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PROCEEDINGS

11: 09 A M

COWM SSI ONER DOUGLAS: Good norning. M nane is
Karen Douglas. | ama comm ssioner at the Energy
Comm ssion, and |I’mal so the presiding nenber of the citing
conmmittee. To the far left on this table is Timdson. He
is the advisor for Comm ssioner Boyd, the associ ate nenber
on this commttee. To ny imediate |eft is our Hearing
Oficer, Ken Celli. And to ny right is Galen Lenei, ny
advi sor.

This is the commttee conference for the presiding
menber s proposed deci sion on the Pal ndal e Hybrid Power
Project. At this point I'd Iike to take introductions from
the parties, beginning with the applicant. [If you can
i ntroduce yoursel ves.

MR. CARROLL: Thank you. Good norning. M ke
Carroll wth Latham and Watkins. W’ re outside counsel for
the project. Since we only have the one mke I’'ll go ahead
and introduce the rest of the team

On ny left is Sara Head with AECOM the
envi ronnmental consulting firmresponsible for conducting the
techni cal and environnental analysis of the project on
behal f of the applicant. On her left is Tom Barnett,
Executive Vice President with Inland Energy, who has been

retained by the city to develop the project on behalf of the
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city. And on his left is Laurie Lile, the Assistant City
Manager for the Gty of Palndale. Thank you.

COWM SSI ONER DOUG.AS: Thank you. Staff?

M5. DE CARLO Good norning. Lisa De Carl o,
Energy Conmi ssion Staff Counsel. To ny left is Felicia
Ml ler, Energy Comm ssion Project Mnager.

COWM SSI ONER DOUG.AS: Thank you. And is there
anybody here who is representing the Center for Biological
Diversity who will be participating inthe -- in the -- in
t he hearing, as opposed to appearing publicly?

MR. BUSE: Yes. Good norning. This is John --

COWM SSI ONER DOUGLAS: |'’msorry. Go ahead.

MR. BUSE: John Buse, the Center for Biological

Di versity.
HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: John Buse, is it?
COW SSI ONER DOUGLAS:  John Buse?
MR BUSE: Yes.
COWM SSI ONER DOUG.AS: Coul d you spel | that,
pl ease?

MR BUSE: [It’s B-u-s-e.

COWM SSI ONER DOUGLAS: Thank you. Geat. So --
so you' Il be participating by phone?

MR BUSE: |'’malso getting a fair anmount of echo
here.

COW SS| ONER DOUGLAS: | hear that, too.
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HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: | think the -- that, M.
Buse, the technical people are working on that. Let ne ask

you sone questions. Are you calling froma cell phone or a

land |ine?

MR BUSE: It is a cell phone.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: | didn't get that. Say
agai n.

MR. BUSE: A cell phone.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Cell phone. GCkay. And
are -- you're not using the speaker function, | hope?

MR BUSE: No, |I’m not.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Ckay. |Is there any -- are
you -- any chance you could use a land |ine?

MR. BUSE: Yes. |I’mnot sure that the quality
will be much better, but 1’1l try.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: GCkay. Whatever you j ust
said was conpletely unintelligible.

COWM SSI ONER DOUGLAS: He’s not sure the quality
will be better.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Gh. Ckay. Thanks.
Luckily I have transl ators.

W -- what you have to say is very inportant. And
| want to nmake sure that not only can we hear and understand
you, but that it nakes the court reporters transcript. So

l’m-- I"mjust trying to pull out the tricks, the little
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tricks I know that inprove the quality of the sound. From
past experience we know that speaker phones don’t work very
well. Cell phones have their inherent problens of -- of
comng in and out of, you know, contact.

So | guess the best we’'re going to be able to do,
M. Buse, is to ask that you speak very deliberately and
clearly into your cell phone, and we hope that it works.

COWM SSI ONER DOUG.AS: Al right. Thank you, M.
Buse. And if you do have the opportunity to try a land line
that m ght work better.

s Jane WIllianms here with Desert Citizens Agai nst
Pol I ution, or on the phone? Al right.

And | see that we have menbers of the

organi zation, Desert Citizens Against Pollution. But -- but
| don't -- it doesn’t appear that we have the attorney or
the representative who is -- who would participate in the

hearing; is that correct so far? W may get theml ater.

The Public Advisor, Jennifer Jennings, is standing
up in the back of the room So if you have questions about
t he process, questions about howto -- how to participate
nore effectively, how to make coments until the cl ose of
t he coment period, how to either get on WebEx or otherw se
get on the phone, or go to Sacranento when we have the
commi ssi on decision on this project, Jennifer Jennings wll

be able to help you with that.
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| s anybody here fromany -- are any el ected
officials here today? Al right. |s anybody here from any
ot her state agencies? |s anyone here from any ot her
government agencies, county of city, for exanple? Al
right. Are there -- is anyone here from any federal
government agencies? |s anyone here fromthe Antel ope
Valley Air Quality Managenent District? The L.A County --
any L. A County departnment? Any departnents of cities,

Pal ndal e or Lancaster in particular?

| f you could identify yourself for the record,
pl ease, at the mcrophone?

MR MSCHEL: M name is Mke Mschel. [’mthe
Public Wirks Director for the Cty of Pal ndale.

COWM SSI ONER DOUGLAS: Thank you. 1s anybody here
fromany water board, representing any of the water boards?

Al right.

And as | ran through this [ist we were |istening
for the phone Iine. But if there’ s anyone on the phone |ine
in any of those categories, if you could speak up now we’'d
appreciate it. And, of course, people mght join us later,
but we |ike to get a sense of who's here and give -- nake
sure we give an opportunity to speak when people are here.
Al right.

In that case | will turn this over at this point

to the Hearing Oficer, M. Celli.
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COWM SSI ONER DOUGLAS: Thank you, Comnri ssi oner
Dougl as.

And you all can hear me okay if I’mat this
di stance fromthe m crophone? Good.

Good norning, everyone. |It’'s great to be back in
Pal ndal e. Today we’re here on the presiding nenbers
proposed deci sion conference. The presiding nenbers
proposed deci sion, which we call the PWMPD, and so all day
today we’'re going to be tal king about the PWPD, what we're
tal king about is the presiding nenbers proposed deci sion.
It was published on June 16th, 2011. On that date the
notice of availability went out to the proof of service list
whi ch noticed today’s conference, and the July 27th Energy
Comm ssi on business neeting. The notice of availability of
the PMPD asked the parties to file witten conments on or by
July 11th, 2011

The Energy Comm ssion staff, the intervener,
Center for Biological Dversity, and the applicant filed
comments on the PMPD, all filed on -- on July 11th, 2011
Desert Citizens Against Pollution has not filed any
cormments. W did not receive any. |Is that -- is anyone
here with information to the contrary? Hearing none, then
we have not heard from Desert Citizens Against Pollution
with regard to the PMPD.

We al so received comments fromthe Gty of
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Lancaster. And we did receive a letter yesterday fromthe
applicant that came fromthe United State Air Force Pl ant
42.

| want to make -- say a work on the coments filed
by CBD, M. Buse, especially. The comments that we did
receive fromCBD were a little nore in the nature of
argunent, as opposed to certain findings contained within
the -- or rather argunent that was opposed to certain
findings contained within the PMWPD, or rebuttal argunents to
testinmony contained in the evidentiary record. These types
of comments were not included in our draft errata. The
draft errata lists errors of fact which are an unfortunate
but, seemingly, inevitable part of every PWPD, even though
we try our best to catch and correct errors.

So we are interested in changes to conditions or
errors of fact, for exanple. So let’'s say, for exanple,
that there was a statenent that says that this tower would
be 8,000 feet, when, in fact, the tower would be 80 feet.
That’s the kind of error we're |looking to be apprised of so
that we can nake those corrections. So | hope that’'s clear.

But we did not include argunent in the errata. W while
are interested in all comments, only the actual errors
listed in staff’s and applicant’s comrents have been
incorporated into a draft errata, copies of which are we

have nmade available to the parties. | can -- as needed, we
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could -- we have that we could put up

Ch, thank you. Ms. Jennings just informed ne that
there are extra copies of the errata in the back where the
public advisor is, Jennifer Jennings. |If you are interested
you can get a copy from her.

Do you know, how many copies did you nmake?

M5. JENNINGS: Fifteen.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Fifteen copies. So if we
run out, because the record should reflect there’s nore than
15 peopl e here, please share with your neighbor. It |ooks
i ke we have about 16, 17, 18, a little better than 20
peopl e here.

So we're going to talk with the parties and ask
for their comments on the errata. But before we do that, we
wanted to respond to CBD s notions -- CBD brought several
notions to reopen the record -- and for the conmttee to
take official notice of certain docunents. And there's a
nmotion for a continuance to reconsider the question of need
and the inmpact of 2.5 fromthe -- particulate matter, 2.5
m croneters or less -- fromthe Pal ndal e Hybrid Power Pl ant,
whi ch you're going to hear us referring to today as either
Pal ndal e Hybrid of PHPP. W refer to it throughout the --

t hroughout the PMPD as PHPP; that stands for Pal ndal e Hybrid
Power Plant. And also, CBD wanted to reopen on the question

of alternatives.
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We are also going to quickly respond to CBD s
concern that the commttee did not rule on the City of
Lancaster’s letter requesting suspension of proceedings. |
want to state for the record, the conmttee was not
obligated to respond directly to the letter, per our
regul ations. But neverthel ess, the conmttee did respond to
the letter at page 3-19 and at page 6.2-33 in the PMPD

We al so received a letter containing an official
statenent fromthe Air Force, that we received yesterday,
that the Air Force has not identified any issues or inpacts
arising the PHPP, Pal ndale Hybrid Power Plant. So obviously
the comm ttee declined the request to suspend proceedi ngs.
But the position is that there was no obligation to directly
respond to a comment letter, nevertheless we did. That was
addressed and consi der ed.

