for TSP of 60 ug/m anda24hourstandard of 100 ug/m | | ‘ 7

3. E?rnsswns of Unit 1? will not prevent the attamment, mterfere “
with the mamtenance, or cause a vwlatwn of the ambtent air qualzty ‘
standard for total suspended particulatés (TSP) during mormal operation.

4. Emissions from the steam velease valve will not prevent the
attainment, interefere with the minte}zance,. cr cause avviolation,of the
ambient air quality standard for ISP during periods of steam stacking.

5. The ambient air quality standard for TSP is intended to protect
the public from adverse health impacts.-

Concluston
1. Emissioms of TSP during normal power plant operation and durmg

periods of steam etacking will not result in adverse public health impacts.

Findinge - S50,

' 1. Atmoshperic oxidation of H,S may form small amounts of sulfur
dioxide (S0,). ' : _

2. The Caizfornw Air Resources Board has establiéhed a 24 hour ambzent
air quality etandard 0.05 ppm in the presence of oxidant or. parttculate
standard exceedance



3. The California ambient air quality etandard for 50, will not
" be exceeded as a result of’apenatton of Unit 17 durtng normal power

plant operatton or durtng pertods of eteam stacking

Cbncluszon _
1. S0, resulttng j%om operation of Unit 17 szZ not adversely

affbct publtc health

4, Conmittee Findings and Conciusions

The Committee adopts the proposed findings and conclusions as

set forth above for the Finai Report

The Preliminary Report contained findings on radionuclides as

- follows: |
\ "9, The radionuciide 210pb will be contained in'the cooling tower

siudge from Unit 17."
"2, If the cooling tower sludge is disposed of in a Class II-1 dump

site. the pubiic wii] not be adverse]y affected by radionuclides in the

s]udge " o ' |

The Applicant,proposed revisions to these two findings as foliowsi

"g, Radioactivity. including fallout and naturally occurring radionuclides,
. will be contained in the cooiing'tower sludge from Unit 17. | The concentra-
'V tion of radioactivity in the siudge w111 be in the approximate range. of
; concentrations found in soil of the general area." , and N
| "12. Because the radioactivity in the Unit 17 cooling tower siudge will
/°»be in the approximate range of concentrations in soils of the general area,

: disposai of this s]udge in any disposa] site wiii not adverseiy affect the
‘public L o
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. However, the Staff, in its written comments, objected toadoption o
of these new findings inAthe,beiiefrthat'the;proposed amendments are not yet -
supported by information supplied by the App11cant. The Committee therefore,
does not adopt the’App]icant's proposed findings 9"& 12. HWe are direCting'
the Applicant to supply the 1nformat1on necessary to support its proposed
find1ngs at or prior to f111ng the AFC should the Notice be approved

The App11cant proposed two additional findings to replace f1nding

10 and 11 under the heading of "Radionuclides” in the Preliminary Report. |
The Staff did not object to these proposed amendments. Therefore,lthey have
been adopted by the Committee and can be found as number 9 and 10 under

"Radionuc11des"

.5} v
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. Safety and Reliability
1. Introdwtion
‘IbfurthercarryohtthéprovisionsofMicResourcesCode
Section 25511, that requires the Commission to "determine the adequacy of
measures proposed by the applicant to protect publlc health and safety"
the Cammittee must also "rev:.ew the factors related to safety and rella.blllty
of the facilities" at the site. Among these factors are "special design -
featnres to acco_unt for se,ist_u.c and other potential hazards". These
features aire dové:ed mdertheheadlng of geotechnical and structural
engmeermg issues.
2. ProposedFmdmgs andcornclus:l.ms L
. 'mecamussmnstaffandPG&Eproposedthefollomnandingsa:ﬁ
bonclmonsmgectechmcalarﬂstrwwralengmeering issues foradopt.wn ‘
by the Comittee. =
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PROPOSED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
GEOTECHNICAL ISSUES ,

Findings '

1. A potential existe bfor, damage to 'ithe»paw'e:b plant site due to
gully erosion. _

2. The Applicant has proposed to undértdke'certain short term and.
' long range erosion -control measuree as spécified on pages 113-118 of )
the NOI. , . V‘ :

3. The Applicant stated (in a workshop held July 6, 1978) that
it would employ additional mitigation measuree of the types specified :
on Page III-61 and in Apperdix A of a document entifled. ”Ehvifomental ‘
Impact Report, Castle Rock Springs Geothermal Area,” Atlantic Scientific
Company, August 22, 1975. | | |

4. Any breach of the berm containmer;'ﬁ surrounding the power plant
8ite caused by guZZying could be quickly and easily repaired.

5. A portion of the cooling tower structure will be located over
a shear zone.

6. The rocks within the shear zone are weaker and lese etable than
rocks which are not Zocdted in the shear zone, and are thus susceptible
to differential settlement, rebound, and related geological phenomena

?. The depth of weathered shear zone materiale extends to 20—30
feet below the present ground surface. _

8. The Applicant has proposed to located the cooling tower foundation
45-60 feet below the present ground surface where it encountere shear
3one materials. |

9. The cooling tower foundation bearing pressure israpproxﬁizaiely |
1000 ibe/fte. | |



10. The bearing pressure of the rock and eoii to be excavated ie
: approximately 6000 ibs/ftz. |
| 11. The measures hecessary to minimize hazards to the cooling tower
foundation dr;te to differential settlement, rebocn'd, and related phenomena |
| canﬁot be determined until the precise conditions encountered during
emavatwn are known. | |

12, .’l’he Applwant hae proposed to undertake mttgatwn measures
Nappropriate to the actual conditions encountered during excavation.
Thc mitigction measures includc over excavation and placement of
engineered fill or lean concrete, redesign of foundations, and pressur_ized
injection of grout.

13. The Applicant has proposed to install survey markers in major .
faundationé to monitor lateral and/or vertical movcments. |

14, The Applicant shall install survey markere when excavation
- reaches blant grade in ordér to monitor lateral cnd/or vertical movement

which may occur prior to construction.

Conclusions
1. The Applicant shall undertake the erosion control measures epecified
in Findings 2 and 3. | |
2. With the zmplementatwn of erosion control measures as spectfted
S in andmgs 2 and 3, the potential hazard to the powr pZant site due to .
‘, guZZymg is mmmal and acceptable. _ : , ‘
| 3. The Applwant shaZZ undertake the repaw of any breach to the
berm contamment caused by guZZymg as soon as w feaszble following the
, -occurrence of such breach. ‘ |
- 4 -No adgudtcatwn of wsues related to hazards to the pawer pZant

‘site c_aused by guZZy-mg is necessary durmg the NOI.



5. The Applicant shall undertake the measures'specified‘inyiindiﬁgsF:v
8, 12, 13, and 14. | | | |

6. With the implementation of the measures spectf%ed in F%ndtngs 8,
12, 13, and 14 the location of the cooling tower ts acceptable j?am
a geotechnical standpotnt. ‘

7. Adbudzcatzon of 1ssues related to the Zocatzon of the cooZzng

tawer over a shear zone te unmnecessary during the NOI.
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PROPOSED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
STRUCTURAL ENGINEERING

Findinge - Seiemic Performance' Criteria and Design Methodology

1. Applicant has proposed to design the Unit 17 power plant and

related facilities to perform as follows:

a)

b

\‘ i8 dtffzcult to predict, it i Ztkely 'Lt can aZso be retu.rned '

Consequences of a Maximuwn Probable Earthquake will be
limited to structural damage repairable in one week or

less. Most of the ceritical componente and eauipment will

be repairable in the same period. ' Although seismic damage

to Za.rge rotating equipment operating mﬁth close toZerances

18 dtfftcult to predtct it i8 Ztkely it ean aleo be returned
to service within thie perwd In any event, pZant ‘etructures,
components, and equipment mZZ be repaired with due diligence
using enlarged work forces and shift work. |

Consequences of a Ma:cimwn Credible Earthqnake wiZZ be limited A

to a plant ehutdoum of twelve months or less without coZZapse

-of major strnctures and with minimal equipment mlfmct'ion or

damage. Most of the eritical components and equtpment will
be repatrable in the same perwd AZthough seiemic damage

to Zarge rotating equipment operattng with cZose toZerances

to servtce mthtn this period. In any event, plant structures,

components, and equipment will be repatred with due dzltgence

usmg enZarged work forces and shtft work

| »2.‘- : There are no adopted E’nergy Commsston standards deftmng seismic

performance crttema for Geysers Geothermal Pou)er PZants.

3. Absent the adoptton of setsmw performance crttema for Geysers

Geothermal Power PZants, the Applwant 'e setemic performance cmtema

appear adequate for thie NOI .
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4. A power plant or reZated facility compcnent i8 critical ify
a) it ie necessary for continued pawer generation; and
b) replacement time is unacceptable, or
e) replacement cost is unacceptable.

5. Applicant has proposed to design and construct criticalm
‘structures using a base shear coefficient determined either by bhe
ATC-3-05 design. methad with an effective ground acceleratzon qf o',g
or by the 1976 UBC, whtcheuer i8 greater. i

6. Generally, the base shear coeff%czents derzved by the proposed
' ATC methodology will exceed those dertved by UBC methodology

7. Appchant has proposed to deStgn non-crﬁttcal structures to
Uniform Building Code (1976 Edition). »

8. Sonoma County requires structures within the Cbunty to be
designed, at a minimum, to the Uniform Building dee

9. Setismic design eriteria for Geysere Geothermab Power Plants
have not been adcptedbby the California Energy Commission.

10. Absent Energy Commission seismic desigh eriteria for Geysers
Geothermal Power Plants, the Applicant's proposed deeign methodélogy
for eritical structures is acceptable for thies NOI. h

11. Absent Energy Commission seismic design eriteria for Geysers
Geothermal Power Plants, the use of UBC for non-crzttcal structures ie
. acceptable for this NOI. |

12. Applicant has proposed to ensure tbat eritical facility coﬁponents.:
reasonably confbfm to the seiemic perfbrmaace criteria specified in Iinding
Number 1. }\ o |

13. Applicant has proposed to designate wbich‘pawer piaht:aha~related

facility components are critical and to Justify euch designatiahs;
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Conelusions

1, Applicant shall design and construct Unit 17 and ite related

factltttes to perform as spectfted in Fmdmg Number 1.

'2. Applwcmt ehall deetgn and construct cmtwal factltty s'l:ructw'es

E y"as spectfzed in Finding Number 5

3. Applwant may destgn and construct non-cmtwal faczlzty

. componente in accordance with the Uniform Bu'bldmg Code (1976 Edition).

p—y

4. Applwant ghall ensure that cmtwal faczhty components
reasonably canfom to the sewmw perfarmance cmtema spectfzed in Fmdzng
anber 1. o | |
5 If the pover plant and related facilities are deszgned and :

"constructed ae dtrected by Concluswns 1 through 4 the power plant and

related factltttes will conform to applicable seismic safety standards
6. Applicant shaZZ provtde mformatwn as spectfted in Fmding
Number 13 at or pmor to the lemg of the AFC for Unit 17,

‘ 3. Committee Findings and COnclusions

The Committee adopts the proposed findings and conclusions

“as set forth above.




’ V. ISSUES REQUIRING FURTHER REVIEW -
A. Introduction S i. f . ' Qﬁ;
The first key to 1dentifying 1ssues that may require further consideration
in proceedings on PG&E's proposal to construct and operate Geysers Unit 17 lies
in Findings and Conclusions presented in the foregoing sections. Severai of
these Findings and Conclusions reference information. studies, or reports that
’ PG&E has agreed to provide prior to or at the time of filing the Application for
Certification The questions to which this additional information relates
remain unanswered The second basis for identifying issues that require

,further con51derat10n are the statements madefby various parties and the discus- -

sions that have ensued during thevproceedingsvto date on the‘Notice,:as described
in Section III.B. | |
The following subsection sets forth the questions which the COmmittee plans
to consider in making its recommendations on.the Geysers Unit 17 Notice. In
addition, information which the Committee expects to receive concerning»each
question is briefly described. In most cases, information reqUired to resolve .
outstanding questions will not be available until PG&E files an AFC for Geysers

_Unit 17 (if the Commission approves the NOI).

Under these circumstances, and in the absence of new information presented

at hearings on the Preliminary Report, the Conmittee has issuedﬂits.Einal-Report

based largely on information available as of the publication of_the,Preliminarxf
Report. PG&E, various parties to the proceeding, and the public are‘therefore

invited to state their views during hearings on the Final Report,IaSatopwhEther

. 2
e i oW —— o be

or not the NOI for Geysers Unit 17 should be approved.

" B. Tssues and Information Requirements

1. Air Quality

With respect to issues of air quality, the two major questions are

will Geysers Unit 17, during normal operations and in periods of steam stacking, *\'j

comply with applicable HZS emission's 1imitations? And, wi]].Geysers.Unit 17, “during
75 | ' o



normal operations,andrin periods of steam stacking, prevent the attainment,

interfere with the maintenance, or cause a violation of the HyS ambient air

quality"Standard? PG&E is proposing to use a surface condenser and Stretford

'HZS abatement system on Geysers Unit 17 to meet applicable?HZS emissions
.limitations | | |

Questions asked by various parties in this proceeding, that must be

* answered before these ‘fssues can be resolved, awalt the availability 0T*fé7taf"
, information as described below. |
| a) Question: Is the Stretford system properly sized?

Information Required: Detailed information on design criteria and

—_capacity of Stretford unit to be supplied by PG&E prior to or at the filing
of the AFC for Unit.l7. (See Air Quality Findings 7-8, Conclusion 2). v
b) <guestion? Is the partitioning efficiency of the surface condenser high
enough to eliminate the need for additional treatment of the steam condensate

in order for Unit l7 to meet HZS emissions limitations?

Information Required: Partitioning efficiency data from Unit 15

-when ayailable The Applicant s specific proposal for condensate treatment

systems that it believes will enable Unit to meet the HZS emissions limitation

of 100 grams/gross Mwh should partitioning efficiency not equal 95-98% w1ll )

- :be submitted with the AFC. (See Air QualityaFindings%10:14,~gpnclusion 1).

= e s et

S, Yese e

c) ‘Question How will Unit l7 meet the 50 grams/gross Mith HZS emission s

limitation scheduled to go into effect on January 1, 1985 subject to rev1ew-by

the Northern Sonoma“tounty APCD before January l, 1984?

Information Required PGSE has agreed to provide, prior to, or at the
time the AFC for Unit 17 is filed, detailed information on alternative control
methods that could be used to achieve the HZS emi551ons limitation scheduled to

~ take effect on Januaryrl 1985 (See Air Quality Finding 15, Conclusion 3)
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‘d) Question: Do EPA Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) -
regulations apply to Geysers Unit 177 If so, will Unit 17 comply with federal B

~ BACT requirements?

Information Required: Confirmation from EPA'as to whether or*not‘PSD |
applies. Resolution of question as to whether Unit 17 will comply with Northern
Sonoma County APCD HZS emissions limitations and confirmation that EPAvwillv'

regard technology used to comply with Northern Sonoma County APCD rules:as,,~

. ‘constituting BACT,

e) Question: W Unit 17 comply with Nortnern-SonomaICOunty'APCb"HZSf‘"
| ’emisSions limitations governing periods of steam stacking? |

Information Required: Detailed information on control methods that

w1ll be used to comply with HZS emissions limitations PG&E will obtain this .
information from the steam supplier and provide it prior to oy at the,filing
of the AFC for Unit 17 (See air quality Finding 27 and 28, Conclusion 6)

f) Question: Will federal PSD requirements apply to the steam suppliers
proposed methods of controlling HZS emissions during periods of steam stacking? |

Will the proposed methods satisfy federal BACT requirements?

Information Required: Detailed information PG&E has agreed to obtain

from the steam supplier on methods that willlbe employed to control st emissions

during periods of steam stacking. The information will be supplied prior to

or at the time of filing the AFC (Air Quality Findings 28, 33, and 34 and 7
Conclusion 5 and 8 and Committee Findings and Conclusions on Air. Quality)

g) Question: Will Geysers Unit 17 prevent the attainment, 1nterfere with _,-
the maintenance, or cause a violation of the ambient air quality standard.for

H,S at sensitive receptors?

Information Required: An air quality analysis, using appropriate air ' Q,j

qual1ty and meteorological data, that con51ders the maximum impact of Geysers
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Unit 17 H,S concentrations at the point of sensitive receptors. If the
analysis shows a violation,.PG&E will perform a second analysis assuming
complia‘nce.with Northern Sonoma County's rules and ARB'.-s prop'osed standards
1‘ limiting emissions from'ekisting sources or those currently under construc-

| tion, in January l, 1985. PG&E will make the analysis available prior to

" or at the tine of filing the AFC (See Mr Quality Findings 41-48, 54, and 55,
‘Conclusions 9-12). -

h) guestion: Wil Geysers Units 3, 4, 5, 6 11, and 12 comply with

- Northern Sonoma County APCD HZS emissions limitations (Rule 455) at the time
Geysers Unit 17 begins to operate?

Information Required Detailed information on how Units 3, 4, 5 6,

1, and 12 will comply with NSCAPCD Rule 455, PG8E wiil supp]y the information

prior to or at the time of filing the AFC (See Air Quality Findings 50 and 51, -

Conclusion 13).
In addition to those issues identified in the Findings and COnclusions,
_various parties have raised the fol]owing questions | .
~a) Must the COmmission find that Geysers Unit 17 will. comp]y with
Northern Sonoma County APCD emission s limitations during periods of steam
stacking in order to certify the plant? ‘ “ '
‘ b) To what extent must Northern Sonoma County APCD consider Lake COunty

‘ APCD rules in issuing a permit to Geysers Unit 17? | . ,
: c) Will Geysers Unit 17 comply with emissions iimitations for TSP during'

',steam stacking?

d) What constitutes BACT?

€) Should the Commission condition approval of the power p]ant to assure
that it would not cause a public nuisance or excedence of national ambient air

quality standards during a breakdown?
: | | 78
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f) Wifl construction and operation,of Geysers Unit 17 preclude further
geothermal development in the Geysers? | ‘ | |
'V g) Is PGAE's air quality model valid?

2. Soils o
a. Question What is the design basis for the sedimentation basin? Is -
- it adequate to assure that in combination with other mitigation measures‘PG&E
has agreed to empioy, that the short range erosion impact of Geysers Unit 17-7
will be modest, the long-range losses minimal and that the proposal will comply

with applicable standards?

Information Required: Design specifics on the sedimentation basjn.

PG&E has agreed to address this issue in the AFC (See Soils Fihdingv4 eﬁd
Conclusion 2). | '

3. Biological Resources

a. Question What is the potential extent or significanCe of localized
vegetation stress from Geysers Unit 17 cooling tower dr ft? What is the cumula-i}'r
tive effect on vegetation of long-term, low-level exposure to cooling-tower |
drift deposition? Should PG&E continue its existing study and or conduct |
additional studies in order to assess potential long-term chronic effects on .
vegetation from low-level exposure to low-level chronic toxicity from al]

steam and dr1ft emissions resu]ting from geothemal deVelopment?
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Information Required: The results of studies PGSE is currently

cdnducting on'cooiing‘touer drift effects on vegetation. PGSE has}provided'

an interim report on this study and wi]l provide further reports and‘data
e prior to or at the filing of the AFC. (See Biologica] Resources Findings 16-21,
"Conc1u51ons 3 & 4).

4, Socio-Economics

a. guestion will the Geysers Unit 17 project be compatibie with loca1

' eiand use plans,goals and policies?

Information Required- Response from Lake County and Sonoma County to

Commi551on communications requesting their comments and recommendations on this

__sm*issue (See Socio- Economic Findings 9 & 10. Conciusion 4) f_SonomafCounty S

R ———J .

response is attached as an appendix. Lake-County s has not yet been’received

further geothermal deve]opment in Lake County?

Information Required: Air quality anaiysis of the impacts of . Geysers

Unit117 on HZS ambient afr quality. PG&E will provide the analysis prior to
the filing of the AFC (See Socio-economics Finding and Conciusion 5 as proposed
by Lake County) | | | '

55 Qulturai Besources - , e

a. ~guestion: Do paleontologicai; historical. ethnographic,aeducational,

scientific, or religious resources exist at the p]ant:and steam fieid‘Site? If_'

‘*Lso, what is. their significance? Are mitigation measures necessary to protect

» them?

Information Required: A_fuli‘culturai resource survey evaluating cul-

tural resources. PG&E will provide a report‘based on this survey-prior to or at

the time of fiiing the AFC (See Cultural Resources Findings4 and 5, Conclusions
2 and 3). The cultural resources report will be prov1ded by December 1, 1978.
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6. Structural Engineering

- Question: Has PG&E properly designated these ‘power piant and related

components which will be designed to meet seismic performance criteria which -
Comm1551on staff and PGAE agree should govern critical components? | |

Information Required: A designation and Justification of critical

power plant and related facilities componénts by PG&E PGEE will supply this
information at or prior to the filing of the AFc (See Structura1 Engineering
Findings 1- 13, Conclusions 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6).

7. Public Health Y

-a. Question: What impacts -will Geysers Unit 17 have on ambient HZ
concentrations at receptors in the Geysers during normai operations and periods

of steam stacking?

Information Required: Results of PG&E's air quality anaiyseSuas
described in air quality Findings 43-46. PG&E will provide this information
prior to or at the filing of the AFC (See Public Health HpS Findings 9-11).

1/ See also Air Quality questions relating to HZS'
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Timeline of Events
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. 236A:22

o/

Hearing on Motion of City of Santa Rosa

Motion of City of Santa Rosa Denigg*"“““
Informational Hearings, Santa Rosa '

and Lakeport o ?

—boint Prehearing_chference P
Statement workshops

Prehearing Conference, Santa Rosa

~ and Kelseyville

Prehearing Cdnference Orderj;;'

Air Quality and'PuincfHeaIth7Conference

Preliminany5Reportﬂ : 74.‘:, ::_

Public Hearings. Preliminany Report,
Lakeport and,Santa Rosa o

Written Comments

Revised Proposed Schedule

Final Report |
Public Hearings, F1na1 Report
Decision s i

July 18, 1978
“July 19, 1978

“July 20._2], 1978
July 27, 28, 1978
-August 10 16, 1978
’August 29 1978

~ September 25, 8
‘October 20, 1978

‘November 13, 1978
'before'Novémber;zo, 1978

,Decémbér 6, 1978‘ a

DécembefZZO.,1§7éf



AP?ENDIX A - TIMELINE OF EVENTS

proposed Schedule

0n July 5, 1978, the Commission Committee issued the following schedule for the

. processing of the Geysers #17 NOI

. Redeive,NOI

‘ ISsue‘Hdrkshops
informationa]‘ﬂéafingg
Prehearing Conference

Statement Workshop

Prehearing Cohference
Prehearing Conference Order
Evidentiary Hearings
Applicant's Findings
Counierfindings
Preliminary Report
Written comments
Final Report

"Public Hearings

Decision

Actual Schedule

NOI Filed
Executive Director Accepted NOI
Commission Committee Appointed

Issue Workshops

- May 25, 1978
July 6, 10, 13, & 14, 1978
July 20, 21, 1978

July 26, 27, 28, 1978

August 7, 8, 1978
August 15, 1978

~ August 24 - September 5, 1978

September 20, 1978
September 30, 1978

‘October 6, 1978

November 3, 1978 .
November 20, 1978
December 4, 1978
December 20, 1978v

May 25, 1978
June 15, 1978
June 15, 1978 | |
July 6, 10, 13, 14, 1978



APPENDIX B
1. Schedule qf Interventions

2. List of Intervenors
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"APPENDIX B - 1

SCHEDULE OF INTERVENTIONS

Intervenor.

Oakmont Property Owners Assoc.

City of Santa Rosa
Sonoma County

| Alpine Valley Property
Owners Association

State Department of Water
- Resources :

’ State_Public Utjlities Commission
Lake County

Lake County Air Pollution
Control District -

~ State Air Resources Board
Northern California Power Agency

Northérnisbnoma County Air
Pollution Control District

petition Filed .

January 25

May 26

June 22 -

July 6

- August 2

August 3
August 4

August 4
August 10
September 12

September 14

.Obgéction

None

~ None

None

August 9, PGSE

None

None

None

None

September 25,
PG&E

None

Petition Granted

June 7. .

Juné 7

“June 23

July 14

August'24

August 16

August 24

August 24
August 24
Octobeb 16

September 25

g o e e o e T S £

Hearing

August 22




APPENDIX B - 2
LIST OF INTERVENORS

Alpine Valley Property Owners
Association .

c/o James A. Rundel

P.0. Box 1896

Santa Rosa, CA 95402

" California Air Resources Board
Kingsley Macomber

.~ Steven D. Burton

Kathleen Kahn
P.0. Box 2815
Sacramento, CA 95812

California Department of -
Water Resources

J. Gary Steenhoek, Chief

Energy Division

P.0. Box 388

Sacramento, CA 95802

California Public Utilities Commission
Janice E. Kerr

William Foley

James S. Rood

5066 State Building

San Francisco, CA 94102

City of Santa Rosa
Derek J. Simmons

City Attorney

P.0. Box 1678

Santa Rosa, CA 95402

County of Lake ~ )

James ordon. - ———
255 North,Forbes Street '
Lakeport, CA 95433

County of Sonoma

Office of County Counsel
Lynda Milispaugh

2555 Mendocino Avenue
Santa Rosa, CA 95401

- Lake County Air Pollution

Control District

‘Fayne L. Tucker
- 255 North Forbes Street

Lakeport, CA 95453

_Northern Sonoma County Air-

Pollution Control District
Michael Tolmasoff .

" 141 North Street
. Healdsburg, CA

~ Oakmont:Property Owners

Association

 John Hastings, President
P. 0. Box 2005 ,

Santa Rosa, CA 95405

~ Northern California Power Agency
. Martin McDonough, General Counsel

McDonough, Holland, Schwartz, & Allen
555 Capitol Mall, Suite 950
Sacramento, Ca 95814




APPENDIX C
Comments from Public Agencies

The following are written comments from public

- agencies and parties from the date of the pub-

lication of the Preliminary Report to the pre-
~ -paration of the Final Report.
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" RE Geysers 17

NOV 2 7 1918

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ‘ 7 8 1\, .
. - - : ¢
State Energy Resources () I ~J

Conservation and Development Commission

In the matter of:
Notice of Intention of PACIFIC ‘Docket No. 78-NOI-3
GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY to File

an- Application for Certification STAFF COMMENTS ON THE

PRELIMINARY REPORT.

The Staff of the California Energy Commission hereby submits
its comments on the Preliminary Report, dated October 20, 1978.