Now, M. Buse, I'’mgoing to ask that you speak
very clearly now. Because we're going to first take the
guestion of the request for official notice that was brought
by the Center for Biological Diversity, which I’mgoing to
shorthand refer to as CBD, Center for Biological Dversity.
They brought a notion to -- for the conmmttee to take
official notice. 1'mgoing to read a regulation to you.
This is fromTitle 20, which are the regul ati ons that govern
t he Energy Comm ssion. Section 1213 says,

“During the proceeding the comm ssion may take offici al
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notice of any generally accepted nmatter within the
comm ssion’s field of conpetence and with of any fact
whi ch may be judicially noticed by the courts of this
state. Parties to a proceeding shall be infornmed of
the matters to be noticed, and those matters shall be
noticed, or rather noted in the record or attached
thereto. Any party shall be given a reasonable
opportunity on request to refute the officially noted
matters by evidence or by witten or oral presentation
of authority.”

And that was 1213 of Title 20 of the California
Code of Regul ati ons.

On February 8th, 2011 CBD specifically identified
pur pose and need as an issue at page 7 of its pre-hearing
conference statenent, stating that the FSA failed to explain
why the project is needed, if at all, and in particular why
a new gas-fired power plant of over 500 negawatts is needed
in light of the recent approval of over 4,000 negawatts of
sol ar energy by the commission in the Mjave Desert region.

The February 18th, 2011 hearing order expressly
acknow edged purpose and need as a di sputed area upon which
the commttee expected the parties to proffer evidence. The
evidentiary hearing in this matter, which was conducted in
this roomhere in -- Mrch 2nd of this year, March 2nd,

2011, all parties were given an anple opportunity to proffer
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and test evidence on the question of purpose and need.

So CBD s notion, which was on -- which was filed
on July 11th, 2011 sought to -- if you'll give ne a second
here I'll tell you exactly what it contained -- sought to
put in four docunents. One nonent, folks, as I’mscrolling
through to find the description of the docunents. Four
docunents. Oh, here it is.

The notion seeks to reopen the record to take
judicial notice of four docunments: the California -- CAlI SO
I ntegration of Renewabl e Resources report published on
August 21st, 2010; a Power Poi nt presentation purportedly
containing a summary of the CAISO Integration of Renewabl e
Resources, apparently docketed at the CPUC on May 20t h,
2011; a list from CEC of renewabl e projects; and a map --
well, | guess a map show ng renewabl e projects under review
in 2011, which would al so be from CEC.

And just for the record, M. Buse, | went to our
website and tried to viewthat list. And | got a page that
said sonething like this has been archived and is no | onger
on the -- on the web. So | don't -- | don't -- | haven't
seen that yet.

In any event, at this tine the commttee would
like to hear fromCBD with regard to a good cause show ng
whi ch we acknow edge is not present in your noving papers as

to why we would need to take judicial notice of these
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docunents after the publication of the PMPD and not during
the evidentiary hearing.

So with that, M. Buse, you have the floor. Go
ahead.

I's he still on the line?

MR BUSE: Yes. It seenms I'mstill getting an
echo.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Yeah, but we can hear you.

MR BUSE: | will try to proceed. Qur viewis
that the presentation as evidenced as to the project purpose
and need is a bit like CEQA principle. This information
needs to be presented by and established by the CEQA | ead
agency and/or the applicant. In the absence of information
presented by the applicant and/or the | ead agency, we
proffered this information at this point in the process. W
believe that the -- the conmm ssion nust take account of
information as to the project’s purpose and need, or that
the record will sinply show that this information is absent.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: D d you say this
information is absent?

MR BUSE: Yes. In other words, we -- we are
aski ng that you recogni ze that good cause exists --

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Could you articulate --

MR BUSE: -- to accept --

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: -- that thought?
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MR BUSE: -- the information that we proffered,
because that information was not presented by the |ead
agency or the application.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Well, the -- the committee
would |ike to hear nore on the -- the good cause, why these
docunents could not be filed at the evidentiary hearing.

Wiy did they have to be received now and reopened now?
That’s really the focus of the commttee s question. What
is the good cause to justify reopening -- reopening the
record nowto take this evidence this late in the ganme?

MR BUSE: Good cause exists because that
i nformati on was not presented at the tinme of the pre-
conference hearing by the | ead agency or the applicant.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: I’msorry. | was -- | was
distracted. You said -- could you say your |ast sentence
again, sir?

MR. BUSE: W contend that good causes exists
because that information was not presented at the tinme of
the pre-conference hearing by the | ead agency or the
appl i cant.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Thank you. Go ahead,
Conmmi ssi oner .

COWM SSI ONER DOUGLAS: M. Buse, | had a coupl e of
guestions. How does CBD intend to use this infornmation?

What -- what would this information help you attenpt to
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denonstr at e?

MR. BUSE: This is information that not only
relates to whether the project is -- is needed, and also to
t he evaluation of -- of a reasonable reach of alternatives
to the project.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Could you be nore specific
on that, please? Wat does it show? Wat does it prove?

MR. BUSE: |I'mnot sure that -- that it’s a
guestion of what the information proves. It’s what the
information allows us and ot her nenbers of the public to
eval uat e.

COWM SSI ONER DOUGLAS:  Well, this is getting
closer to what we're interested in. 1In a good cause
determ nation we’'re wei ghing the prejudice to you for not
allowing you to submt sone docunents that you re submtting
quite late in the process versus the prejudice to the
applicant and staff and others. And one, it is -- it’s
hel pful for us to know how you think you mght use this
information, at what stage in the process. 1Is this is
information that you would use in argunent in briefs? |Is
this information that you think we should use in certain
ways? Because at this point | don’'t have a good sense of
the inmportance of this information to the center.

MR. BUSE: For exanple, we believe that the

pur pose and need informati on would be hel pful, if not
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essential, in evaluating the feasibility of alternatives,
including and all solar alternative.

COWM SSI ONER DOUGLAS: |I'mstill trying to
under stand what the content of that information -- how the
content of that information would help us in the analysis,
or how it would help you argue that our analysis m ght not
have been well considered in sone aspect that you m ght want
toraise. | also -- 1'dlike youto try to clarify that.

And I'd also |ike you to explain nore what you
mean by purpose and need being kind of a central overriding
or -- or critical part of an analysis versus project
description and what is in the project description that
hel ps us ascertain the purpose of the project.

MR. BUSE: And ny apol ogi es, again, for the
echoes. It's -- it’s very difficult to state -- state this
as |’mhearing this feedback.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Pl ease speak very slowy
and clearly.

MR BUSE: Wen | referred to the fundanenta
pur pose of the -- of the purpose and need anal ysi s under
CEQA, in -- in essence |'mreferring to the -- the
obligation to consider whether the project approval itself
is justified relative to the required no-project
al ternative.

Secondarily, this information is necessary to
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eval uate the project’s relative benefits and inpacts in
connection with other alternatives to the proposed project.

Clearly we believe that the information we presented in --
inthis nonth’s submttal is capable of showi ng that the
purported need for the project is already being nmet and
served by other projects in existence or proposed throughout
t he state.

COWM SSI ONER DOUGLAS: Thank you. That’s hel pful.

| think we’ll turn to other parties, now.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Thank you, Conmi ssioner.

Let’s hear fromthe applicant with regard to the
nmotion for -- to take judicial notice of these four
docunent s, pl ease.

MR. CARROLL: Thank you. From Applicant’s
perspective, with -- with all due respect, we believe that
CBDis -- is confusing two rel ated but separate issues in
the argunent made in their filing and just nade by M. Buse.

And t hose argunents or those issues are the
obj ectives or the purpose of the project, on the one hand,
and the need for the project, on the other hand.

The applicant -- it’s within the applicant’s
di scretion to determ ne the objectives for the project given
the applicant’s business or -- or civic purpose in -- in
pursuing the project in the first place. W think that the

objectives for the project were very clearly laid out in

EHLERT BUSI NESS GROUP

(916) 851-5976




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

17

what becanme Applicant’s Exhibit 2, the project description
section of the Application for Certification. And again, we
believe it is within the applicant’s discretion to determ ne
the objectives for its project.

Separate and apart fromthe objectives analysis is
t he needs analysis. And whether or not a project that neets
the objectives of the applicant is needed is a separate
guestion. It’s a question that under the current |egal and
regul atory structure this commttee or this comm ssion no
| onger addresses. |It’s a question that gets addressed in
the market through a conpetitive RFP process with the
utilities and the issuance of power purchase agreenents
subj ect to review and approval by the CPUC. So a needs
anal ysis is no longer sonething that this conmm ssion
conducts for projects. And as | said, it’s really a
determ nation that gets made by -- by the market.

Those two issues really are rel ated but separate.
And -- and | think what CBD seens to be suggesting inits
argunment is that the -- the -- because there hasn’'t been a
determ nation of a need for a project that neets the
obj ectives set forth by the applicant, that therefore the
objectives are not a legitimate basis for dism ssing
alternatives to the project. And we don’t believe that
that’s the case. And, in fact, we don’t think that could be

the case because in the vast mgjority, if not all at this
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point, of the projects that are subject to review under CEQA
there is no needs analysis. Yet inconsistency with the

proj ect objectives is probably the nost conmon basis for
dism ssing alternatives to the project.

And so it can’t be the case that you nust
establish in the record a need for a project that neets your
stated objectives before you can rely upon those objectives
as a basis for dismssing alternatives to the project, which
| think is really sort of the heart of the CBD argunent as |
understand it.

So with respect, just to sunmarize, wWth respect
to the purpose or the objectives of the project, we think
that that’s been well established in the evidentiary record.
Wth respect to a needs analysis as set forth in the PMPD
we don’t think that’s an inquiry that is properly before
this commttee or -- or the commssion in its review of the
proposed deci si on.

Having said all of that, we don’t object to taking
official notice of these docunents. They' re publicly
avai | abl e docunents. W -- you know, w thout making any
concessions as to their relevancy we don’t object to the
commttee taking official notice, as long as doing so
doesn’t have any inplications with respect to the schedul e
for these proceedings. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Thank you, M. Carroll.
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Staff, please.