Dated://>/ézzyé7j7. o T ’Respectfully submitted,

M*f/@o

Stephen H. Burger
- Matthew V. Brady
. Attorneys for the Staff
of the California Energy
Commission




. The Staff of the California Energy Commission submits the Y

following comments to the Preliminary Report on the Pacific Gas and
Electric Company's Notice of\Intention to seek certificatién for
Geysers Unit 17. kMost of the comments are editorial and are
offered to clsrify the record. Thé Stéff-is concerned however,
about the Committee's introduction.to aif quality findings and
conclusions on pages 5 and 6. On those éagesvthe Committee

states that the Applicant must obtaiﬁ regulatory authorizétion”“
;from the Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control Officer

'in order to construct Unit 17. Thisustétement should be amended
to reflect negotiations currently undéfﬁay between representatives
of the Commission and the Air ResourceéiBoard to establish
a comprehensive pover plant siting scheme that reflects.the‘
legislative mandates of both agencies. The following outline,
taken from the Commission's Committee on Power Plant Siting
Regulations November 1978 Policy Paper, is under discussion
between the Commission and the ARB for_inclusion in future
Commission regulations and in a revised State Implementation‘Plan.
Resolution of jurisdictional and administrative issues prior

to the commencement of an AFC for Unit 17 is likely. The likelihood
of resolution should be included in_the Final Report in place of
a statement that an NSCAPCD authorization 1s required: | |

A PROPOSAL FOR MEETING AIR QUALITY
REQUIREMENTS IN THE POWER PLANT SITING PROCESS

In Part III of [the Policy Paper is a description of] how
the Commission's siting authority should be implemented while_taking
account of the roles of other government agencies in fhe siting

process. Although there are a variety of‘inter—governmental



. I \
- relationships created by the Warren-Alquist Act, in general the
p‘“J - following principles should apply to those relationships:
| (1) Comments solicited from other agencies in the NOI
| should focus on the basic acceptability of the
aiternative-proposals; in particular, they should tell

whether any proposal has any obviously disqualifying

&y

aspect that would remove it from further consideration
. or make one alternative significantly less_preferabie
than another;
(2) Analyses solicited from other agencies in the AFC
should focus on whether, and the conditions under which,
a specific proposal complies with the agencies' laws
‘and standards.
(3) The Commission should rely heavily on the experience and

expertise of‘other'agencies; except for health and safety

matters where no other agency ‘has. a comprehensive expertise,

the role of the Staff should emphasize coordination
and ensuring a complete record, rather than duplicating
~ the analyses of other agencies. |
(M) uThe findings and conclusions of another agency as to a
'.‘project's compliance with the .laws and standardsbwhich
‘thatvagencyvnormallyVenforces‘should be.givenkgreat'weighf;
8 ~they will ‘be binding on the Commission unless clearly

} erroneous as a matter of. law or fact or unless some

serious consequence would result from their.application.A

%/ Source: "Power Plant Siting Policy Paper" Committee on Power
\=¥ Plant Siting Hegulations, CEC, November 1978 ‘Appendix B.
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AIR QUALITY REGULATORY OUTLINE

'I. GENERAL PROVISIONS |
A. This rule supersedes all state, local and regibnal nuies,
rcgulations, ordinances and standards;.'v _ :‘
B. Each local district shall be feimbursed for such added
- costs that are actually incurred by the'diétrictrihl

 complying with this rule.

II. NOI , | , |
A.; Data Reqts: Sufficient detail for the analysis described |
below. | | |
B. Procedure
1. Prior to the conclusion of the non adjudicatory
hearings specified in PRC section 25509.5, the ARB
and the local district in’ﬁhich a proposed facility
- may be sited shall submit a ‘report containlng prelimlnary
recommendations on whether there is a reasonable
likelihood of compliance with air quality regu1ations
and on permit conditions to be applied to the facility.
2. If no site has a reasonabie likelihood of ccmpiiance,
the Commissiaon Staff and‘the ARB shall’propose alternative
siting areas which merit %urﬁher‘study to determine | |
whether they may comply. The Applicaﬁt sﬁould be
directed to study those proposed alternatives.
C. Decision |
1. A site will only be approved if there is reasonable

llkelihood of compliance with air quality regulations,



o

III.

AFC

e | ‘{“
provided however, that if the facility is needed
~and there 1s no site with a reasonable likelihood,
.it will approve the site that is most likely to
‘comply.
2. In making determinations on air quality, the Commission
'shall give great weight to the views of the ARB |

and the local APCD's. - .

Data Requests

1. The requests shall be the same as for an authority to
- _construct. |
2.  The APCD and ARB may request neceésary information -
from the Applicant.

Procedure

1. Within 240 days of the filing date (a shorter period

for the 12 month AFC's), the APCD shall submit
"findings and concluéions on_whether'the Applicant's
proposal complies with applicable air quality
| regulatioﬁs_and what permit conditions should be
 imposed I the proposal doesn't comply, the findlngs
and conclusions shall include recommendations on
'conditions‘to be applied. These findlngs and
 conc1usicn$-sha11 be the result of‘thc heafihg
’procedurevapplicable tc:an‘authOrity'to‘construct.'
2. A Qitnesé ih support:of‘the findings énd conclusions

‘should be made available at the AFC hearings.
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C. Decision
1. The findings and conclusions of the APCD shall be L o
entitled to great weight énd shall bé»binding on
the Commission unless clearly erroneous as a matter
of fact or law. | |
2. If there is disagreement between the APCD and the
Commission‘onrwhether thé proposal complies, the
Commission Staff shall meet with the agency
concerned to attempt to eliminate the inconsistences.
3. A similar meeting to eliﬁinate noncompliance‘sha11>
be held if the Commission finds that the proposed
facility will not comply with air quality regulations.
If the noncompliance cannot be eliminated, the o
Commissioﬁ must make a written determination of |
whether the facility is required for the public
convenience and necessity and whether there are
any more prudent and feasible means of achieving
such public convenience and necessity..
4. If there is an affirmative determination pursuant
to paragraph 3 and the facility is certified,'the
following conditions shall be applied. o
a. The facility shall use BACT
b. The Applicant shall undertake all actions determined
to be technically and economically feasible ana 
to be necessary to meet all applicabie air;Qualify
regulation. | o
c. The Applicant shall undertake all measufesﬁnecessary» (;;

to comply with federal air quality law.



&

5.

6~

A Commission certificate shall be in lieu of an

authority to construct a permit to operate by the

local district.
A facility shall not be certified by the Commission

unless it meets the requirements of federal law.

Enforcement

1.

The APCD and ARB shall have full authority to enforce

Acompliance with any conditions?and mitigation measures

contained}in the certification.

Folloxing are Staff's suggested editorial changes to the

Committee's Pfeliminary Report.

A‘

ll'

Air Quality
1. Page 23, item 4: delete "standard" and change
"(gr/scf)" to "(gr/acf)"
2. Page 23, item 8: delete "ARB Rule 160" and add in
| its place “NSCAPCD" 7 : L
3. Page 24, item 2: change "NSCAPCD Rule 420(a)" to
‘"NSCAPCD Rule L420(d)"; : | .
‘LFinding,18,'page 28: delete "standard" and add
"actual" in its place; change "scf" to "acf";
5. Finding 19, page‘éB;'change ngof" to:"acf";
6. frindinb 31,_page 30: changek"Rule 420(a)" to "Rule
'u20(d)"- delete "standard"; change “scf" to "acf";
T. ‘Finding 32, page 30, change "scf" to "acf".
- Noise~

Finding 3,‘page 38' change "Occupational Health and
Safety Act of 1970" to "Occupational Safety and Health

Act of 1970 "

.



C. VWater Quality _ ; 7
: 1. .Amendments proposed by Applicant at the November 13, 1978 (‘;
hearing are acceptable; and ‘ ' :
2. Add the following to Finding 5, page H2 o
e. California Health and Safety Code sectidn'ZﬁlOO;"
f. 22 Cal. Administrative Code section 60001,;
D. Soils |
1. Applicant's prdposed'ameﬁdments}are'acceptable,
E. Public Health _ | _7 |
1. Pages 57, item B(2)(a): change ﬁARB Rule le"‘to'
 "California Ambient Alr Quality Standard."
2. Page 57, item B(2)(a): change "0.030 ppm" to
"0.03 ppm." ‘
3. Page 58, item B(2)(c) and (e): these standards shouid,
not be included in this section of public health
standards. They are Cal OSHA standardé Which serve
to protect worker health and do not apply to public
health.
4, Page 58: change the first paragraph to read:'"There
are no enforceable ambient air quality standards for
ammonia, mercury, arsenic or boron."
5. Findings 9-~12, page 61; Applicants propoSed‘amendments‘, ;
to numbers 9 and 12 are not, at this time;,éupported |
by information supplied by the Applicant. Prdbosed
amendments to numbers 10 and 11 are adceptéble.
6. Findings 3, page 64: change "oef" to "per" so the
| secbnd line from the bottom.réads: "suggests a standard (;;}
3 : ,

of 2 ug/m° per 15 minute . . ."
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Finally, on page'80, under item 5a, note that the cultural

\_j - resources report will be provided by December 1, 1978.
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" Notice of Intention of
Pacific Gas and Electric

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ’ X
ENERGY RESOURCES CONSERVATION
AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION ENERGY Ol

ROV 20 1978

In the Matter of:
Docket No. 78-N0OI-3

Comments of Northern

California Power Agency

Regarding the Preliminary
Report

Company -to File an
Application. for Certification
Regarding Geysers 17

et Ve N N N P P P P

The Northern California Power Agency submits comments upon
the following findings and conclusions contained in the Pre-
liminary Report:

AIR QUALITY' Finding #14(a) page 27

- It has come to the attentlon of NCPA that there
will be a'delaykln the submission of 1nformat10n regardlng
the partitioning efficiency of the surface condenser in

use at Unit $#15. It was expected that this information

would be available about 30 days after the unit start-up,

scheduled for SOmetime-during December‘of'1978 On

fNovemberfl7, 1978, PG&E stated thls 1nformatlon sould not

’be forthcomlng unt11 "sometime in 1979.

Slnce NCPA is relylng upon such 1nfromat10n to

'proceed with its Geothermal Progect #2,_and further, since
' the 1nformat10n is vital to a ch01ce of the proper tech-"

nology to allow full development of the Geysers resource

area, NCPA would urge this Commlsslon to 1nvest1gate possi-

| bilities for assuring early pfoduction of data regarding

- Unit 15 condenser efficiency.v

1



PROPOSED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS ON“SOCIO/ECONOMIC IMPACTS

OFFERED BY LAKE COUNTY, ACCEPTED WITHOUT OBJECTION BY PG&E

& CEC STAFF AND ADOPTED BY THE COMMITTEE

FINDING #5, page 52

NCPA objects to adoption of thié'propésed}finding.'
First, this finding statesinothing moreithan conjecture;
no factual basis adopted by this Commission exists, nor

is contained in the Preliminary Report that would lead to

the conclusion that operation of Unit 17 may preclude further

'geothérmél development in Lake County. In this regard, pro-
posed finding number 5 is inconsistent with item ﬁumbér,e
at page 52: "the proposed powerplaht is located in an '
area whose principal land use is the exploration, develop-
ment and utilization of geothermal energy and which-hés
numerous geothermal pdwerplagts in operation."
Respectfully submitted

VA ey QA

Martin McDonough

General Counsel

Northern California Power Agency
555 Capitol Mall, Suite 950 :
Sacramento, CA 95814 -
Telephone: 916: 444-3900

Dated:  November 20, 1978.
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~ In the Matter of:
Notice of Intention of

to File an Application for

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

' STATE ENERGY RESOURCES
CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

o« ¢
[HE%GY ((;(_) ‘!'F 5.; SION

OV 20 1978

PACIFIC GAS ‘AND ELECTRIC COMPANY DOCKET NO. 78-NOI-3

N s N P P wst st

Certification Re Geysers 17

COMMENTS ON PRELIMINARY

REPORT

B e ’..// o ,¢,~4
TS UDAVID J. WILLIAMSON
, Attorney for Applicant . =
' PACIrIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

R /"‘
[

DATED: November 20, 1978




STATE OF CALIFORNIA ° | -

STATE ENERGY RESOURCES _
CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

In the Matter of: S

| _ DOCKET NO. 78-NOI-3
Notice of Intention of o : L
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
to File an Application for
Certification Re Geysers 17

COMMENTS ON PRELIMINARY
'REPORT

—a—

Nt Vst Nt Vsl Nt Vgt

Pacific Gas and Electric Company submits the followihg _
comments on the Preliminary Report, including technical corrections

to certain of the Findings and Conclusions:

1. Section I.B.l. - Page 4, Paragraph 1
The power plant will have a net normal operating capacity

of approximately 110 mw. The turbine manufacturer has

guaranteed a gross generating capacity of 120 mw. See

Finding 2, page 26 of the Preliminary Report.

2. Section II1.B.l. - Page 18, Paragraph 2 | 7 ‘ : _ :f

Sentence two of this paragraph should begin as follows:

"Non-attainment of federal ambient air quality standards . . . " s

The requirements applicable for non-attainment of federal

ambient standards are governed by EPA's regulations » o ;

(40 C.F.R. 51).



Section III,B.1. - Page 19, Paragraph 1

A detailed new source,review will be conducted by the

NSCAPCD in accordance with Rule 230. (EPA has delegated

new source review authority under the Clean Air Act to

the NSCAPCD.) Therefore, PGandE suggests changing "The Com-

~mittee must conduct a new source review" to "A new source

review must be conducted.”

- Section III.B.2. - Page’19} Paragrabh 1

" Sentence two of this paragraph should‘be reworded as follows:

”Pursuant to Northern'éonoma"COUnty APCD .
-'Rule 230(a) (New Source Rev1ew) and

Rule 455 (emISSIOnS 11m1tat10ns, the

APCO shall approve Geysers Unlt 17 if

1t 1s determ1ned that the proposed

"prOJect w111 meet the emission 11m1tatlons
di‘of Rule 455 and will " not, in 1tse1£t |
cauSeua_violation ofdor,:inlcon5UnctiOn’
- with<existing sources, oreyentmattainnent

"of-ambientdair quality,standards.“,,

A thltd sentence should be added as follows',
"If a facillty cannot comply w1th Rule- 230(a), a

- cond1t10na1 approval under Rule 230(d) may be granted.