M5. DE CARLO | agree with M. Carroll’s conments
about -- about the fact that CEQA, not any other [|aw,
requires the Energy Conmm ssion to make a determ nation on
the need of this project. There was once a requirenent a
decade ago that has since been renoved. CEQA there’s no
case |l aw under CEQA that -- that CBD can cite to that
requires the comm ssion to nake such a determni nation, nor
has staff asked the conmm ssion to nmake a determ nation

CBD cites to two i nstances where they claimstaff
has rendered a concl usion on whether this project is needed,
one M. Carroll referenced with regard to whet her or not
alternatives neet the project objective. | believe M.
Carroll has adequately responded to that assertion.

And the other assertion is within our GHG
analysis. And -- and there we do not ask the comm ssion to
render a decision on whether or not the project needed -- is
needed. We sinply review the project in light of the
existing electricity grid, the likely inpact of -- of
integrating the project into the grid, and the potential for
that integration to result in any potential significant
i npacts as a result of greenhouse gas em ssions. Neither --
nei ther of those instances call upon the commi ssioner to --
to render a decision on whether or not this project is

needed.

EHLERT BUSI NESS GROUP

(916) 851-5976




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

20

Staff does still oppose the -- the official
noticing of these docunents. | don’t believe any of them
rise to the level required under our regulations to accept
themas -- as under our official notice. CAISO inny -- ny
understanding, is not an executive or a |egislative
departnment. And therefore docunments fromthem even if they
were considered official, which | do not believe at |east
t he Power Point presentation is, they would not be all owabl e,
per a court of |aw under Evi dence Code Section 452,
subsection (h).

Al so, none of these, | believe, are docunents of
common knowl edge or address a generally accepted nmatter, |
think, especially in ternms of how CBD has stated they --

they intend to use these docunents or they would Iike to use

t hese docunents. | don’t believe that -- that they present
any irrefutable facts that -- that Staff would not want
to -- to coment on

So for those reasons we believe that the -- the
commttee should reject CBD s notion for -- for official

notice of these four docunents.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Thank you, Ms. De Carl o.

| just want to -- I'"mgoing to inquire, and |’
be doing this throughout the day, Ladies and Gentl enen, just
to see if there’ s anybody who has shown up from Desert

Citizens Against Pollution on the tel ephone. Jane WIIians
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or anyone from Desert Citizens Against Pollution on the
phone, please speak up. Hearing none -- oh. Is there
sonmeone on the tel ephone from Desert Citizens Agai nst
Pol [ ution?

| think I should at |east nake the record clear to
everyone that we allow pretty nmuch anybody to intervene in a
case. And anybody can participate as a party, such as
Center for Biological Diversity did or Desert Citizens. You
don’t have to be an organi zation. You could be John Doe and
be an intervener in one of our cases as |long as you petition
within the -- the tinmefrane.

In this case Desert Citizens Against Pollution
participated in the hearings. But after the hearings, at
the tinme of briefs, we received a brief fromDesert G tizens
just saying basically we join in everything that CBD has to
say. That’s been the last contact we're officially received
from Desert Citizens Against Pollution.

So | just -- I"'msaying this because I'mreally
not expecting anyone from Desert Citizens Against Pollution
to show up today. So if you’ re wondering where are these
people, well, there’s a nmenber here, and |’ m happy to see
you. But this does happen. People have busy |ives, you
know, and they’'re -- these are volunteers who are not
getting paid to show up, so anything can happen in that

regard.
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VWat 1'd like to do, M. Buse -- am | pronouncing
your name right? |Is it Buse or Buse?

MR BUSE: [It’s Buse.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Buse. Thank you. 1’11

try to get it right fromhere on out.

My name is Celli, by the way, and it’s spelled
Ce-l-1-i. It’s got no Hinit. And yet | insist that
everybody call nme Celli, so |l will call you whatever you

want me to call you, M. Buse.

So what I'd |like to do is hear -- you have the
burden in this case. W’d just like to hear you wap up
your position with regard to the taking of the official
notice and the reopening of the record for that purpose.
And then | believe the commttee m ght take a short break
and -- and confer. So go ahead, M. Buse.

MR. BUSE: Just two brief responses on that issue.

First, as the applicant has indicated, the issues
of project objectives and the purpose and need for the
project aren’t related, particularly where, as here, the
proj ect objectives include a statenent that the project is
intended to neet a demand for generations.

Second, we believe that the PMPD correctly
recogni zes that current | aw does not entirely forecl ose
consideration of the need for the project, recognizing that

need i nformation in evidence could be used to support other
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findings required by |aw.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Anything further, sir?

MR. BUSE: That’'s all. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Okay. At this tine,
folks, we’'re just going to go off the record for a nonent,
let the commttee confer, and then we'll be right back.

This will just be nmonmentary, | think.
(OFf the Record From11:45 a.m, Until 11:49 a.m)

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Ckay. Ladies and
Gentl eman, sorry for the interruption. W’Ill do this from
time to tine when there’s a point of decision that the
conmmttee needs to make. W' re back on the record. Thank
you.

And at this tine the conmttee has determ ned that
t he docunents purported to be -- or proposed and sought to
receive official notice, the four docunents offered by the
Center for Biological Dversity, do not seemto neet the
m ni mum standard of a judicial or rather official notice
wi thin our regulations or the evidence code.

Further, the commttee finds that the CBD s notion
contains an insufficient showi ng of good cause why this new
evi dence was -- should cone in, why it was unavail abl e at
the evidentiary hearing, and why it should be entered into
the record now. Moreover, the question of purpose and need

i s addressed and considered at page 3-18 of the PWPD, the
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presi di ng nmenbers proposed decision. The PMPD expl ains the
hi story of the determ nation of the need for a power plant
and how pursuant to Senate Bill 110, which is now codified
in Public Resources Code Section 25009, the California
Energy Conm ssion no | onger nmakes a need determ nation
because the | egislature excised that responsibility from
CEC s or fromthe Energy Conm ssion’s jurisdiction.

Further, CBD did not show any rel evance, which is
their burden at this point, with regard to these docunents
as vis-a-vis the record. CBD clearly disagrees with
decision, which is CBD s right. But w thout a show ng of
how CBD was prevented fromentering this evidence into the
record at the evidentiary hearing the conmttee sees no
reason to reopen the record to admt this new evidence now.

Accordingly, the notion to reopen the record to
take official notice of these docunents is denied. That is
the ruling on the notion to take judicial notice.

There is another notion from CBD. CBD brought a
notion for a continuance to consider the question of need
and the inmpact of 2.5 fromthe PHPP, the Pal ndale Hybrid
Power Pl ant, and alternatives.

Now | want to just state for the record, M. Buse,
that you did kind of tackle already the question of need,
and -- and a little bit on alternatives. W didn't really

hear fromyou on the question of 2.5s.
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| do want to read to you fromour California Code
of Regul ations Section 1720. And this -- this relates to a
notion for reconsideration that goes to the full conm ssion.
CBD s notion was not directed to the full conm ssion, it was
directed to this commttee, so |’mnot sure of the
applicability. But | think this is a useful regulation
because it tal ks about what the standard is in considering
whether to reconsider. So it says as foll ows:

“The petition for reconsideration nust specifically set
forth either, one, new evidence that despite the
diligence of the noving party could not have been
produced during evidentiary hearings on the case or,
two, an error in fact or a change or error of law. The
petition nust fully explain why the matter set forth
coul d not have been considered during the evidentiary
hearings and their effects upon a substantive el enent
of the decision.”

And that was a quote from California Code of
Regul ations, Title 20, Section 1720, Subdivision (a).

So with that, M. Buse, I’'mgoing to go back to
you and ask you to explain, please, for the conmttee the
good cause for a notion to consider -- notion to continue,
rather, this is a notion to continue the proceedings to
consi der the question of need, the inpact of 2.5 -- |I'm

sorry -- the inpact of particulate matter em ssions 2.5
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mcrons or less fromthe PHPP and alternatives.

So is that clear, M. Buse?

MR BUSE: Yes. Sorry. | was on nute.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: On, that’s fine.
Actually, that’s a good idea, because otherw se we get your
noi se.

But if you could please answer that question.
We're | ooking for a good cause. Go ahead.

MR. BUSE: | think we’ve covered the issue of need
and al ternatives.

As -- as for the particulate matter issue, | think
we have both a fundanental disagreenent with the anal ysis of
particul ate em ssions contained in the -- in the staff

analysis. And to sonme extent we’'re tal king at cross-

pur poses.
HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Could you --
MR. BUSE: The staff analysis contends that
because the project related PM 2.5 em ssions will neet

appl i cabl e standards there is no inpact. W set forth in
our response to the PMPD -- if that was inaudible that’s --
HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: You --
MR. BUSE: W set forth in our response to the
PMPD our explanation as to why that -- that approach is
legally incorrect. But notw thstanding, the purported

conpliance of the project -- | should say consistency of the
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project’s PM 2.5 enmi ssions with applicable standards, the
project related PM 2.5 inpacts, including those associ ated
wi th road paving, need to be evaluated and mti gated.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Anything further, M.

Buse, on that notion?

MR. BUSE: Not at this tinme. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Let’s hear fromthe
appl i cant, pl ease.

MR. CARROLL: Thank you. Wth respect to the
i ssue of need, | think that that has been adequately
covered. (Qbviously, since we don’t believe that the
guestion of the need for the project is properly before the
commttee, we don’'t see any basis for continuing the
proceedi ngs or reopening the evidentiary record to further
address that particul ar issue.

Wth respect to PM 2.5, we believe, wthout
rehashing all of the evidence that was presented, that there
was nore than sufficient evidence presented during the
evidentiary hearings as reflected in the PMPD regarding the
project’s PM 2.5 enissions. That anal ysis was conducted in
accordance with | ong- and wel | -established procedures by the
Energy Conmmi ssion for evaluating a project’s conpliance with
appl i cabl e | aws, ordi nances, regul ations and standards, as
well as with CEQA. And as | said, we believe that the --

the record is abundantly clear that the project does not
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result in any significant inpacts or violates any LORS as a
result of its PM 2.5 em ssions.