'Sectzon III.B.2 - Page 20, Paragraph 1

'-A threshhold requ1renent for the appllcatlon of EPA'

PSD regulatlons is the source S'potentlal to emit more



than 250 tons per year of a pdlldtant regulated under  ° o .

the Cleah Air Act. Althdugh Geysers Unit 17 has the ’ 34
potential to emit more than 250 tons per year of H,S,

it is uncertain whether the PSD»regulations apply to this
facility. PGandE's letter of October 16, 1978, regarding
the applicability to PSD regulations to Geysers Unit 17

has been forwarded to EPA's Division of Stationary Source -

Enforcement in Washington, D.C., for comment.

Section III.B.2. - Page 21, Paragraph 3, Final Sentence

The NSCAPCD position regarding -the air quality impécts_
from the steam field is based qbon data subﬁittea at-thg
time of the filing of the NOI. S}nce.thét time, stacking
émission limits and procedures have changed. Union 0il
has advised the NSCAPCD that the emission limits shouia

be attainable by the time Unit 17,be§omes operational.‘
(See the attached leﬁter from Warren Smith of UnionkOii.to

Michael W. Tomalsoff, NSCAPCD.)

Section I11.B.3. - Page 24,‘Rd1e 1

Rule No. 1 should read as follows:
"NSCAPCD Rule 455(b) Table II."

Section III.B.3. - Page 24, Paragraph 3

The NSCAPCD must consider the air gquality in Lake County

before issuing a permit according to-Rule 220(b)(2).
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Proposed Flndlngs and Conclusions - Air Qua11ty - Page 27 ,

-F1nd1ngs 14a and 14b -

It now appears the commercial operation‘date for Unit 15

will be delayed until early 1979.

Proposed F1nd1ngs and Conc1u51ons - Air Quality:r PageVZB

Finding 19

The emission rates that have been provided for particulate
matter thus'farﬁhave not included the emissions from the
Stretford unit oooling tower, nor emissjons f:om thedpower
piant eooling‘towet,if]secondary treatment.is :eonired.
The,particulate»emissionsedata afe:nowkoeing reviewed to
reflect the oondensate samples from the existing Unit 17

steam wells, as required by the NSCAPCD, and also to incorporate

, eniSSions5from both the Stretford unit and from potential

condensate treatment processes. When this review is completed,

‘a revised emiSSion tate'wiil'be provided to the NSCAPCD and to

the Energy Comm1sszon. It is expectéd*that'the reVised7emis-

sion rate will be below the allowable em1551on rate.ﬁ L

kProposed F1nd1ngs and Conc1u51ons - Air Qua11ty»- Page 29
‘Flndlng 24 : , .

A PSD revxew for part:culates could be requ1red dependlng

'upon EPA's calculatxon of 'potent:al emlss1ons"‘and on the

type of treatment, if any, requ;red for the Un1t 17 condensate.

onposed F1nd1ngs and Conclus1ons - Alt Quality - Page 29

_F1n01ng 26a

"The wo:d not' should be deleted.ﬂ
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-

Proposed Findings and Conclusions - Water Quality —. Page 42

The following revisions to Findings 2 and 5'shouldibe,made:;

Finding 2, first sentence - Delete the phrase fdivided into;?

Finding 5, introductory phrase, should read: "The water

quality standardé potehtially applicabie to £he'ptojeC£vj‘v:'

vinclude:“~

It should be noted that the water quality standardsiin

Finding 5)are implemented through the NPDES permit system

administered by the Regional Water Quality cohtroifgéé;d.r

Thus far, only the steam suppliers have been required to

obtain NPDES permits.

Proposed Findings and Conclusions - Soils - Pages. 45, 46

In order to distinguish between mltlgatlon measures. tequ1red

for the power plant and the steam field, Finding 2, 3, and 4 .

should be revised as follows:

Following Finding 2a, insert the words

"(steam field).

Following Finding 2b, insert the.words

"(steam field and power plant)."

In Finding 3, replace the term "project"

with "power plant."

Finding 3b, 3c, and 34 shoulq.be incorporated

into a new Finding 4 reading as follows:
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,“4., ‘The mitlgat1on measures -that will
- be utilized for ‘the steam field to control

soil loss and erosion are as folloWs:“

(a) (same as Einding 3b)
(b) (same as Finding 3c)

(c) (same as Findihg 3d)

Finding 4 should be renumbered 5.

Conclusion 6 should be added as follows:
‘"6. Union 0il will implement the measures out-~
lined in Findlhg'4ak(whioh ate{eqhiéaleht to the

‘measures in lb)vih order‘to:comply with the:l,:

permlt condltlons of Lake and Sonoma Count1es.' -

-The North Coast Reglonal Water Quality Control

Board requ1res 1mplementat10n of Flndlng 4c

h as patt of 1ts dlscharge permlt.

_‘Proposed F1ndlngs and Conclus1ons_— Pub11c Health -
'_Sect1on IV.B.3. - Page 61 :

The follow1ng revision of Flndlngs 9, 10, 11, and 12

9.

lshould be made'v

'Radxoact1v1ty, 1ncluding fallout and naturally

4

: occutring rad1onuc11des, w111 ‘be conta1ned 1n the 3

cooling towet sludge from Un1t 17. The concen-'

trat1on of rad1oact1v1ty in the sludge will be in
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l6.

10.

11.

.12,

i

the approximate range of concentrations foundfin

soil of the general area."’

"The resulting radioactivity will result from the
scrubbing of radioactive particulates from ambient‘

air."

"Wet cooling towers have shown a generic tendency '~

to scrub particulates, including radioactive

particulates from ambient air.®

"Because thé radioactivity iﬁ the Unit 17‘qooling  
tower sludge will be in concént;atiqns inttﬁe_myr |
approximate range of concent;ations in soils erthé |
general area, disposal_of»this sludge in any dié-'

posal site will not adversely affect the public.”

Proposed Findings and Conclusions - Section IV.B.3. -
Public Health - Page 61 '

Conclusion 3 should be revised as follows: "The Appiicant

shall dispose of the cooling tower sludge in an approved o

disposal site." The sludge disposal site or classification

should not be fixed.

Aopendix C

PGandE would appreciate receiving copies of the state’qgéncy

comments earlier in the NOI'process.
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. Mr. M. W. Tolmasoff |
‘Northern Sonoma County Air ' o -

.with‘Rule*4SS(b). '

) ‘ Telephone (/07) 542-9543 . , \_\' ,
SR | o
}

S - 0CT6-"78
- umen o

SITING DEPARTMENT

INFO___PREPLY____HANDLE_
| COMMENT___SEE ME_CEPT. FILE__.

Pollution Control District
141 North Main Street :
Healdsburg, CA 95448

Re

Unit 17 Steam.Supply Field -
Compliance with Rule 455 (b)

Dear Mr. Toimasoff:

-

The following description is in reSponse>t0‘your-requést,to'

‘provide you with information concerning the techniques we

intend to use in the Unit 17 steam supply system.to comply

-

The H,S -emission 1imits designated during drilling can be -
maintained.using the caustic-peroxide abatement-technique -if:

- required.

Plant stacking.emission.limits will be difficult to meet, but
should be -attainable.by the time-.Unit 17 .becomes.operational. .
OUnit.17 "is: expected:-to require. approximately 1,900,000 pounds:.’

' of steam-per -hour for normal operation.: All wells.- ‘serving-

 stack rate reduction in the range of 66 to 76%.

- Onit 17 with;flcwscapacities:inmexcess‘éfiS0,000?pounasfper"'

hour will be equipped with'.throttling devices which.will enable-
reduction of .flow-to .this w.it—in.the_range of -50-to 60% .. . . " .
during short duration shut downs. This will reduce the steam-

vent ‘rate to a range of 760,000 to 950,000 pounds per hour. o
The vent rate can be further reduced by 300,000 pounds per

hour by utilizing the Unit 17-11 crossover; for a resultant

i_Recent pilbt tests conducted by Union have indicated that S
abatement as hich as 50% may be obtained by applying-a chemical = -

abatement process to the plant stack. Successful development
of this process could be utilized if necessary to .reduce the
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" Mr. M. W. Tolmasoff ‘ Page Two v\V

_plant stack to a total abatement level of 83 to 88%. ° o };

AResearch and Development work is contlnulng on this process

and other processes which may be more efficient and available

. for use prior to the projected stare—up of the unit. A~ '
_ecrossover between Unit 17 -and Unit 12 is also being evaluated .
_This could provide additional plant stack reduction capab;lxtyj
Lfor longer duratlon shutdowns. .

‘We ‘will continue to supply you wlth reports of our"progress in ,
' development abatement technology. o . 7 i s

Very truly yours, e
UNION OIL CO. OF CALIFORNIA.&'
k*DOJV\AA~nCL. éhﬂaztdx,fgg

Warren A. Smlth

Was/dg ' N L
cc: - J. Stuart Russell, PGSE L~ | - - .



’ STATE OF CALIFORNIA o \

- ENERGY RESOURCES CONSERVATIOX AND .
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 78-NOT~8
| SES 3“1~

A\ PR
In the Matter of: D
Notice of Intention of PACIFIC '

GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY to

File an Application tor NOTICE OF PUBLICATION
Certitication AND DISTRIBUTION OF
Re Geysers 17. PRELIMINARY REPORT:

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARINGS

The Energy Commission has issued a Preliminary Report in the
apove proceeding, and has invited comments rrom interested
parties on or petore November 20, 197v.

Tne staif ot the CPUC (California Puoiic Utilities Commission)
has carerully reviewvea the Proposed Report and nas no comments
thereon,

Resﬁectfulfﬂ/au mitted,

4

4?/74?777’5- JSolg
anice E, Kerr

William N, Foley

James S, Rood

Attorneys for the California -
Public Utilities Commission

S B ; .



NORTHERN SONOMA CD,UNTY AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT

141 NORTH STREET, HEALDSBURG, CA. 95448 A
(7Q7) 433-5911 orR (707) 433-5742

T(vl 3

November 16, 1978 r »- w\f

=CEIVEL
State of California iy COTE Rt Q78
Energy Commission ecaayoouzeson - NQY 211378
1111 Howe Street, M.S. #15 i:(}‘l' zz 1978 "17ANME RFE"

“Sacramento, CA 95825
~ATTENTION: COMMISSIONER SUSANNE REED

~ SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON PRELIMINARY REPORT FOR GEYSERS UNIT 17
(78-NOI-3)

Dear Miss Reed:

,.Our comments will be restricted to Section III. B. In section III. B. 1.
(pg 18) a discussion of certain requirements in non-attainment areas is des-
‘cribed, but no mention is made the Air Pollution Control Officer has the dis-
cretion to allow such construction under those conditions. In the same
section (pg. 19) it is mentioned the "Committee" must conduct a new source
‘review. It would be best all around if this is done in co-operation with
this District since it may be troublesome 1f we had d1fferent conclusions
wvhen it come to issuing permits. :

Section III. B. 2. (pg. 20) contains reference to use of BACT. This

District strongly feels the H,S emission limits set forth in Rule 455 are
~-not BACT but are values arrived at via "roll-back" to achieve attainment.

This District feels BACT would be closer to 8 gm/GMW- hr. and strongly feels

it is achieveable (if you wish to explore this technically I would be willing
- to pursue this in another letter) and therefore dlsagree’W1th section II1I.

“B. 4. (pg. 21). However, if this were the case, Pacific Gas and Electric
Company would certainly opt for 39 gm/GMW-hr. whlch 1s below the new source
reV1ew 1n1t1at10n trlgger ’ :

Lastly in section III. B. 3. (pg. 23 and pg. 24) and section III.. B. 4
(pg. 28) of rule 420(d) is incorrect. The "scfm" (standard cubic feet per
mlnute) should be a "acfm" (actual cubic feet per minute)., Although this
~~-is not partlcularly important for the cooling tower it is extremely important
- for the steam transmission lines (this may be an insurmountable problem with -
respect to Lake County Air Pollution Control D1str1ct s rule 411 on’ other

NOI's)
| If there are any other quest1ons pleaqe contact our office at (707)
433-5911. _

Slncerely,

b W //

MICHAEL W, TOLMA
Air Pollution Control Officer

MWT:1km
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£6) CEOTHESmAL ESERVOLR ACREACE IS PROVEN THGUGH UNEY 17 ONLY,

UPON SUCCESSFUL E1PLCRATCRY CRILLING,

*Ge)sers Unit 16 has been rescheduled to start operatlon

in September 1982

Geysers Unit 17 has been r;scheduled to start operatlon

in June 1982
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| ————— MAX IMUM HZS GENERATED (NO ABATEME\’T)
t4stadeat WORST CASE STEAM STACKING (ONE PLANT)

_~——'— —STEAM STACKING WITH DISTRICT REGULATIONS

:—-———NORMAL EMISSIO\S (FULL CAPACITY)

- UNIT 15 ON LINE -

- UNIT 12 ON LINE

- UNIT 14 ON LINE

- UNIT 17 + NCPA/SHELL ON LINE

50% ABATEMENT UNITS 3 § 4 AND 5 § 6
90% ABATEMENT UNITS 3 § 4, 5 § 6 AND 11
WELL TESTING AND WORKING

WELL DRILLING AND UNIT 15 REDUCTION
200 g/GK - UNITS 1§ 2, 7 & 8 AND 9 § 10
50 g/GMH - ALL NEWER UNITS




Wy

Smce 19N-13 4 s&dm‘hcam V\qmbﬂv‘ of HZS rcla‘f«(
Codor amrl mts haw \OuuL recernd 34 MNCARL, Tt g

alom«j' *{{,\,44 “]lnue "H\Jl" A lcvc‘o y‘\wul:!r‘ af :rt,a'ﬂumu(

: )){‘o.)ﬁ' l(?vl{’ {'V\ ‘J Vl?‘l?jv"'\ H 5 ”,\ Jl\‘e looo,‘\’oui/é« ' 
.ve,vf(‘ l/(\\:{bn‘fn.l Jv*-f« o il fé T‘t Hz.. ofn: |s "{LJ- '
r(/wgrs Hmevw sinee 1974 Po £ les beew cm?‘mwlﬁ ’
-‘ruu,) ‘-}’y (/d\j\f“{ “{}M HLY QunSSL.,x\s avui !\1\,
: o
VVUX VJ}TL\ Vf&a !"l {-Cs( CU{CESS Wv+’( ’&vul’* B;
‘JL' L'ﬁ!» IL Ve /A Vl DAL ('V" iilf& l’é) f ,- oot ,‘#V,Jr
70} 0o “J / L/‘:.’C‘vu-{ re ’(MCJ o{br Lf,}u‘fi“ ;s
") | o J f ‘
s\&ali cqn*yﬂ,
Ta cda v am 2 ca2hic sﬁtk% otk DT
“) - M . . .
(u‘{".\ 1S th)((x)~~ -{»u (}Qlt ey h( lt5 'i'"l .'%u( \"3?(11.«‘ 52“4‘.\-“ :
i ffu\ A oxst W ‘%ko Sheemsl wnigs, T‘t w\;g be.
=k é\ o glevatin A AYC jbr (oot ‘*a ios
'(/ﬂn‘;{ \dS 2%«‘) ”?.S ‘\\‘Lu\ fu 6&&3‘\% c’{:'.fis;“-‘e\.',l\“e,x(‘cggg_ :
AR (OUTAN: 13275 R
-’:.U 2 ;‘ CD.'—:E‘.'-?.'.-\}.‘\;; ‘VH\" *”t\s ‘7!0 7DSCA }) T | | f
. . J ,
\7l2"-‘ﬁ ¢ Hz_.s 2t ?f"'a“‘i-'cv.‘;?i . Az v 2340 w‘.r (‘i‘t S \j | 'f
, o
rules W2 Taapriuie 1 30, 230, 460 Ty 410 436 ed T

.

"’k:ag. I\“\ (\.{A —J ;..'ill . “!il{ JJL J( * i V- 0& '> [ t'g‘ i v 'E 6{(;{{\ ( 'a-'." y: ‘\ v
, ) ] o
(PSDY il be asscusscd,

oy, S, -

L e T T



}\ijs 490 (chcw =l Hmo "Source ey srinatice S“‘anb«is)

o iy u-( N dt’\\‘( L,L‘\\.)'bl,)\\ 5"[ *(0\ Hg?;)rl(‘ﬂs '(lf' (. "
ave wt a »P\mb\e '*o ‘”1\5 éz)w‘zmw[ ,

".EVALu,\u“

A. LULES 1‘20:‘% ~OLNEQ 2 JRCE_8F V)E;&Jl e n\’ﬁ(h»f\'r“ - _
: : P G
: B«%A ol P(-"‘“‘B es H\\(\Q o'f" dYtTL \’q,\e/ sl'(T

S
! O P
N UJL-'.T’ - SO\JS eaient al\l‘ lru(.Tu Cal‘c-:-.\.z;*:."-':'f.c rr.“.‘c, TL‘

‘Y,Jm ((.W Q!M'.._,*cu L‘,c}'i;c Cc,.,lA l,e

| _;_;’c-,*i’l"‘i;,»i-“:-{)_.‘es,i’:i_)‘ X OIS g.“:’ :? X COOOZ (us f,:f{“_
: ' R o [‘ ) + - _-"iu —— -
B - - b -
251‘;»" = b.(j:' = }.C3 L”‘

- Gu g (Zékald)) (%zk </ye)

| .C.U(\\ \T ‘Khe €$L\w\('¥d was o‘!’ ba ey 4.«;‘;0\' o‘{‘ lO
‘Hnd New SOmce \“(Vu:u.s “{v ’fﬁ' lew, S v.m'n[-ei nﬁ"t'»

\J£ “Cm\\rc\ L*' \)m‘“ftu‘q!e, N gsz-\;? ‘N w"‘aears
: uxecgs x\'u alt o <\~. ?C:r‘lx: ' €('{:m14*‘£§ ,n(_eA some
51/@5*21 af*m\ S | e o
B. ‘? -i,L) .&36 ﬂ S le *Qo“é‘mm' QULSSEon
| WA{% -ﬁr %“s Su\c( 50 SR ) R

450 lb H s x
42()03000 b" WZBO i e gOO | H
bs 1

< lbﬂ") - 12095 - 2185 E’:.S ..- ¢ —’mrl
1)0).)50__&,(1 - 0= 230~ = 1&10 ML I wal

o] C
(2117 'Wf %> ‘(S‘M - vl ﬁ)




Q\‘l‘il

The a:P\:Cent cloums -H\q wul( c\dncvc H}O&m k\r/
Grcs‘m\cgawaf e whek s o
120 MW-hex 100 = 172 kg/hr |

= 26.4 @%s = 6% Lb?@: LS i}l@
(1t ké/ he) (23') k/j. /d*'d) |

‘S‘“Ce 4lie Cw\\%v.-\ W‘{’es u‘*(, N eX(ess u{' 23 l‘.;/ic,_y‘.
n S0l /d - JLy\ Qz&u 220 ;mj 220 a')j)ly [:T;\
ovder Lor /) 2 ower ‘]Lo ,;))lu,an €155 A r(fj‘c
o 0.4 iofbe or 2% gm/le/Brihe wadd have S0
Ye ar‘mévft\]

———

jte Dmuﬁd’ st \’~’Vt€W€A 9‘I: S A\s‘xrslm
ét\’LUS‘S aui has QOW\’}A t nmicm 5{\( %t ‘H\e
w\luomc grrunds 1) a\”\a\usls has nat wcluded il
cW\tS')‘cﬂ\. SOoueS , 2) éauss\an i\s fosw\\
svzhooie has ot ween verined wm fhe gece end
33 -‘l;\)u( S o “‘iu‘,"‘l\’}x u\\a-?fs'fzwi\'nf) o{' *‘ﬂu; H'S
‘hre\\s’?on wuj\?\\‘sm To LK?QH\ \({/u. st exxueAs :

Y N AN LEWS 52\.63\\!& veeey “}o~ st‘tes [-l'.:.-’c \'0\'C, me-—

{

““3 W\zf %D maze‘ '(:Or b) g)y.s‘,y'g._—,-.‘]’




v

_ C_. fuLe ‘f{bb (NU\SAHCE)- As dl‘SCVU‘SSC& _l-“ '._“-‘Q -!"5 ‘C\Zd\ratzni"
qc”‘ (ﬂ\ a (6‘~\S\L’ii,a'3{)§€ .lﬂuii;t " (,f L.

(blt )’EI‘JS CHVYC i?la‘
ex;uSlS Hazou'er will dhe current Luusstms be the same

when umt 17 cnies on lue,? Tt s w‘hcuo‘}oi ‘H\f:[‘ H s
B ARSI 3 (‘HS Oul(ba't((l t- !‘J GL((;M. b‘U!” l)( ru‘tt(c({ ’b
~HJ 165-200 s/ir vau ‘o whwc vassT of ‘([u? veduction

W”‘t bt et ﬂ»‘vtk ‘(VCM Ha lower a“'?T;‘ Anils 3, f
2ud (?" T s beliend Ahie will be mest é‘}'f;cﬁl;»;x

' e(m‘ T ;\( Odm (cw‘D' tr“). T[ C mc'mum o‘f u '75.\‘\5

sl dd \U sf.-"*.»-»“ﬂ(mI-. b«J‘ ow aur avielesis s L.“,_,,;,fe;-‘(,

a
D FoLe ,.5 (QP-‘-\(,\L_) Frou s,.x(,uu. we ““J emx..wf\

s s o e

% D J{f cu)f 2t ‘uufr N u<tH N

visih e

LAt

\)f’\\‘{‘c“ ‘ ‘\@ OF/’&.,«J( !)ﬁ{)‘]’gt& 5,

E RQULE 4204 ((’Ahthv‘lLﬁ EM15910A8 LIALT) - T é'i}e"re‘\v."a-‘ ‘
2w vist wxceci oW g /scF o‘"-.-_-_ o |bs/he |

, '(/ (/nc,.urmm x TOT Sens _?‘?/FT_ S

/wﬂ{;f U [ um Z 3c qu ‘ ' L.’3 A

_ ¢ N 000/5‘ ¥ uds ,.,z = 0 Cﬁ‘
'».“JNIJ "\ 'L ' “ 55"*

(‘7')“@’ 24é @x' 709&% ‘v“

. -"'"’---—' - A
7S z.ﬁf zo,ﬂzfa (/(' ’é() “’JSCH”>— ,éaoduZ‘F |

Eve\ T 4“ esumvics are ojg( b% %-.Aor of IO (CWP'MnC
a\)\)favs v(r% wo\)a‘.\‘e. '




13
4

(W

prd

T RULE L}Z) s\ T IE DUSTR) - ﬂ‘om tx‘)ewence. ~H,\e,
e\mssuns ‘(\mm «4< tT\J( dus’(’s Laié Vw'l‘ V‘csult
’{n 3 Vto\a* LN, -‘12 it mi . n(‘)"(uc;w\\ Pmow('
\/whis Ao Gﬂ(t{(S‘ Pﬁenﬁz( ()LJ o e E&S!Lq e~
so'wd b% wzjer'.\j e vovicas row{s prooerlg |

G, RULE ‘j__‘;_,m (L1629, pi &QQ* Th te arvc Fwo laom‘{s
0{‘ (j :‘?‘:—‘ S'\HLM eLm,u‘Cm“ D Hle (aa(lh’ “‘0 0
2tu k \H{ 9{‘f $ @lCdOn For e ool ni; “{;»u(r
(S Swiini i Vg Hz, Y u( “ﬂi J 5 (O wo‘u{ Le ¢

gl

~ .
! |
qooles s, LA 37LCF 16 %25 b L0001
HE X241s XLE-MHUX /ouw (q/‘é ‘J{)"a”> ool
4 //J/”7’
—‘{— ;s \lln;n 'ﬂvxs VIC s ol i\ u(u.fr umu o

(P .
‘DJ*:"’ ACWW .,"'\-ﬁ.;i;;“f\ﬂ ' but o ))'h %1 U.HKAJO'A bL

!

For Jo (iot Condens aifes <"fema Jl cma«-‘tfﬂ‘

shodd veach sven lubatv)m HS .ufu He Ai)‘”

}\{"’1 14 f \)"01’12\(1 A ?{ [}g&’ldﬁ' 25 6 '{{‘( ex YA u* '4
L convdu 2L s, Thrctore, “Ml*m\e’ fbor M-T* W

fo b s (e asitin shads Aoﬂ‘ef ek, Also e agdu»;

a‘,,l f _
lUS‘AhuM \CgZ‘ux} ‘ﬂ RellV (w\ ')(“j‘wz\ cv‘u’ty,-{

‘{b- (ﬂ-\h’A »{(\( Al- v *{«—S th T, S.
LT o assvias de St el w b b usr{ ~hm

(\ul)‘ “’t [(\JL “f 114 ”ZD\) }h’\'l U')!“ e f-\,l'ﬂ('uelll( [b WoEy

l.t (£ ﬂ*—"\ U L&fﬂ{l\ iVnS-h’ATL) ¢ “ﬂ\! }) aé COL N
e S‘froﬂni. »s:&,w‘hm ,

;



ﬂ I\ULE HJS“ ('O))/\\/ /GMVJ) TLQ ay ,(Lc(uT L\A_: 1o
— ()
ar?\t(.}tvh -(.ﬂ AN MM:QV\S/,\J’Q 345 Scrnbb(\“ l)u-
R ux( *‘M( Ul ‘HA‘? ﬁrﬁ (>| vx e 21t I)\‘i © )
W\Jé L? 05‘5 b’e ‘TZ\L )\E(LIT ¢ "{\L y‘o‘)}(.n ('v
M,l\lcuc g 100 & VINFS ty)l( 2.4 /b 1 4
20 wega wall vm\f) is e Mﬁdm\mj" ,j flee
fh 5 +o Sgc'C ad- & Qb ¢ xtu.zs«J(c A4l
u\é,b'nS?i" ‘**‘LFS 1Ay 41\2 \iv\fbm( Ln\L&/ SE; I‘{:
‘t S\ J‘ ("«;' { H S 51)1\.13 {14 5 "”Jll ‘4{‘-( l){_( GA .'_.‘. .~‘ |
L &\L,»\s:;_.e wvndt b Jecated Tle Neted s
SrL v )Ug /s—»‘-*‘ .g\j({,» oL ‘Ib VA’(/LC/JE H > 2N Q,Q |
‘{\‘4" ’\Ll\ ""_ L ‘:t “ (’(34 “L’” A I I MS-QA L{t’ LL ]
iy 7
\mz\rzmu (nl [ ewever, s has sl becin
iem u;U’J\ei [LT #\L (%3 €vs ‘{’D Ae{c

(cr\)bmgzuos AND R&wmnpwoﬁ'ﬂous

Brme ae IR OB e S o ——— T o Mtor g i O 3 g W

See 4{‘( deble below:

S (OMPUANCE  COMPLIANCE 'AD'D. trgFo.