CBD seens to be to sonme extent weaving into its --
into its argument on PM 2.5 that the Energy Conm ssion
shoul d have conducted an increnents analysis, which is a new
upcom ng federal requirement. It is not a current LORS
requi renent, and therefore we don’t believe sonething that
the Energy Commission is currently required to anal yze. So
we believe that the PM 2.5 analysis that was conpleted for
the project neets all currently applicable LORS requirenents
and all CEQA requirenments. And we would see no basis for
reopening the evidentiary record to further analyze the PM
2.5 issue.

And then finally with respect to alternatives,
we’ ve already covered that to sonme extent, as well. W
believe that the alternatives analysis that was conpl eted by
the applicant and by the staff as reflected in the PVMPD nore
than nmeets the requirenents set forth in Title 20, the
regul ati ons covering the Energy Conmm ssion proceedi ngs, as
wel | as the CEQA regul ations for analyzing a reasonabl e
range of alternatives to the project.

In fact, if anything, you know, we think this
proj ect went above and beyond what’s typically done as a
result of the extensive analysis of alternative transm ssion

line routes, which is -- can -- you may recall was conducted
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over Applicant’s strenuous objection. So if anything we
have a nore robust than usual alternatives analysis in the
record of these proceedings.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Thank you. Let’s hear
from Staff, please

M5. DE CARLO  Staff believes that -- believes
we’ ve adequately addressed the alternatives and the need
di scussi on.

Wth regard to PM 2.5, Staff believes the record
contai ns substantial evidence on which the commttee could
base their decision that the project will not result in any
significant adverse inpacts as a result of PM 2.5 eni ssions,
and that the project conforns with all applicable LORS

M. Buse m scharacterizes Staff’s analysis. It’s
not a sinplistic deference to solely the standards. W do
an i ndependent evaluation, as well.

Let nme address two of the -- the points that --
that were fleshed out in CBDs cooments. Wth regard to the
PM 2.5 increnent analysis, it’s clear fromthe -- the rule
adopted, the EPA adopted rule on Cctober 20th, 2010, that
the increnment requirenent itself is not effective until
Cctober 20th, 2011. And it’s clear that if the applicant is
able to obtain their PFD permt prior to that date, that
that increnent analysis or that increnment requirement wll

not apply to the project.
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Wth regard to the two other itens in that rule
maki ng that are arguably applicable right now, the -- the
Sl Ls and the SMC and --

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Significant --

M5. DE CARLO Yeah. Let ne get the --

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: -- inpacts levels and --

M5. HEAD: Significant nonitoring concentrations.

M. DE CARLO  Right.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: -- significant nonitoring
concentrations. W’re going to try to give you -- spell out
t hese acronyns for you, folks.

M5. DE CARLO Those two requirenents are -- are,
in fact, de mnims standards. So if they are indeed
applicable to the project they would sinply allow the
applicant, if they do neet those standards, to forego any
further nodeling to enable the EPA to streanline their
permtting process and not have to require a substanti al
anount of nodeling fromprojects that do not necessitate it.

Staff has already required the extensive nodeling
that the SILs and SMC woul d have required in any event. So
the fact that staff hasn’t weighed in specifically on the
application of -- of this rule making does not have any
beari ng what soever on the Energy Conm ssion’ s deci sion on
this project.

In addition, if any of these provisions did apply
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they will be enforced by EPA. There’'s no question that this
project would be able to go forward wi thout conplying with
all PSD requirenents that EPA inposed.

Wth regard to the road paving anal ysis, CBD
clainms that the commttee was unjustified in disregarding
their expert witness's testinony with regard to the
potential for road paving to increase PM2.5. | believe
t here was substantial evidence in the record for the
commttee to find that the road paving would not result
in-- in a potential significant increase.

The applicant -- or, I'’msorry, CBD s expert
witness testified that he had no know edge of the particul ar
roads being proposed to be paved. The expert witness’s
testinmony also indicated that the basis for his concl usion
that road paving can result in PM 2.5 increases is because
road paving in general leads to increased traffic.

Both Staff and the applicant’s witnesses testified
that these particul ar roads proposed to be paved will not,
in fact, increase traffic, or is not likely to because
they -- they are not connector roads. They would not be
utilized by people trying to take shortcuts or to get
anywhere in particular. These are roads mainly in current
residential devel oped areas. And any -- any potenti al
i ncrease would be slight and would result in a reduction of

em ssions that would generally occur fromthe dust
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generated. So Staff and the applicant testified and there
was substantial evidence in the record for the conmttee to
base its decision

So Staff therefore recommends that the committee
reject CBD s petition to continue the evidentiary hearings
for further information in evidence.

COWM SSI ONER DOUG.AS: Thank you. | just --
sonething you said | wasn’t clear on. You -- | thought you
said that Staff actually did an analysis of the SILs and the
SMCs.

M5. DE CARLO No. If we would have --

COWM SSI ONER DOUGLAS: Oh.

M5. DE CARLO -- there -- there was -- it would
not likely result in any different analysis, because they
woul d just require -- the SlLs are base | evel, phase one
| evel analysis that requires that you go to phase two if you
nmeet the SILs or the SMCs. Staff has already required that
nodel i ng, which -- and the applicant, correct me if |I’'m
wong. It basically requires the project to be nodel ed for
curul ative inpacts, its contribution to the |ocal area.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Very good. Thank you.
Thanks for that clarification.

MR, CARROLL: M. Celli, may -- may we provide
sonme further response with respect to that issue, that being

the anal ysis that would be required under the SILs and the
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SMC, brief?

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Certainly.

M5. HEAD: Yes. This | Sara Head. Al | wanted
to add is that SMCis actually a threshold, that if you re
over you m ght have to do background nonitoring. And in
this case we had nore than adequate background nonitor from
the Gty of Lancaster. So we had very good background
nmoni t ori ng dat a.

But in -- in ternms of the SILs and requiring the
accurnul ative analysis we absolutely agree, we did do that
and nore.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Thank you.

MR. CARROLL: So without conceding the
applicability of those two requirenents to the project at
this time the evidence reflect that, in fact, we did neet
t hose requirenents.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Understood. And the
commttee has read the statute nmany tines now.

|’ mgoing to ask again on the phone if there’'s a
representative for -- fromDesert Citizens Against Pollution
on the tel ephone. Wuld you please speak up if you' re hear?
O -- or anyone from Desert Citizens Against Pollution
agai nst pol lution who showed up today who' s representing
Jane Wllianms? kay.

Sorry, folks, | have to do this just to nmake sure.
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Then, M. Buse, I'mgoing to take -- give it back
to you. Any reply?

MR. BUSE: Yes. The point of the SILs was that it
provi ded a threshold of significance towards el evating the
project’s 2.5 s inpacts, and a threshold that will be
exceeded by the project’s em ssions. So on a basis for a
finding of significance, based on the applicability of the
SlLs.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Anything further, M.
Buse?

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: As for the increased PM
2.5 em ssions associated with road paving, our expert
testinmony did indicate that paving is associated in general
with increased particul ate em ssions, 2.5 em ssions,
shoul d say.

It is correct that this informati on was genera
and not applied to the specific road segnents in question.
But that hadn’t adequately been rebutted by the evidence
provi ded by the staff and the applicant as to the expected
| evels of traffic on the proposed road segnents. That's
all. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Thank you. And thank you
for speaking so clearly. It hel ps when you speak that
slowy. W -- we got all of that, so thank you very much

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Again, Ladies and
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Gentlemen, we're going to go off the record briefly for a
qgui ck committee conference, and we’ll be right back.
(OFf the Record from12:08 p.m, Until 12:09 p.m)

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Thank you. W’re back on
t he record.

The notion of the Center for Biological Dversity
to continue the adoption hearing -- I'"msorry. The petition
or notion to continue the hearing to reconsider the question
of need and the inpact of PM 2.5 fromthe PHPP and
alternatives is denied because all of these questions have
been fully analyzed in the record, and CBD has not shown
good cause for the continuance nor shown the existence of
new evi dence that despite the diligence of CBD could not
have been produced during evidentiary hearings on the case,
nor an error in fact or a change or error of law. So as
such the adoption hearing would remain set as July 27th
2011.

Wth that we have covered all the points brought
by way of notion fromCenter for Biological Dversity. And
now we can finally, an hour later, get into the errata
itself.

| want to first turn to Applicant. Generally,
Ladi es and Gentl enmen, the applicant has the burden of proof
in an application for certification of a power plant. So

that’s why we turn to the applicant first, and et them al so
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have the | ast word.

Any questions or statements or coments on the
draft errata -- first of all let me ask you this, M.
Carroll. Did you receive the draft errata that we sent by
emai | yesterday?

MR CARROLL: Yes, we did.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Gh. GCkay. Geat. And go
ahead, if you have any particul ar conments.

MR. CARROLL: W have just two m nor comments. |In
general we felt that the errata adequately and accurately
reflected the comments that were submtted by the applicant.
We have some m nor corrections to the air quality standards
table, which I’mgoing to let Ms. Head address, that’s on
page 4 of the draft errata.

M5. HEAD. Yes. Basically, in terns of the
corrections that were nmade, the particular matter PM 10
annual standard should be in ternms of an annual arithnetic
mean, not an annual geonetric nean.

And secondarily, in ternms of the | ead standards,
there’s also a 30-day ruling average standard of 0.15
m crogranms per cubic neter, a federal standard that could be
added to the table. [If it’s helpful I do have a copy of the
California Air Resources Board Standards Table attacked to
this errata that | would be happy to give sonebody if you

want to agree to those corrections.
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HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Wat I'’m-- what |’ m going
to do for the benefit of all of the people who are here, and
the folks on the tel ephone, is I'’mgoing to try to get the
draft errata that we’'re all tal king about up on these
screens so that we can -- we can be on the sane page, quite
literally. ©Ch, good. It actually showed up. GCkay. So
this is on page 4. Ch, | hope | get nore than page 1 on
this thing. OCh, | see the way it’s got to be done. There
we go. This is the table that Ms. Head is referring to,
Ladi es and Gent| enen.