S RS CPpssiBlE NOT PosSIBLE  NEEDED
CHRIEY T T T , e
| | 220 23o§c0;ﬂ'& : X | s
- o250 ZH?S 5 X
400 X X
, 10 A ))((
| Y20 |
-/ 420 X
. 459a X K
Y455 b X X

‘ o Cnew o




Maslblmeu& a&&d‘m«c& n\‘Fom.'J‘un ISSMH\
o"’ CCV\AL“‘!U\\(C('WM (\u‘\' whti ‘,o c u_)T ru('t' {)oss‘b?
en O.” ru/\es OXC«ﬁ‘)'(- m\es 2206 2\‘1( 220, '

et
[o“ lo‘j?



E)‘H\GIT uAn

Pc,é\E'

 VARIANCE

No.
-6




TOWITEIN G paInieeNT 15 A ' ' \

LT CnEY 0 o SeeiAL v *
Sl s oLn ' ; ,7(;4L/
, .

‘i:..‘l.: 7313:.‘_2,,,5_"_“" 1Y ‘ : lL“ . . ;
fl A0 . ;{;:OF o : ﬂ g = RESOLUTION NO. 77-6
?‘Zd’mﬁ , : o DATED: 2y 1, 1978

D
E

COUNTY AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT MAKING FINDINGS

r&‘{/y £2gepAl . RESOLUTION OF THE HEARING BOARD OF THE NORTHERN SONOMA.
I

[ | : AND DECISION ON PETITION OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC
|

l

COMPANY FOR AN EXTENDED VARIANCE '

WHEREAS, due notice having been given as required by law, petition
for an extended variance has come before this Board as follows:

PETITIONER: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

DATE AND TIME OF HEARING: MAY 1, 1978, 9:30 A.M. : '

CODES AND REGULATIONS VIOLATED OR EXPECTED TO BE VIOLATED WITHOUT
AN EXTENDED VARIANCE: RULE 455(a) OF THE RULES AND REGULATIONS )
OF THE NORTHERN SONOMA COUNTY AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT.

WHEREAS, petitioner appeared, testimony was taken and the matter
subnitted, :

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that this board finds:

1, Pacific Gas and Electric Company is in violation of District
Rule 455(a). '
2, Due to conditions beyond the reasonable control of Pacific
Gas and Electric Company, requiring compliance would result
in the practical closing and elimination of a lawful :
business. ' :
3. Such closing would be without a corresponding benefit in
reducing air contaminants. ’ .
4. Evidence indicates that the iron catalyst abatement scheme
for the present variance makes achievihg the requirements
of Rule 455(a) technically difficult and economically
burdensome. o
5. An upstream H,S ‘reduction process shows 1) an excellent
chance of proéucing superior H,S reduction efficiency,
2) would solve other H,S emission problems associated with
steam venting during power plant outages and 3) promises
o to be economically feasible. Furthermore, Pacific Gas and
- ’ Electric Company has already committed itself to research
' to determine this processes' viability by September, 1979.
6.. Pacific Gas and Electric Company realizes the upstream
abatement scheme may prove to be unfeasible and will there-
fore continue certain engineering design on the iron catalyst
abatement system so as to expedite its installation if need be.
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7.

as follows:

1.
2,

3.

During certain meteorological conditions the granting of
this variance may cause the State Ambient Air Quality

- Standard for H,S to be violated unless certain interim

measures of abatement are undertaken.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the decisions of‘this board are

‘Pacific Gas and ElectriC'Compény shall achieve the

variance increments of progress on or before the _
achicvement dates as set forth in Exhibit "A" and the
conditions that follow. - B
Pacific Gas and Electric Company shall modify units 3,

.4, 5, 6 and 11 at the Geysers in such a manner as to
make each unit capable of abating H,S emissions by 90%¥

Modification shall be complete and in operation on or’
before December 31, 1978. - ‘
Pacific Gas and Electric Company shall report every three

 months to the Air Pollution Control Officers of Northern

~ Sonioma County and Lake County, the Hearing Board and other

4.

s,

‘least 50% abatement a

interested parties as to its progress on all aspects of

the attached schedule (Exhibit "A") of hydrogen sulfide
abatement at the Geysers. Such reports shall be in such

a form and shall contain such information as is requested
in writing at least 30 days in advance by the Air Pollution
Control Officer of Northern Sonoma County. :

Pacific Gas and Electric Company shall take any and all

_necessary steps to see that vendors, contractors and sub- -
contractors are actively engaged in meeting delivery and

performance deadlines. These steps may include, but are

not limited to: charging penalties for late deliveries,
paying premiums to insure special delivery, or maintaining

contact with the vendor, contractors and subcontractors.
to assure proper performance., = L ’
Commencing June 1, 1978, and until'QO%FHZS reduction is
achieved at units 3, 4, 5, 6, and 11, Pacific Gas and
Electric Company shall operate at the request of the
Control Officer, an'H%S abatement system capable of at

as determined by the Control Officer when concentrations
of H,S at sensative r ceptor sites exceed or are predicted

units 2, 8, 9 and 10 during~periods;

é/\?f‘

by the Control Officer to exceed the H,S Ambient Air Quality -

Standards..  Once the'90%*HZS reduction is achieved at units

-3, 4,5, 6 and 11, the Control Officer can only request the
__abatement of units 2, 8, 9 and 10 during June through

" October of each year the variance is effective. :
~ Procedures to implement such periodic operation shall be

6.

agreed upon in writing by Applicant and the Control Officer
by May 15, of each year. o ' A

At the completion of the upstream pilot test on unit 7,

the periodic abatement as indicated in paragraph 5 shall
be reviewed and reconsidered to include unit 7.



7.

7a).

. 7b),

8.

9.

K]

Pacific Gas and Electric Company shall use its.best
efforts to devise, by May 15, of each year a methodology
accep;able to the Control Off1cer for prediction of the
excessive concentrations of H,S based on meterology and
any other relevant data. If 4 methodology acceptable to

the Control Officer is deV1sed, it shall be incorporated - -

in the procedures referred to in paragraph § above.

Pacific Gas and Electric Company shall develop the proposed -

strategy of this paragraph on or before October 1, 1978.
Pacific Gas and Electric Company should critically evaluate
all existing SRI data relative to cross- r1dge transport

and other mechanisms which could result in the degrading of
Lake County air quality. The extent of the computer
analysis and the statistical parameters tested should be
agreed upon by the Air Pollut1on Control Officer.

If a competent consultant can be hired and’ meteorology

does not preclude a valid tracer test, Pacific Gas and
Electric Company shall test whether or not the emission$’
from the interim abated plants do reach SRI station 1,

2, 3, 4,5, 6 and 7, using tracer or comparable techn1ques.
At the written request of the Air Pollution Control Officer,
Pacific Gas and Electric Company should include tracer
sampling points other than at the SRI station c1ted ‘above
but not to excced 20 sampling sites.

If after a statistically valid series of tests &re con-
duced, the results are negative, the Control Officer will
issue in writing a partial or complete discontinuation of

interim abatement under specified meteorological conditions.-

Pacific Gas and Electric Company shall prepare a develop-
ment program by June 1, 1978, for an 1mproved HZS source
test method or device deqlgned to measure emissions
associated with goethermal power plants. The purpose of
this method or device will be to determine compliance
with applicable H,S source emission standards. This
program shall 1nc1ude the use of consultants for a sum
not to exceed $75,000.00, which includes a consultant to
develop a problem approach Any consultant shall be
approved by the Air Pollution Control Officer and all
information developed by the consultant shall be prov1ded
to the Air Pollution Control Officer.

'Pacific Gas and Electric Company shall source test any
unit to determine compliance with the variance at the
written request of the Control Officer. The request
shall be reasonable and consider operational problems of
Pacific Gas and Electric Company. ‘

For the purpose of th1s document 90% abatement shall mean
that H.S emissions will not exceed 10% of the calculated
total throughput of HZS durlng plant operatxon at 100% _

capacity.
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_ Member

VAV,

- Buys__Aye Perry "Aye Young Aye ' Kcith_;Axe__ VanderWeken Absent

Ayes 4 Noes. ___ Mbstain ~ Absent___ ]
| SO ORDERED..
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LAIBIT A

'3.

S.

PGEE-Variance Schedule
If "EIC" process proves
feasable . .

PG&E-Variance Schedule
If "EIC" process not
fea;able

Periodic Abatement

- PGEE Research and
‘Development Abatement .

Goals, units 3 § 4,
$ &6, 11

HZS reduction at units
34,5, 6 and 11
achicved

e VT N Sty ST PRI A
GEVSERS SCHEDULING

5.
. Variance Increments of Progress ) .. *
i O
I
'V UNIT 7 EIC TEST RESULTS
V UNITS7&5 Thstalleg
Aﬂatzmint S}stém

. VUNITS1

V UNIT 7 EIC TEST RESULTS| Inskali

I TR ‘ batesie.

CV UNITS7&8,0&10,1&2 Systen
YV UNITSZ,8,9&1%0 ¥ ADD UNIT?
ol ) it o B s —| - |-
Y 50%
vV 650%
]
Vn'i;
w'lz 90%
R § L
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Print 10/5/1-13
DIALOG FiledS: APTIC 66-78/JUN (ltem 1 of

13) User2095 27;jul78

101554

Hydrogen Peéroxide Soives Sulfide Odor Problem

Mutchinson, Kenneth A,

Ind. Wastes 23(1):26-27, Jan,./Feb, 1977

Ooc Type: J; Original (Field)

CAS Ruegistry No: 7783-06-4

Injecting hydrogen peroxide into artesian springs on the
floor of a limestone quarry cleminated odors from hydrogen
sulficie (H2S). Such problems are‘*comnon in many areas where
water contains high levels of H2S, The protlem certered around
natural artesian springs which flow into the quarry. Artesian
water .and surface water are channeled to a collection well,
tnen pumped to a holding pond near the top of the quarry.
About 10 tou 12 million gal are pumped from the quarry weekly,
The artesian spring waters contain 30 to 80 ppm H2S, As
nousing developments approached the quarry, citizen complaints
pegan. Homeouwners complained of the odor during hot, hazy
weather. Hydrogen perouxide controls hydrogen sul fide odor by
oxidizing dissoived H2S. Tests were run to.determine the
proper aoplication rate and injection points. Opt imumn
injection rates were 150 mi/min at the main water source and
100 mi/min at the coullection well, Sulfide ion concentration
in the collection well dropned from 30 ppm to a fractional ppm
after treatment. Odor in thne quarry dronped dramatically., Tne
system consists of tanks to store hydrogen peroxide, metering
systems, and tubing to carry the chemical. The odor control
system, installed in Novomber 1975, has performed without a
hitch. Since .hydrogen peroxide decomposes into oxygen and
water, the reaction ¢reates no haermful pollutants.
" Descriptors: Public Affairs: Complaints; Pollutants; Odordus
Pollutants; Residential Arcas: Sources; - Non=Industrial
Emission Sources (NEC); - Wwater Bodies: Water Polliution;
Stationary Emission Sources; Industrial Ewmnission Sources:
Manufacturing Industries: Sione, - Clay, Glass, and Concrete
Production;: Atmospneric Pnenomena; Meteorology: Condensation
(Atmospneric): Haze; Temperature (Atmospheric): Sul fur
Compounds; Sulfides; Hydrogen Sulfide; Veekly '

Category:  Control %iethods (Categorical);

Control Methods
{Specific Stationary Source)

. The odor. is caused by hydrogen sulfide,

084036 . :

CHEMICAL WASHING <« AN EFFICIENT ODOR ABATEMENT SYSTEVW FOR
HEARING OIL AND HERRING MEAL FACTORIES.

Skogland, Ivar and Christian Viig : C

(Kjemisk vask = et rimelig og effktivt Tuktreduksjonssystem
_for slidolje= og sildémeifabrikhens), Text in Norwegian.
‘Tidsskr., Kjemi, Bergvesen., Met., 35(9):21-23, Dec. 1975,

TIOSSKR KJEMI BERGVESEN MET 1975 i

TECH Vetnod of Suoport: NONE

Languages: NORWEGIAN o

Chemical scrubbing of  malodorous waste gases emitted by
. nerring’ 0il- extraction andg herring meal production plants in

... . Norway is descripeq; in the quht of recent. experimental -

.
-

1412

results, - The malodorous emissions contain various compounds
with very lov odor-thresholds, such as ammonia, triethylamine,
indole, hydrogen sulfide, methylimercaptan, dimethylsulfide.
propanol, acetone, actolein, - and butyric acid. Potassium
permanganale, sodiun hypochlorite, and hydrogen peroxide are
theoretically suitable for the chemical deodorization of these
maliodorous waste gases in spray scrubbers. Hydrogen peroxide
is often unsuitable due to its low reaction rate. while the
use of potassium permanganate is restricted due to its hign
price and to the formation of solid reaction products which'
tend to clog the scrubber. Therefore, sodium hypochlorite ic
recommended for the deodorization. Correct dosage of the
chemical and pH control are important for high efficiency. :
Descriptors: ODOROUS POLLUTANTS; POLLUTANTS: NORWAY: EUROPE:

SCANDINAVIA; WESTERN EUROPE} SPRAY TOWERS: CONTROL
EQUIPMENT-GAS STREAMS: SCRUBBERS: JOOR- - CONTROL: CONTROL
METHODS: FISH MEAL PRODUCTION: FAT AND OIL PRODUCTION: FOGC

AND KINDIRED PRODUCTS INDUSTRY: INDUSTRIAL EMISSION SQURCES:
MANUFACTURING INDUSTRIES:; RENDERING PLANTS, GREASE AND TALLOW:
SOURCES:; STATIONARY EMISSION SOURCES

Category: CONTROL METHODS

082464

DECENTRALIZE YO R ODOR CONTROL. :

water Sewage Works, 121(10): 60-62, Jct. 1974.