And, Ms. Head, |I'msorry, but I’mlooking at it
and I -- and | don’t see where -- where | need to change,
what change needs to be nade.

M5. HEAD:. Ckay. And --

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: | see particulate
matter --

M5. HEAD. Particulate matter --

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: -- PM 10.

MS. HEAD: -- PM 10.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Ckay.

M5. HEAD. And see, it says ann or annual
geonetric nean?

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Yes.

M5. HEAD: That ought to be annual arithnetic

nean.
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HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Arithmetic?

M5. HEAD: You -- you can see down in fine
particul ate where it says ann arith nean. It should be the
sane.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Onh. Good.

M5. HEAD: Yes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: And al so?

M5. HEAD: And then down under the |ead standards
we have 30-day cal endar quarter. There should be a new line
added that is a 30-day rolling average. And then over in
the federal primary standards it should say 0.015, and |
al ready just gave our notes away, so | think that’s right.

M chael ?

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: 0.1 -- 0.015?

M5. HEAD: 15, is that -- is that right? GCkay.
|’mjust trying to remenber for sure if there was that extra
zero in there -- mcrograns per cubic neter.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: So let nme be clear that
we're -- we're -- since lead is included it should al so
include the rolling three-nonth average standard. So you
want to split this -- oh

M5. HEAD: This is the ARB table.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: | see what you' re saying.

M5. HEAD: Ckay. I|I'msorry. It’s just 0.15.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: GCkay. Thank you. So the
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record should reflect that we’ve received a docunent which
is -- I"mjust going to -- it says Anbient Air Quality
Standards. It looks just like the table that we’ re working
of f of that’s been updat ed.

Have you had a chance to see this, Ms. De Carlo?

M5. DE CARLO Just briefly a mnute ago. Let
me -- Steve Radis, our air quality analyst, is on the line.

Let nme see if he has any comments.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Well, before |I get to your
comments | just want to -- | want to determ ne whet her
everybody has seen this. | know --

M5. DE CARLO. Ch. Ckay.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: ~-- this is the first I’ve
seen of this docunent. Can -- did mster -- did CBD get a
copy of this?

MR CARROLL: No. We did not distribute the
docunent. The docunent that you're |ooking at is the
anbient air quality standards, all fromthe California Air
Resources Board website.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: GCkay. So just to be clear
and for your benefit, M. Buse, we’ve got a docunent that

purports to show the corrections as reconmended by the

applicant. I’mgoing to ask that the applicant send it to
the POS today as soon as possible. It’s -- just to be
clear, it just shows -- if you ve been listening to our
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di scussi ons here you can understand what those changes are
that are reflected in this new docunent.

So we will accept the new docunent as a
recommended change.

Any question about that, M. Buse?

MR. BUSE: No question at this point. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: GCkay. And then from --
anyt hing further from Applicant?

MR. CARROLL: No. | would just add on that
particular issue, just to be clear, all we’'re really doing
here is adding an additional requirenent on the project,
just if there are any concerns about it. W’re not
elimnating requirenments, we're pointing out that there is
an additional requirenent that applies that the project does
conply wth.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Ckay. Because you're just
t aki ng on nore burden because --

MR CARROLL: Yes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: -- that’s the way you are.

MR CARROLL: And then -- and then we did have
one --

COWM SSI ONER DOUGLAS: Oh, yes. Go ahead.

MR CARROLL: -- one additional comment on the

errata on page 42.
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HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: O the errata, of the
draft errata?

MR CARROLL: Correct. Item54 there --

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: | don’'t -- | have on page
42, Item60. So Item 54 on the copy that | have occurs on
page 40.

MR, CARROLL: Ckay. Well, maybe the pagination
came out different in the printing. But it’s Item 54, page
8. 3-4, second paragraph.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Got it.

MR. CARROLL: Okay. There -- this is a staff --

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Let me -- actually, let ne

get to that in the -- 1’"'mgoing to go so everyone -- can you
still hear me okay when | turn away fromthe m ke? Good.
Good. kay.

W' re on page 40 here of the draft. Oh, boy, | --
this always drives ne nuts when -- what page was it for you?

MR, CARROLL: Forty-two.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Ch, let’s go to 42 then.

MR. CARROLL: There it is.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Ckay. Apparently -- oh,
see why, because |’ve got a word and you’'ve got a .pdf, and
| think that’s what happened. Ckay.

So, Ladies and Centl enen, what you’ re | ooking at

is Item 54, page 8.3-4, second paragraph. And the people on
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t he tel ephone can ook at it with us.

Go ahead.

MR. CARROLL: The comment that we have is with
respect to the new sentence at the end of that paragraph,
and in particular the |ast phrase which states, “and limted
t he pavi ng proposal to road nunber two, four, six, seven and
eight,” and then it cites to Exhibit 146.

We don’t believe that the evidence in the record
supports that statenent in the sense that Applicant did
identify of the ten proposed road segnents five that were
preferred, and those were two, four, six, seven and eight,
and made a conmtnent to focus on and utilize those -- those
road segnments initially, but did not take off the table
entirely the possibility of utilizing the other five road
segnents.

And so | think our primary comrent or concern
woul d be with respect to the word Iimted, which suggests
that the only road segnents that would be considered for
paving are two, four, six, seven and eight. And while those
are the preferred road segnents that we intend to focus on
and that we believe sonme portion of will be paved to neet
the offset requirenents, the other five road segnents are,
in our view, still available, if necessary, to be used for
paving to generate the offsets.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: In that regard I’mjust --
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what I'’mlooking -- I'"'mfrantically draggi ng between

versions right now because | had addressed this sane

guesti on.

M5. DE CARLG It was on page 23 of the . pdf
ver si on.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Twenty-three. But it was
itemnunber -- was it still Item Nunber 54?

M5. DE CARLO The one you addressed where you
were proposing to cross out that exact |anguage is |Item 35.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Gh. GCkay. That was --
that’s 7-1. So | need to get to the 8s. Let’s see. And
then we get into bio. Bio. Soil and water. Cultural.
Land use. Were did it go? Transportation. This was in
soci o, socioeconomc. Vis. Visual resources. Noise and
vi bration. Socio. GCh. Ckay.

Now t his al so doesn’t have it. So page -- page
40, there’'s -- there’s two places where this occurs. Oh.
Page 40 of our errata, which is what we’'re | ooking at,
this -- this enuneration of roads. There is also -- | have
at page 4, Iltem6. Oh, man, it’'s -- or itens -- page 7,
Item 12. Oh. Ckay.

Does yours have an item-- do you have Item 12,
which is page 6.2-33, “the commttee adds the follow ng
| anguage,” after the first paragraph? Does yours say that?

MS. DE CARLO On page 8.
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HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: On page 87

M5. DE CARLO For the .pdf version.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: GCkay. Geat. Sane --
sane situation. The -- oh, wait. No. That wasn’t -- that
wasn’'t it either.

M5. DE CARLO | believe you were |looking for Item
Nunber 35, which is the exact sanme | anguage.

MR. CARROLL: Right.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: So it’s 35. And what page
is that on?

M5. DE CARLO It’s on 23 for the .pdf version.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Gh, | got you. Oh, thank

you very much. Thank you, Jennifer Jennings.

And if -- if any of you want to make a conment
we'll be taking coments pretty shortly, | hope. You'll
need to see Jennifer Jennings and fill out a blue card that

i ndi cates that you want us to take your conmment. So if you
haven’t done that already please do so.

No, it doesn’'t have it in this. The situation is
t hat what happened at the evidentiary hearing is that
Exhi bit 146 was admtted into evidence. It had other
docunents attached to it that CBD objected to. Rather than
rule on the objection Applicant w thdrew the ot her docunents
and put in the map only.

MR. CARROLL: That is correct. Exhi bit 146 as

EHLERT BUSI NESS GROUP

(916) 851-5976




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

45

initially proffered by the applicant included a nmeno which
provi ded all the explanation for the reason for identifying
preferred road segnents and what the nmeani ng of the
preferred road segnents were, and then a map attached that
identified the preferred road segnents. CBD objected to the
meno but not the map. So as a result only the map cane in,
and | think that’s what’s contributing to sone of the
confusion here is that the neno that explained what the nmap
was did not end up being admitted into evidence. So think
that’s contributed to sone of the confusion.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: So there’s two pl aces
where that shows up, in biology and in soci oeconom cs?

MR, CARROLL: Correct.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: And what | had proposed,
and |"'msorry to say it doesn’t look like it nade it into
this, was to strike the first sentence.

MR CARROLL: Yes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Page 23. kay.

MR. CARROLL: So | think one of the other things
that’s a little bit confusing here, M. Celli, is that the
version that’'s reflected on the screen isn’t matching with
t he hardcopy version that we’re working off of. So in the
har dcopy version 35 --

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Actually, it is. So right

now ltem 35 is accurately reflected. So what we all have
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now, we’'re all on the proverbial sane page, Ladies and
Gentl emen. What the conmttee proposed to do to correct the
record here is to strike the first sentence altogether --

MR, CARRCLL: Yes. | --

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: -- and strike the --
change the word in the first -- the new first sentence,
Applicant’s consultants conducted surveys on “the” rather
than “those” road segnents. And | think that’s cures the
def ect.

| s that acceptabl e?

MR. CARROLL: Yes, that does. |’mnot sure what
we were | ooking at a mnute ago, but all that’s corrected
that wasn’'t there. But as it currently appears Item 35, we
believe, accurately reflects what is in the evidentiary
record.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: And you agree with that,
Staff, Ms. De Carlo0?

M5. DE CARLO Yeah, that’'s fine. | nean, our --
our proposal for the change in Item54 was nerely to make
sure that the PMPD was consistent. So if you're -- if
you' re proposing to strike it on Item35 we're find with it.
W’'re noving on Item54. Although, | don’'t knowif the --
t he sentence precedi ng our proposed insertion needs to be
altered to reflect the record.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Well, let me just make
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sure.

M. Buse, are you |looking at that -- the change to
Item 35?7 Can you see that?

MR BUSE: Yes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Do you have any comrent on
t hat change?

MR BUSE: Well, I'"mtrying to figure out how t hat
proposed change relates to the -- the purposed edit to
par agr aph 54.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Ckay. Let's -- that’s
good. 1’Il turn nowto page 54. | just wanted to nake sure
that you and | and the other parties were all talking about
the sane -- the sanme thing. So Item54 is on page 42. W
have that up now, | believe. And what it purports to do
is -- is -- this was staff’s recommended change. And |I’'m
wonder i ng whet her the change needs to happen at all or
whet her we would just go with the original one.

M5. DE CARLO Right. Qur -- our intention with
t he change was, again, just to make sure the PMPD was
consi stent. Because otherw se there were two inconsistent
stat enents about what the applicant was proposing with
regard to the road paving.

W re fine with withdrawi ng this proposed change.
Staff’s anal ysis was perforned on all of the roads proposed,

all of the ten. And based on an analysis of all those roads
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we concl uded that there would not be any significant adverse
inmpacts. So we're fine with this change. W believe it
still retains substantial evidence in the record to support
the commttee s decision.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: GCkay. So the conmittee
will treat as withdrawn that Item 54 offered by Staff.

MR. CARROLL: The -- let nme just nake sure that |
under st and, because | think changes were submtted at
different tines. So that what the change that’s being
withdrawn is the addition of the |ast sentence; is that
correct?

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: And -- and the renoval of
t he strikeout.

MR. CARROLL: Ckay. The renoval of the strikeout
actually needs to stay because that -- that addresses a
separate issue, which is whether or not a rule is required.
And so we had extensive discussion at the evidentiary
heari ngs about that. So from Applicant’s perspective the --
t he new sentence that shows up in Item 54 should not be
there, but the sentence that is shown stricken in Item 54
needs -- does, in fact, need to be stricken.

M5. DE CARLO And Staff agrees with that.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: GCkay. And staff agrees.

M. Buse, any comrent on that?

MR. BUSE: W figured retention of the |anguage at
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the end of Paragraph 54 -- the presuned reason for inclusion
of that sentence was the staff’s acknow edgnent that the
surveys of the potential road segnents were cursory. And
therefore, if the full range of unspecified road segnents
were available for paving if was accordingly nore difficult
to determ ne what the actual inpacts of paving those
segnments were

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: | understand that. The --
the predicament we're in is that the docunent that actually
enunerated and identified these roads was not received into
evi dence because of an objection voiced by Ms. Bel enky at
the hearing. And therefore we have no record. W’re not
allowed to put anything into the decision that isn't
reflected in the record, and we don’t have any record of a

identification of the exact roads that the applicant intends

to pave. So that -- that’'s -- that’s the only issue here
that -- that’s the reason I'’mnoving to strike that
| anguage, is because it’s not -- it’s just not reflected in

the exhibit. Do you understand that?

MR. BUSE: Thank you. | understand. Let ne note
for the record that this still |eaves unresolved the
probl em -- the problem of adequate identification of inpacts
when the road sections -- when the road segnents are not
speci fi ed.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: GCkay. But you al so
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understand that the -- the road segnents were identified in
a pool of originally 11. It was during evidentiary hearing
reduced to ten. These woul d have been a subset of those
ten. But the -- the pool remains the sane, it’s still the
sane ten roads --

MR. CARROLL: And just --

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: -- and it could be any of
t hem

MR. CARROLL: Okay. And just to be clear --

MR BUSE: Yes.

MR CARROLL: -- we believe that the record does
identify the ten roads fromwhich the applicant may sel ect
to pave. So it’s not as though the roads have been -- not
identified. The only thing that’s not in the evidentiary
record from Applicant’s perspective is a commtnent to limt
the paving to the preferred road segnents. They are
preferred by they' re not the only.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Well put. And | think
that that explains the situation, M. Buse.

So with that, then we would note then that the
recommendation of Staff is to -- well, actually the
recommendati on of Applicant is to preserve the stricken
| anguage as stricken. And Staff would nove to strike their
recommended | ast sentence in |Item 54.

MS. DE CARLO That's correct.
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HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: And that covers it. Good.
Thank you.

Anything -- any other matters with regard to the
errata?

M5. DE CARLO Well, can | check with nmy expert
Wi tness on the phone?

Steve, do you have any conments on the applicant’s
proposed changes to the air quality table? 1s he able to --

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: The record should reflect
we’' re addressing Steve Radis --

MS. DE CARLO  Yes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: -- fromthe California
Ener gy Conmmi ssi on.

MR RADIS: Yes, this is Steve Radis. | do not
have any additional comments to the table. So it’s
accept abl e.

M. DE CARLO  Ckay.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: 1’mgoing to take that to
mean that he had no further comment and that it was
acceptable. And thank you, M. Radis.

MR RADIS: Correct.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Gh, good. GCkay. Good.

M5. DE CARLO Now --

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Thanks for calling in.

MS. DE CARLO M. Celli, | do have two comments
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that aren’'t reflected in the errata. | don’'t know if you
want to take those up now or --

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Yes, | do.

M5. DE CARLO Ckay. In going through the PWVPD |
noticed there are two potential om ssions --

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: GCh, I'msorry.

M5. DE CARLO -- of the conclusions of |aw

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: One nonent.

M. DE CARLO  Ckay.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Are these -- these are --
are these in the draft errata or these are not contained in
the draft errata?

M5. DE CARLO No. No. They're just -- there are
om ssions that | have noticed in --

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Ckay.

M5. DE CARLO -- in going through the PWMPD

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Hold those for the nonent.

M. DE CARLO  Ckay.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: GCkay. Now what | want to
do, since we’'re heard fromall of the parties with regard to
their comments on the errata, is | wanted to share a few
that the commttee had, sone questions. W already talked
about, is it Item4 -- or, no, that would be page 4, Item6.
kay. That’'s -- that’s clear where those changes canme from

Page 7, Item 12, here you go. The conmttee intends to add
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the follow ng | anguage. | just -- | wanted to share this
wi th everybody publicly on the record so that you understand
that these are not recommendati ons of any of the parties.
This conmes fromthe commttee.
The Departnent of the Air Force -- this is new
| anguage that woul d be contained in the section under public
coorment. So this comes at the -- after the first paragraph,
and this is on page 8. Let nme put this up for everyone to
see. It says,
“The Departnent of the Air Force and Plant 42
contractors, Boeing, Lockheed Martin, and Northrop
Grunman, submitted an official statenent on July 8th
2011 to the effect that they have not identified any
i ssues or inpacts to their progranms and operations at
Plant 42 fromthe PHPP.”
| included that because we only received that
comment |ast night -- or yesterday during the day, and |
want ed that comment to be included in the public coment
section.
| also wanted to address an issue raised by CBD in
that they pointed out, and I think correctly so, that the
commttee never really addressed the request fromthe City
of Lancaster to suspend proceedings. So | added the
sentence at the end of the paragraph that says,

“The changes to the PSD rules relative to PM 2.5
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em ssions in the area do not warrant a suspension of
t he proceedings.”
So | just wanted to show you that we put that in
| wanted to bring that to everybody’s attention. If anybody
has an objection I'd like to hear it from Applicant or
Staff. Any objection?
MR. CARROLL: No objection from Applicant.
HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: O Staff, any objection?
M5. DE CARLO No objection.
HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: And any objection from M.
Buse?
MR. BUSE: No objections. | think as to the --
t he expl anation that the changes to the PSD rul es do not
warrant a suspension of the proceedings, |I’'d suggest that
that be expressly tied to the City of Lancaster’s request.
HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: It actually is. It
conmes -- there’'s -- this section just -- | knowit’'s a
little weird to see it out of context in this errata. But

what this is tagged to is their comment in the public

comment section of that section. So it's not -- it’s not
just this paragraph floating out by itself. [It’s actually
the rest of their -- it’'s the tag to their comment. |Is that
clear?

MR. BUSE: Yeah. Let me take a | ook at that.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: GCkay. And while you're
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| ooking at that | just want to, once again, ask if there’s
anyone fromthe Desert Citizens Against Pollution on the
phone or here in the roon? No? Seeing none, hearing none,
ot her than a nenber, a couple nenbers, but no

representative.

MR. BUSE: Ckay. | see how that change will work
in context.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Right. | just -- | just
t hought it was appropriate. | think you -- your point was

wel | taken, that it wasn’t addressed expressly. And I
wanted to -- | thought that that was a worthy correction to
make. So thank you for that.

Al so, page 11, Item6 -- oh, cone one. Page 11
or maybe |I’ve got that wong. Item-- page 6. Wy -- oh,
you know, | don’t think that |I’ve got that right. Ckay.
Page 19. There was a section |I’mlooking for that doesn’'t
relate. Maybe it’s in this one. |I’mgoing to have to go
back and forth between two versions in order to cross-
reference. Page 11, Item6. You know, isn't it great that
we have conmputers? Because they used to have to do this
sort of thing by hand. Anyway, let’'s see. No, that’s not
it either. Ckay.

Let’s nove on to Item 19 -- page 19, Item 32.
There we go. Item 32 on ny page 19. Item 32, page -- page

21 on your -- on yours. It says,
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“Addi tional surveys not recorded in the record were
conducted for this species by Staff in the Spring and
Summer 2011. The recommended additions identified
below clarify the species -- that this species is
expected to have a | ow potential to occur on the
project site.”

And ny question was, it sounded |ike these
suppl emrental surveys are not in our record, and that’s -- if
that’s the case then | wouldn’'t be able to put this
correction in. This was a staff recomended. So perhaps
you coul d expl ai n.

M5. DE CARLO It is. And our biologist
recommended this just to clarify the record. Unfortunately,
he was on vacation when it occurred -- canme to ny attention
that -- that perhaps we -- we didn't have support for this
in the record. And so we had his supervisor check the
record, and he couldn’t find any indication that -- that we
had testified to this. So Staff is -- is fine w thdraw ng
this clarification.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: So that is -- on page 19,
ltem 32 is withdrawmn by staff. Thank you for that
clarification.