WATER SEWAGE WORKS 1974

FLD thethod of Support: NONE

A hydroyen peroxide system for the control of odors in the
Sunrise, Florida, wastewsater collection system is.described.
a frequent Ly-product
of waste collection and treatment systems. It can D¢
dangerously toxic. -~ In a sewer environment. H2S is ofter
converted into sulfuric acid which erodes the  colliection anc
treatment system. - The City of Sunrise waste collection systerm
consists of gQravity mains, lift stations., and force mains.
Hydrogen peroxide is injected into the collection system at
1ift stations ahead of where the problem is first dotected.
The dose of hydrogen peroxide is adjusted to overcom2 the odor
problem at the lift station and to prevent it from recurring.
The H2S and its. odor were eliminated at the three 1ift
stations. ’ ' ‘ ’

Descriptors:  0ODOROUS POLLUTANTS: POLLUTANTS: FLORIDA:
AMERICA; NORTH AMERICA: UNITED STATES: ODOR COUNTERACTION:
CONTROL METHONS: ~ ODOR CONTROL; SEWAGE TREATMENT: ELECTRIC,
GAS AND  SANITARY SERVICES: INDUSTRIAL EMISSION SOURCES:
SANITARY SERVICES; SEWERAGE SYSTENS: SOURCES: STATIONARY
EMISSION SOURCESY - SULFURIC. ACID; ACIDS: INORGANIC ACIDS:
HYDROGEN SULFIDE: SULF1DES; SULFUR COMPOUNDS: FLORIDA -

Identifiers: SUNRISE - :

Category: CONTROL. VETHOODS




Print 5/5/1-9

OIALOG Filed0: ENVIROLINE 71-78/UUN - (Copr. EIC Inc.) (Item

0120299 *77-002658

KINETICS AND MLCHAN!SM OF OXIDATION OF HYDROGEN SULFIDE BY
HYOROGEN PEROXIDE IN ACIOIC SOLUTION-,

HOFFMAN MICHAEL R, " _ .

UNLV OF MINNESOTA, :

ENY SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY JAN 77. Vli. N1, P61 (6)

RESEARCH REPORT: THE - KINETICS. OF " OXIDATION  OF HYDROGEN
SULFIDE AND HYDROSULFIDE ION TO SULFUR AND SULFATE IN AQUEOUS
SOLUTION By HYOROGEN PEROXIDE ARE DETERVIKED
POTENTIOMETRICALLY. :
BE AN EFFECTIVE REAGENT FOR CONTROL OF H 25 AND ITS OOOR. 'IN
AQUEQUS SYSTEMS. H 20 2 IS ADVANTAGEOUS OVER OTHER OXIDIZING
AGENTS BECAUSE 175 DECO"POSIT!ON PRODUCTS ARE SIMPLY OXYGEN
ANO WATER. AS A LIQUID,. 'H 20 .2 1S READILY AND QUICKLY
APPLICASLE. NO TOXIC OR CORROSEVEvFUMES ARE EMITTED, AND 1T IS
ECONOMICALLY COMPETITIVE. (7 GRAPHS, 28 REFERENCES, 4 TABLES)

DESCRIPTORS: +HYOROGEN PEROXIDE. ¢ *HYDROGEN SULFIDE ; *wWATER
OOORS ;. *OXIDATION ; +SEWERS ; ¢POTENTIOMETRY

REVIEW CLASSIFICATION: 19 )

UNDER PROPER CONDITIONS H 20 .2 APPEARS TO

0115133 *76- 006230

HYDROGEN PEROXIDE . SOLVES SLUDGE ooon PROBLE“.

MILLER ROBERT G.

APPELTON PUBLIC VWORKS DEPT, WIS,

WATER & SEWAGE WORKS, MAY 7G, V123, NS, P74 (3)

TECHNICAL FEATURE: THE USE OF HYDROGEN PEROXIDE TREATMENT 70O
SOLVE AN  EXTREME HYDROGEN SULFIDE ODOR PROBLEM IN THE SLUDGE
OEWATZRINS PROCESS AT APPLETON, WIS., - 1S DESCRIBED. - WITH AN
ANNUAL COST OF . $9800. - THE PROCESS ENSURES A COMFORTABLE
WORKING ~ ENVIRONWENT - AND BETTER COMMUNITY RELATIONS. (1
OIAGRAM, S PMOTOS) .

OESCRIPTORS: 'HYDRDGEN PERQXXDE i *WATER oooas H
DEWATERING ; “WISCONSIN ; $HYDROGEN SULFIDE

REVIEW CLASSIF[CATION‘ 01

*SLUDGE

- TO CONTROL

0113986 .76 005?59

CDOR CO\TROL VI TH HYDROGEN PEROXXDE. :

COLE, CHARLES A. PAUL PAUL E.: BRCNER HARGLD P.

PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV,

WPCF J, FEB 78, va8, N2, P297 (10) .

TECHNICAL REPORT: HYDROGEN‘>PEROXIDE
HERSHEY, - PA.,
FEED To THE . FLOTATOR-CLARIFIER AND' THE - FEED
INTERMEDIATE CLARIFIER. A COMBINEOD DJSE OF FROM 15-40  MG/L
HYORQGEN . PEROXIDE EFFECTIVELY CONTROLS HYDROGEN SULFIOE AND
RESULTING ODORS. (2 OIAGRAMS. 3 GRAPHS, 3 TABLES)

DESCRIPTGRS: *HYDROGEN SULFIOE " <+wASTEWATER - TREATMENT ¢
*HYDROGEN PEROXIDE ; sWATER ODORS ;- PENNSYLVANIA

REVIEW CLASSIFICATION: 1 IR .

IS USED TO TREAT

T0 THE

WASTEWATER PLANT EFFLUENT AT TWO LOCATIONS-THE .

P eI e Vet s s s &

141¢

of 9) User2095 27juil78
0111712 +76-003071
HYDROGEN PEROXIDE SOLVES HYDROGEN SULFXDE PROBLENM,
"LINDSTRCM STEPHEN R.
HAMPTON ROADS SANITATION DISTRICT, va, :
POLLUTION ENGINEERING, OCT 75, V7, N10, P40 (2)
TECHNICAL FEATURE: SEVERAL TYPES -OF BACTERIA PRJIDUCE

HYDROGEN SULFIDE GAS FROM ORGANIC MATTER IN SEWAGE UNDE”
ANAEROBIC COMDITIONS. H2S HAS A VERY FJUL ODOR, IS POTENTIALLY
A HEALTH HAZARD TO PERSONNEL, AND CAN COWSINE TO FORM SULFURIZ
ACID  IN . THE SEWAGE. CHLORINATION, ONE OF THE MOST COWVMC
METHODS OF H2S CONTR3OL, 1S UNSUCCESSFUL IN CERTAIN SITUATIONS.
INTRODUCT ION OF HYDRIGEN PEROXIDE AT A CONCENTRATION AS LOW AL
15.3 PP PROVED EFFECTIVE IN CONTROLLING H2S IN TwO VIRGINIA
SEWAGE TREATMENT. PLANTS. (1 DIAGRAM, 1 TABLE)

DESCRIPTORS: +*HYDRIGEN SULFIDE ; *HYDROGEN PEROXIDE ; *0DORC
3 SEVAGE - TREATMENT CHLORINATION ; ANAEROBIC SYSTEMS :
"VIRGINIA

'REVIEW CLASSIFICATION: 01

0105787 75-005686

THE . CHEMICAL CONTROL OF WASTEWATER SYLFIDES.,

RALEIGH CHARLES W,

- FNC CQORP, NJ, .

DEEDS & DATA-WPCF, JAN 75, Pt (3)

" TECHNICAL FEATURE: APPROXIMATELY 60 VUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIA:
WASTE TREATMENT PLANTS IN THE U.S. ARE ,USING HYDROGEN PEROXIC.
SULFUR CHEMICAL WASTES. APPLICATION OF K202 T_°
SULFIDE ODOR AND CORROSION CONTROL IN WASTEWATER COLLECTIC:
SYSTEMS 1S DESCRIBED. (1 TABLE)

DESCRIPTORS: *SULFIDES ; *HYDROGEN PEROXIDE ; *WATER ODORS
*CORROSION : ' =WASTEWATER TREATMENT :  =CHEMICAL TREATMENT
*HYDROGEMN SULFIDE )

REVIEW CLASSIFICATION: 19

0105027 75-004943

PEROXIDE MAKERS SNIFF SUCCESS IN WASTE TREATMEN-.

. CHEMICAL WEEK, JAN 15, 75, V116, N3, P26 {1)

TECHNICAL FEATURE: SINCE CHLCRINE IS UNDER ATTACK BECAUSE G-
ITS ALLEGED ROLE IN THE FORWATION OF CARCINOGENS [N SO%-
OOMESTIC ORINKING WATERS, HYODROGEN PERJIXIDE PRODUCERS HOPE Th-
CHEMICAL WILL SUPPLANT CHLORINE AS THE WORKHORSE FOR WAST?
TREATMENT . THE FMC CORP. AND DU PONT DE NEMOURS & CO. ART

 BETTING THE MARKET FOR WASTE TREATMENT HYDROGEN PEROXIDE WittL
EXCEED THAT FOR PULP AND PAPER. (t PMOTO)

‘DESCRIPTORS: *HYDROGEN PEROXIDE : = *WASTE TREATKENT .
«CHLORINE ; +*O0ODORS ; '*MYDROGEN SULFIDE *281 INCRGANIC
CHEMICALS

REVIEW CLASSXFLFATION: 19



NORTHERN SONDMA COUNTY AIR PDLLUHDN CDNTRDL DISTRSCT

141 NDRTH 5TREET, HEALDSBURG. CA. 95448
(707) 433- 5911 OR (707) 433.5742

,

| - 6CTOBER 10,1478
Yanc Gas avd Bugeric Go. |

 ‘)*) DEALE SIREET
SAN fRANCISLO) (A

ATTENTION: EWMER HALL

SUBJECT: DISPOSITION OF APPLICATION NO 78 7,9 :
CONSISTING OF: GEOHERMAL PowéR P‘mwr Mo.n
120 NECAWATT GRUSS. L«r‘A(_ﬂ”

YO BE K
LOC*‘\TED AT GQ"SEPS CALLE,

. Dear MR, HALL,

Your Application for an Authority to COnstruct or a Permit to Operate
for the above described equipment has been reviewed by the District and
the findings are as follows:

Your Application # 73-79 was received on SEPT E/*"GEK A 35175’

D The Application is complete. A decision by the District will be made
within 180 days. o

E This project is subJect to 'new source review' which requires notifi- -
cation procedures in addition to the approval of this project. All
decisions made relative to this Application in regards to ‘new source
review' are subject to review and/or reversal by the State A1r Resources
Board and the Environmental Protection Agency.

X The Application is not conplete. The following data will e ’néeaed to’
complete the Application process: ‘ o Rt

Equlpment location drawing (mcludmg ad;acent property or pol- -
lutant .receptors). : :

D Operating schedule. 3 .

D Process des cr1pt10n.




L

_rlow D1agram.

Anbient air quality data for ’ETET’ MiING 1S lMP&LT oM -
ACRIEVIVG  0.03 PPM H,5 AMBENT AL QUALIF" STANDARD CSEE AM(H’HEM('A )
Meteorological data: ;

The Items required are 4marked in red pencil on the enclosed fdrmx"B .

D D"@ 0 [Zl "

: 'l'he Application was received without the appropnate fee.- Before
the District can proceed, please remit to the District §
For the initial fee (schedule_ step) _

Submission of the requested items by f‘I:B(ZU’\R‘( S, 19 79, will

~ expedite the processmg of your Apphcation.‘

If you have any questions about these fmdmgs, please contact the
Dis ;rlct at (707) 433-5911.

Sincerely,

/nmm

MICHAEL ¥, TOLMASOFF -
Air Pollution Control Offz.cer

- MW :1km

ENVLOSURES




MEMO

| | FORM MARY

pre: 10]10)7% o

b: £.6.HML

ROM: m,w.To:.mASOFF, AR FeliuTion ConTRL OFFLeeR

U?_JECT: DATA H)K.NE\U.SOUR(E REVIEW QRULES 220 AND 220 fUlMT":l? '

UNDER NORMAL CARCUMSTHnKES MOST AIR QUALITY
IMPALTS AN DE ASBESSED USING THE CAUSSUN DISPERSIOL
MODEW ING. MOVEVER,, vouk ANIT No, 10 1S NOT IR # T‘rmm.
G TUATION AND (5 10 A HIGHLY ComPLEx TERRAIN AREA,
(OLPLES WITH THE Rt K25 EMSSibn. PoTENTIAL AmDd TS
PROAWMITY TO (UBS VALLEY RESIDENCES THE DiSIRICT FEELS
A “TRACER" EFEQRT 1S THE oMY Good WAY To DETERMWE

D WHETHER U.T (AN REASOMABLE AT "IREVENT THE ATTIN-.

mene " of THE STATE H,S AMDBIENT AR QUALITY STAADARD AN
2) WHETKER CERTAIN AUMERI MODELS ARE APLAGIE,

To TS BND PGYE HAS EMTE(ZSP INTo A TRACER STuDY
EEFORT APPROVED ©Y THE DISTRG, THEREFLRE , PRIOR- TO

THIS DSTRICT 195UVInG A COMNTIONAL B UTHOR(TY To :,-CQ&STRDCT

PLAE  MuST  PRESENT THE RESWTS OF THE STUDY ANSWERING
(42 BASIC OUESTIONS FOOMD (N RULE 230 (A1), |

Thtod el

 x A COPy OF THE TRACER Swody PROGRAM can BE PROUEDED
VPoN  REQUEST |

(>

o
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! L L

PART A

FORM " ]

A1l applications for permits (authorities) to construct new or modified airr

sources are subject to the requirements of this portion bf tbe list.