On page 21, did | already do that? Item 35, yes,
we tal ked about that.

Page 25, a question about relocation of tortoises.
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On page 25, Item3, inny -- ny Wrd version, so relocation
it’s Item3 of -- of that rather long bio condition. And I
think it’s bio, Bio 13. And | just wanted to know what
happened to the -- the tortoise relocation. Because this --
fromm reading of this it looks like it’s just been
stricken. And | didn’t know whether that is reflected in
the record or not.

M5. DE CARLO It is. This condition conmes from
our pre-hearing conference statenent where we proposed this
as a result of a workshop we engaged in with the applicant,
a publicly noticed workshop where we agreed -- the applicant
requested to have the option because the potential for
encountering on this tortoise is extrenely low. The
applicant requested the option to -- to put together the --
the report only if they encounter tortoise. And they agreed
to stop all construction if that event did occur. So Staff
agreed that that approach would be sufficient to ensure
proper mtigation.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: GCkay. So this was one of
the -- we received a nunber of showing fromthe staff and
Applicant that there were previously agreed to conditions
that were in the record, and then because of clerical error
didn't make it into the PMPD. They were the old FSA version
rat her than the new updated. So -- and this apparently is

one of then?
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MS. DE CARLO  Yes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Ckay.

M5. DE CARLO That’'s correct.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: And then lastly, let’s
see, |’ve got page 37, 37, Item50. Oh, the TRANS-4, | just
wanted to make sure that that blinking Iight was in the
record sonewhere. It’s in the FSA

M5. DE CARLO Yeah. |It’s in our discussion of --
of what should be required or what is presuned to be
required in the condition of certification, but it never
made it into the actual condition. And that was Staff’s
error.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: But the -- | recal
actually even seeing it ina PMPD. So it was in the FSA

M5. DE CARLO Yeah. Right.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: The discussion was in
the --

M5. DE CARLO It’s referenced in the PWPD. Yeah.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: GCkay. And is there any
comment on that from Applicant?

MR, CARRCLL: No.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: And, M. Buse, any comment
on the new bullet in TRANS-4, which is under Traffic and
Transportation, Number 50? [’'Il put it up.

MR BUSE: | don't believe so. |I’mnot there yet.
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HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: What page is that, 37

Item 50. Yeah. | want to acknow edge, this is in the
record but it wasn’t -- it wasn’'t -- it didn't make it into
the PMPD. But it -- it seens |ike a reasonable thing to

have if you' re going to have a tower near an airport.

MR, BUSE: No coment on |tem 50.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Thank you very mnuch.

MR. BUSE: | did have questions about the errata
related to the Arroyo Toad.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Do you know which itenf

MR BUSE: |'mnot sure that | followed the -- the
proposed changes that were just discussed.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Can -- can -- | wonder the
best way to do this. Those changes cane from Staff, as |
recall. Perhaps, Ms. De Carlo, you could sunmmari ze what the
changes were with regard to Arroyo Toad for the record so
t hat everybody can recall.

M5. DE CARLO | believe we were just trying to
clarify the record in terns of -- of the presence or
potential presence of the Arroyo Toad and what the studies
did find.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Do you have any itenf? M.
Buse, are you looking at any particular itemin the draft
errata?

MR. CARROLL: ltem 32, | believe.
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HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Thirty-two.

M5. DE CARLO Wiich we’'re agreed to withdraw.

MR BUSE: Also, Item 30.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Ckay. Before we get to
Item 30, | just heard you say that you agree to wthdraw
Item 327

M5. DE CARLO Yeah. We discussed that a couple
m nut es ago.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Oh. But | had that in a
different context. Okay. I'msorry. |’ mworking between
two versions, and so withdrawn. Ckay.

And Item 30, M. Buse, what was your concern?

MR BUSE: On ny reading Item 30 and Item 32 were
linked. The text relating to Arroyo Toads in Item 30
appeared to be based on the -- the additional surveys
described in Item 32.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Perhaps you can expl ai n,
Ms. De Carlo, nore fully what this -- this correction does.

M5. DE CARLO Well, it just -- it just explains
what the applicant found, what they observed when they were
wal ki ng the transm ssion lines. | believe it’s in the
record, but | can doubl e check.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Ckay. Let’s take a | ook.
|’mgoing to get this up for everybody to look at. Item--

everyone take a ook at that -- this. What we're tal king
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about is this paragraph here. M cursor is sort of circling
it. The new | anguage is the —
“The applicant al so observed anphi bi ans such as Western
Toad and tree frogs at Little Rock Creek where the
transm ssion |line spans the wash near M. Enma Road.”

That woul d be the new | anguage. And the | anguage
proposed to be stricken is,

“The evidence al so includes a few anphi bians that are
expected to occur in the project area, such as the
Arroyo Toad, a federally endangered species and
California species of special concern which occurs in
Little Rock Creek approximately 2.6 mles south of the
transm ssion line crossing of Little Rock Creek at M.
Erma Road,” and cites to the FSA, which was Exhibit
300.

MR. CARROLL: From Applicant’s perspective, excuse
me, the proposed changes to Item 30 are good changes that --
that make the PMPD nore accurately reflect the evidentiary
record. We did not have any sightings of Arroyo Toad during
the surveys. And so we think these are good changes that
make the PMPD nore reflective of the evidentiary record.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: GOkay. But these were
submtted by staff.

MR. CARROLL: That’'s right.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Ckay.
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MR. CARROLL: But we think they’ re good.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: So these are Staff’s
conditions -- or Staff’s corrections.

And so, M. Buse, any comment from you then
pl ease?

M5. DE CARLO And if -- if I may interject, there
is evidence in the record on page 4.2-19 of Staff’s FSA
supporting that insertion. Qur -- our analysis states,

“Western Toad was observed at Little Rock Creek, and
riparian vegetation on portions of Little Rock Creek in
segnent two |ikely support California Tree Frogs and
Pacific Tree Frogs.”

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: That's -- and | renenber
that. Just so everyone understands that the record is
t housands, maybe tens of thousands of pages of -- of vol une.
And what the PMPD tries to do is squinch it down into bite-
size pieces that summari zes what the evidence is. And
sonetinmes it hits and sonetines it doesn't exactly
acconplish what it’s trying to do by abbreviating things.
And so this sounds |ike one of those situation.

W’ re just waiting to hear from M. Buse regarding
this -- this proposed change. Go ahead, M. Buse.

MR. BUSE: Yeah. M concern is that the shrinking
of the | anguage at the end of paragraph three suggests that

the record does not show that Arroyo Toads are expected to
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occur in the project area. |I'mnot sure that that’s
accurate.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: GCkay. Do you have a
citation?

MR BUSE: | don’'t have a citation at this point.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Gkay. M. Carroll, you
were going to make a coment ?

MR. CARROLL: We would agree with M. Buse’s
characterization of the -- of what the change acconpli shes.
But what we would add is that, in fact, that is an
i naccurate depiction of the record, that the Arroyo Toad was
not detected during the surveys.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: That was -- that was ny
general recollection, but I wanted to -- if M. Buses had a
citation where soneone had said they'd seen one | wanted to
hear it. But apparently there is -- there is none. Ckay.

Then with that --

MR BUSE: MW point is nore that there is a
di fference between the observation that the surveys did not
show t he presence of the Arroyo Toad, and the statenent that
the Arroyo Toad is expected to occur in the project area.
These are two di fferent things.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Well, | think that the --
the statenent, “The evidence al so includes a few anphi bi ans

that are expected to occur in the project area such as the
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Arroyo Toad,” which we know to be federally endangered,
is -- is not tantanount to an observation of -- of an Arroyo
Toad on the site. And |l -- sol’m-- and since the record

did not, as | understand it, the record does not i ncl ude,

unless -- let’s see. I'mgetting a notion here --
M5. DE CARLO  Yeah. | do --
HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: -- from Staff
M5. DE CARLO | do believe the FSA does include a

statenent to the effect of what Staff has proposed to be
stricken. Perhaps our biologist requested that that be
stricken because nore recent surveys contradict this. But
t he FSA does include a statenent to that effect.

And | would just say, regardless of this statenent
Staff’s analysis still stands. So Staff is find with --
with withdrawi ng that proposed strike, as well.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: GCkay. And so Item 30 that
we’ ve been tal king about, Staff is now proposing to strike
Item 30, to change it. So essentially we would revert back
to the |l anguage that’'s existing in the PMWD as it is today
wi thout the -- without the change? Ckay.

So with that, 30 is withdrawn. And | believe that
covers everything that we were able to capture in the draft
errat a.

And now, Staff, you had a new couple of errata --

M5. DE CARLO Yes. Just in the interest of being

EHLERT BUSI NESS GROUP

(916) 851-5976




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

65

really, really, really thorough, | noticed that the air

qgual ity conclusions of |aw did not include a conclusion that
the project would not result in significant adverse,
indirect, direct, or cunulative inpacts to air quality. Now
there was a conclusion of fact to that effect. But | think
it would be consistent with the other sections that we --
that the conmttee include a conclusion of |aw --

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: So --

M5. DE CARLO -- as well.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: So you’'re recomrendi ng
that we nove it fromfinding of fact into the finding --
concl usi on of | aw?

M5. DE CARLO O duplicate it. And | noticed in
sonme of the other sections you have both the finding of fact
to that extent, and a conclusion of law. So either would
wor K.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Well, that’s a very
i nportant observation. Thank you for raising that one. W
will certainly do that conclusion of |aw.

M5. DE CARLO And --

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Ckay.

M5. DE CARLO And then with regard to traffic and
transportation, there didn't appear to ne to be any finding
of LORS conformance in the conclusions of |aw

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: No finding of LORS

EHLERT BUSI NESS GROUP

(916) 851-5976




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

66

conformance. Good. Thank you. Anything further?

M5. DE CARLO That was all that | found.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Anything further from
Appl i cant ?