‘I, Name

A. Busaness license name

s TN -}
N *

. Nature of business

Name;'address, ard phone number of person 0 contact regarding this

'.appliéation

D. Type of use ent1t1emen; {ovn, rent 1ease)

E. }hst.ma»ed construction dates and es;wnated comp]e»ion Cates

A 2
[ ]

. Type of Aoplication

A L.

2.
B. 1.
.

Original application
Revised application
New facility /

Mod1f1ca~1on

- Estting faca]zgy not prevwously perm.tted

11, Description of Facility

' -'A. Locatwon

(:js Streeu audress cf .aci11ty (or locatvgn as ‘described by sect1on

2.

. Pubhc and prwate streets

townshwp. and range)

- Scaled and cimensioned plot plan o‘ fACi]ity which

shows and 1dent1fies the 1ocat1ons of:

b) Property lines

c) Existing and proposed bdi]dfngs'(indicatettheir.heigbts)_




L

@Adjacant property owners sd—cses UWIT ;} N COBB VALLC 4 \/KUWL

' €) Storage areas for fuel, meterials and products RETERE .

T} Basic, control, and air monitoring equipment

‘g) Pipihg and ducts for carrying fuels, products, and',
possible sources of air pollutants | '

h) Identify points of emissions

Bf Describe the gereral purpose of this facility

Koas W OTe A e VAT EVERR (7" S .'\4-'-\':,' \ PR :
. Descmptwn ot Process* - .L‘i'z.-f'-'TX T ST
. . L . < i ;L .--‘-..‘-..la. : ,.
A. General description of each process line e
. TN At
ARy “’o."

B. For Tacilities with more than one process line:
1. Submit a biock flow diagram which shows the interaction between o
each process 1ine (incluce & material balance and a cescription

of the material processed as it changes in terms of maximurm

design rates)
2. Submit a crawing which shows the transfer of materials, products,
and possible sources of air pollutants between process lines,

buildings, and storage areas

C.. *Basic and control equipment descriptions (e.g., make, function, model,

. size, type, maximum capacity, Hp)

D. Operating schedule (No. of hours/day, days/week, weeks/yeér) :f

E. Naximum monthly, hourly, and daily production rates and raw matérial
“useage rates o »

F. Total average annual production rates anﬁ raw}haterial~Qs¢agé ratés

{such as tons/year) ' Sl v o O



G.

@ Inlet an¢ outlet FODCEI’I»T‘GL?GI’IS NCLUDC DISSCLVED SOLIDS raz TR

1. “Energy consu...p..uon (e.g., Btu/hr, KWH/hr)

Provicde the following mfur...a tion associated with each piece of
bas.c (existing, modi fied, and proposea) equipment:-

1. Equipment identification number

s * N S R s

2. Inlet and outiet t amperatures .

3. Identiiy the emiss‘ion points anc siate to where the equipment

is to be vented

('( _’\\)64. }The materia'ﬁ entering and leaving the equipment

5. The energy con..ux..pnor.. (e.9-» Bru/hr, Ki /hr)

S»ate whe..her the opc.ranon js continuous or intermittent X-};

Describe control equipment and attach calcuiations and detail
Crewings. Provide 1he following info'r-natibn' .assoéiated with each
piece of controi equipment (existing and prOposed)

@ Schematic and description of overall contirol eqmpment 7"5

Contro'l equipment idenii ification numoer
INCLUSE ALt ‘\'u.:-¢0~D~~~'Js-.r't‘

' S
@ Control efiiciencys verify source of data (e.g. caiculations, 4
' e . 9 EXPLAIN £5Y COoz Wit
| mgn_u acturer's spec1.1Cauons, source tes ‘ f‘F~CT' E{'HC\ENC“ oF 8 _
e e -
5. . Ident1fy the points of emission ossoc1ated with eacﬁ Efcce o7 “u
" @Q
eqmp-zen.. | "_"
6. For parncu'la»e mat»er, 'mc'lude data on the size distribution &
and chemical nature of emissions (L;:i
‘ y

L}

% ) CAONKTORING EQLL?..;CN:

b) PRC‘J\“C'\)S EoX LGl .Qf'\% FOQ AP( sQu‘PnC!j“
AND MEANS TO CO‘éce.'.') ACATEMENT IF cnwo--f\r

B Fates (1.E. Prrad L!"JE
c)o TERMINSTIN OF (c...s.."m‘cé m.-f;f”f:u, ?Eg-gzévc Qe“mm"s)

; DES€:”¢BC PROCGDURRS To RBDUCS LENGTH OF
%ggééggw'\) | "VaE ARD TO Df—TCR/-‘iu‘JE- occu‘\swwcc

‘;
LA



Dascribe locations and amounts of en1ss:ons (.n terms of maximum cesign rates) .- -

1. Identify points of emission - o Ty

2. Height of the outlet above ground Icvel | . | SR

3. Size and shapé of the outlet, (e.g. $" round)

4. Flow rate of exhaust gases |

5. Outlet temperature

6. Estimate the quantity of each pollutent emitted: . ol : .
tofal suspended particulates, carbon monoxide, organic gases, "' = :? E

nitrogen oxides, and sulfur oxides, as examples

~ Describe emissions of a fugitive reture, i.e., not ircluded in “I* above

‘tach copies of all calculations used in anSher1ng the previous ques»aons

(a1so cite references and tolerance of da.a)

Y. TFuel Surning'Equfpment and Fuel

‘A,

Pescribe burners

- e

1 Equipment identification number, manufacturer's naﬁe and model,
size, number of burners, minimum and meximum ratings per bprner.
and burner type. '
2.  The burner mode of cdntro?.(e.g. manual, automatic on-off,
high-]bw) if appiicable, '
3. Air-compressor date (if air atomization is psed): maaufacturer'é
nare and roce, drive motor horsepower, compressor rating(gressupe and

capacity), and oparating pressure.

4. Firing type, {e.g. tangential, opposed front)

5. Type of fuels and the percentage of combustion nir. : {‘ . R

A

Py
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PAH B

wnen a source is sub;ect to new scurce. reviéw, an app]icar‘ supply

‘the fo]1ow1ng

I.

1.

LI

V.

in addza1on to the 1n.ormat10n required by rart A. - ;;

In? ormat1on required for air qua]1ty impact ana]ysis

A.

_vB._ :

Any monitoring stations that may be installed by app11cana‘

sufficient data to perform an impact ana]ys1s from

all emission poinis and ‘ug1;1ve em1ss1ons.

ll

 Topographical data

-y

Meteorological data

- S‘-’C Fo@m ““"

An' qm:'l ty cata

Computer mode.mnu data. including asJ,mptions_that should be mace

Identify all .acmaxtzes wmanin uhe air baS.ﬂ uh are owned or operated by-

the applican» ard the compliance status of each

?OW¢F Consumption of facxli»y

A.

Total

amount of e1ec~r1Cal power to be COﬁShTed by the new: foC\]\ty or ;he

increase in the amount of 61eCuF1Ca] power to be consumed oue to the

. modification.

Percentage of e.ectr1ca1 power prov1ded by o.f—s1te generating fac111tzes.,

identify the source of power.

Cargo Carriers -

List the. frequeucy of v1s1ts, describe »ypes and sizes of all cargo carriers

(other than motor veh1c.es), identify nature of cargo. and conuitmons under

 which the cargo is transfered.

If applicant 1s app1y1ng for trade-ofrs from other ex1st1nq source:

A.

Provice suff1c1en» {nformation to determlne whether adequate emission



. VI

reductions will be achieved to offset «.he air qua'hty 1mpacts of
the applicant’s source (e.g., name &nd location of ,rade-off e

sources and of how the emission trade-o7fs will be affected).

List proposéd mitigating measures:
“A.  Air pollution contro‘l equlp'nem. pro,;csed

4
. Process changes or operations utilized to reduce enissions ""

C. . Other

)fcauuwns TO MUSUMIZE &mra.»wrd 6F STFCTM&)
CRNLAEOT,

B) (Ronp2 LTESRATURR HICATING E-:«..q*ﬁ | m’ :
REOA’(M TO USING 1,05 TO REDVCE  DISSOLVED
"\LS [:.) L..SS T“fN { V-P.f-‘- o

O
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APPENDIX D
Public Comments

No comments were received.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
" ENERGY RESOURCES CONSERVATION
~ AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

In the Matter of:

Notice of Intention of PACIFIC
GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY to File
an Application for Certification
Re Geysers 17.

‘Docket No. 78-NOI-3
'PROPOSED DECISION

<

On December 6, 1978, the Committee assigned to this proceeding issued

* its Final Report pursuant to Public Resources Code section 25514. Public

Hearings were held before the Commission on December 20, 1978 in Sacramento.

After considering the comments made atvthat hearing.as well as written comments,
the Commission approves the Notice of Intention and adopts the Committee's
findings and conclusions in the Final Report.

Findings and Conc]usions

1. The proposed project conforms with the'Commission's forecast adopted.

_pursuant to Pub]ic Resources Code section 25309(b)

2. Based upon the record to date,‘Applicant has shown that the proposed

o project can be constructed and operated in conformance with present]y applicable

federal, state, regional,for local standards. ordinances. and laws, w1th the

‘exception of applicable air quality laws and regulations.

. 1 There is not. sufficient evidence in the record to make a definitive f1nd1ng
regarding conformity to air quality laws and reguﬁations The evidence presently
in the: record does not support a finding that the proposed proaect cannot conform
to app]icable air quality laws and standards. ) -
Further studies and reports on air qua]ity have been ordered by the Committee
for submission with the App]ication for Certification
3. The proposed proaect conforms to the applicable public hea]th and

safety iaws and regulations., The state>ambient air qUality standard for hydrogen
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sulfide (H S) of 0.030 ppm is based on a nuisance -odor threshold _As stated

above, further studies and reports are being conducted regarding conformity to |

hydrogen sulfide air quality standards. There is not sufficient»data regarding _

adverse public health effects from chronic eXposure to hydrOgen:sulfide to
conclude that operation of this plant will cause adverse pUbliclhealth.effects.
~ The Commission will continue to explore this issue in the course Of.the'AFC l o
proceedings _ . | o

. The Commission orders that the follow1ng acts be done, together with those

other acts enumerated in the findings and conclusions of thenFinal Report.

Air Quality
1. If the Applicant files an AFC for Unit 17, it shall include:either: '
a) sufficient operating data on the surface condenser partitioning='
efficiency from Unit 15 to determine with reasonable certainty
that Unit 17 will meet the 100 g/Mih HZS limitation w1thout con-
densate treatment, or _
b) specific proposals for condensate treatment systems which uilla
be installed prior to_the commercial operation‘of Unit 17 in the
event that the partitioning efficiency of'the condenser is not

sufficient to meet the 100 grams/GMWh limitations

2. The Applicant shall, at or prior to the filing of an AFC for Unit 17,

provide detailed information on the design criteria and capacity of the
Stretford unit as proposed to treat that HZS which reaches the unit |

3. The Applicant shall, at or prior to the filing of dn AFC for Unit'17,“
provide detailed information on the control methods that would be employed to
' comply with the 50 g/Mih emissions limitation of NSCAPCD Rule 455(b), scheduled
to take effect January 1, 1985. o L

el
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-4, The Applicant shall, at or prior to the time an AFC for Unit 17

is filed obtain and provide from the steam supplier detailed information ‘

- on the control methods which would be employed to comply with the HpS

stacking emissions limitations of NSCAPCD Rule 455(b), scheduled to take
effect January 1, 1982. i‘ _

5. The ‘Applicant shall perform the air qualityranalyses described
in Findings.43,v44,,and 45 (New SourcetReview) of the Final Report, and
shall provide the results of such analyses at the filing of the AFC for
Unit 17. | e

6. The Applicant shall participate in the joint air quality and

‘meteorological study described in Finding 46 (New Source Review) of the

Final Report, and shall provide the available results applicable to Unit

17 at the filing of the AFC for Unit 17.

7. The Applicant shall, at or prior to the filing of an AFC for Unit
17, provide detailed information on the control methods which will be

e employed on Units 3,4,5,6,11, and 12 to comply with the emiSSions limita- o

tions of NSCAPCD Rule 455

Soils |

. The Applicant shall address in the AFC the design spec1fics of the

'sedimentation basin

| Biological Resources

The Applicant shall provide the Staff a report on the studies and make

.'available for inspection the data it has collected ‘regarding the effects of.

cooling tower drift deposition at or prior to the'filing of the AFC.



'Cultunal Resources

' The existence and significance of paleontological nistorical and‘ethno-
graphic resources, as well as resources of educational scientific, or religious
significance cannot be determined until the Applicant has completed the cultural
resources survey as specified in Findings 3 and 4 of the Final Report. Such

survey shall be filed prior to or at the time of the filing of the AFC.

Public Health - Radionuclides

1. The Applicant shall provide detailed 1nformation on its proposed
222Rn monitoring program at or prior to the filing of an AFC for- Unit 17.
2. The Applicant shall provide the information necessary to support

its proposed amendments to findings 9 and 12.

Structural Engineering

Applicant shall provide a designation as to which power plant‘and related

facility components are critical at or prior to the filing of:an AFC for Unit 17.

APPROVED: _ December 20, 1978

—

O
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