MR. CARROLL: Nothing further from Applicant.
Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Anything further fromyou
M. Buse, inregard to the -- any errata in the PMPD?

MR. BUSE: Nothing further. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Thank you. |s anyone from
Desert Citizens Against Pollution on the tel ephone? Ckay.
Jane WIllianms, you re not out there. kay.

Then with that, Ladies and Gentlenen, let’s get
back to where we are.

| want to thank all of the parties for their
participation. This makes for a better docunment, a clearer
docunent .

PMPD, as we said, was published on the 16th of
June. The PMPD and the errata will be on the agenda before
the full comm ssion at the business neeti ng on Wednesday,
July 27th, 2011. And just as people are doing now, and I
can assure you that the audio at the Energy Comm ssion is
much better than what you’ ve experienced today and so it’s
safe to actually use the WebEx and call in, you can

participate by calling into the business neeting on the --
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on Wednesday, July 27th. Go to the website. The way I
would do it is I’d go to the comm ssion’s website and click
on business neetings, and there’s a |ist of the business
nmeetings. And you click on that date, July 27th, and it
will open up the agenda and it will explain how you can
participate at that.

Al so, Jennifer Jennings, who is our public
advisor, is available to -- it’s her job to make sure that
your participation is facilitated and to nmake -- make your
life easier in terns of participating in these proceedi ngs.

And she does a very good job of that, so |I recommend you
t ake advantage of that.

At this time we, unless there’ s anything further
fromany of the parties, we're going to go to public
comment. Anyt hi ng?

MR. CARROLL: Nothing further from Applicant.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Nothing from --

M5. DE CARLO Nothing from Staff.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: And nothing from M. Buse.

So we have a nunber of people who are present in
the roomwho would |ike to make a public conmment. And the
way | think 1’mgoing to proceed today, Ladies and
Gentlenmen, is we'll take the people who are in the room who
filled out the blue card first and take their comments. And

then we will take the people’s coments who are the people
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on the phone. |If you signed in and told the system what
your name is I'll be able to call you by name. And if | get
to a point where I'’mhaving to call out caller nunber one,
cal |l er nunber two, and you don’t know who you are but you
want to nmake a statenent and comrent you' re just going to
have to speak up at that tine.

So with that, Ladies and Gentlenmen, I'’mgoing to
ask that you conme to the podium and speak right into the
m crophone. And we start with Joseph -- is it Yore or Yore?

MR. YORE: Joseph Yore.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Joseph Yore. Sorry if |
m spronounce nanmes. Go ahead, M. Yore.

MR. YORE: Dear gentle people, | am Joseph Yore,
City of Palndale. Twenty-five years in Palndale, |’'ve seen
every environnmental act that was ever witten in the | aws
violated. Violated. This issue has been going on a |ong
time. The City of Palndale has wasted over $30 nillion,
over $30 nmillion, and they haven't done one good deed toward
t he di sabl ed American veterans that live in the Gty of
Pal ndal e and the Antel ope Valley. |I|ssue nunber one, C ear
Water Act. Nunber two, Species Act. Nunber three, Safety
Act. | can go on all day | ong.

| want put in record and recorded anything | say.

| f you make any mi stake on any environnental issue the

cities of Palndale can -- the people and citizens of
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Pal ndal e can hire an environnmental |awer to put a class
action | awsuit against the power people here that are
sitting here in the Cty of Palndale. The Gty of Pal ndal e,
the citizens can put a class action | awsuit.

| just canme back from Pennsyl vani a where
Hal | i burton i s going under another name, Mersalli Shel
(phonetic), contam nating people in Chio and Pennsyl vani a
and all over the place because they have billions of dollars
to put on their project. Billions of dollars, Halliburton
behi nd t hat whol e project.

| don't believe this project -- when |I first asked
you under the Freedom Act to send ne the material you have
you kind people did send ne the material. | read nost of
the material. You haven't done the one thing | asked for;
you're in the wong location. Under 9/11 now you re under
the wong |ocation. Every shuttle out in Plant 42 was built
there. Secret planes are built there, and they’ re working
on one right now. \Wen you hire people you don’t ask them
for conplete identification because you have al
nationalities that cone under there, under different
nationalities. Any person who worked with the Marine Corp,
or what have you, fromwhere you're putting that plant on
Si erra H ghway and Avenue M can go down there where they're
bui | di ng any of these secret planes.

MIllions and mllions of dollars. Were have you
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ended up with? One thing | asked for, wong | ocation,
peopl e, wong |ocation, yet you persist because Pal ndal e
punped $18 nmillion for that piece of property. Wy did you
choose that |ocation? Wy didn't you go over there where
they have their water plant -- water thing over there?
There’s a | ot of |ocations you could have.

Now pollution. Pollutionis a lot |ike second-
hand cigarette snoke. Right now | conme back sick and
hacki ng from Pennsyl vania where they’ ' re drilling. Pollution
can be a clear substance m xed wi th another substance
floating in the air where you have -- down there where
they’ re planting potatoes and corn and what have you, now
contam nating that soil down there. When it contam nates
the soil, E. coli. You can cause E. coli. Yet you choose
to build your plant on Avenue M and Sierra H ghway. Safety
act; the main thing, the Safety Act, C ear Water Act, you
name it.

| was with Wight Patterson Air Force Base and
that area was contam nated a long tinme ago, yet you didn't
do an environnental inpact. Wy? Wy didn’t you do an
environnmental in that area? Wy didn't you plow that whole
area? Mayor Ledford wanted that area. The city nanager
want ed that area.

You peopl e get paid big bucks, and this project

has been going on a long tine. Us citizens don’t care. You
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want our i npact.

| was with -- at a Gettysburg inpact. They one
that issue where they wanted to put Wal-Mart and a ganbling
casino. | was on that issue over in Cettysburg. | was with
Wight Patterson nany years. That area had -- the soil was
contam nated. You guys didn’t do an environnental inpact.
Maybe the soil is clean now.

|’mhere mainly for two projects. You don’'t know

what pollutionis in the air. [|I’mnot a power plant
architect. | don’t know how t hat power plant works. [|’'m
not an architect at all. | work for that nman up there. And

|’ma Christian that works for that man up there.

| just filed today 14 pages to the Governor of
Pennsyl vania and a few senators in Pennsylvania what’s goi ng
on up there. | can’'t beat Halliburton, but I may be able to
stop sonme of the trucks roamng through a little town called
Enporium Pennsylvania which sits in the nmountains. | m ght
be able to win one project. | can’t beat your project. You
won’t nove fromthat area because the City of Pal ndal e
al ready punped $18 mllion in that project over in that
area. Wiy | don’t understand when they coul d have went over

that direction a long tine ago.

| asked you for one thing. Like |l said, I"'mnot a
power plant architect. | don’t know what type of pollution
will come out of that power plant. But you can nove the

EHLERT BUSI NESS GROUP

(916) 851-5976




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

72

| ocation. If you don't nove the location | will file papers
to make you nove the |ocation. Thank you. M nane is
Joseph Yore, City of Pal ndale, environnmentalist.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Thank you, M. Yore.

| just want to say for the record that the Energy
Comm ssion |icenses power plants. But the Energy Commi ssion
itself does not say where the | ocation would be. The
applicants cone in and say we want to put a power plant
here. Staff takes a look at it, does an analysis of that
| ocation. And the then PMPD addresses the |ocation as
proposed by applicant. But | appreciate those coments.

| have Janmes Giggs, who is representing hinself.

He’s a power plant electrician. Cone on forward, please,
and speak clearly into the m crophone.

MR. GRIGGS: Good afternoon, everyone. |’'m
basically here as an advocate for the power plant. | think
it’s an historic opportunity to not only sustain an industry
that’ s probably been a cornerstone of this valley for sone
time, for sonme decades, in fact, and that’'s the aircraft and
aviation industry. And also a power plant with reduction in
el ectrical -comrercial -industrial electrical rates wll
sustain that industry. And also it’s -- it’s beneficial to
the fellow citizens, not just Pal ndale but the valley as a
whol e because reduced rates are an econom c positive, as |

see it.
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And al so, for -- to address certain environnental
issues, | work in a power plant now that’s over 40 years
old -- actually, over 70 years old. It was conmm ssioned in

1941. So fromthat perspective power plants produce good
jobs for at least two generations. So | don’t see that as
negative at all.

And 1’m also an asthmatic, and | was an asthmatic
before | even entered into this industry. |[|’ve lived here
since probably -- since 1990 and |’ ve been di agnosed with
asthma since the md-*90s. And |I’'ve worked in probably one
of the cleanest parts of the industry. 1’ve worked at
hydroel ectric punping and generation stations. So what’s
basi cal |l y aggravated or induced ny asthma i s environnental,
vegetation, particularly tunbleweeds. So this area
hasn’t -- hasn’t -- you know, power plants don’t cause
ast hma.

VWhat probably would inmpact nme nore is | work at
the intersection of two -- of two ngjor freeways, the 134
and the 5. So | probably get nore pollution from
autonobiles than | do a power plant. Power plant em ssions
are regulated. They're tested and nonitored on a regul ar
basis, so the em ssions are mninmal.

So | just kind of informny fellow citizens about
t he operations of a power plant and what | think the inpact

woul d be for this area. And | think having 36,
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approximately 36 nore mddle class jobs, that can’'t be a bad

thing. W could even support nore big box stores. They’ ve

got to pay electrical rates, as well. So Wal-Mart’s got to
pay electrical rates. |If we can reduce that for thembring
t hem on.

So that’s -- in conclusion, that’'s -- that’s ny --
my commentary on the -- on the -- on the topic. Thank you

very nmuch for |istening.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: M. Giggs, do you mnd if
| ask which -- which power plant you're -- you're --

MR. GRIGGS: dendale, Gayson Power Plant, steam
generati on.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Onh. kay.

MR GRIGGS: Yeah.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Thank you.

MR GRIGES:  Sure.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: R Lyle Tal bot, Desert
Citizens Against Pollution.

MR. TALBOT: Thank you. You wonder why so many --
few officials showed up here today. M explanation would be
this is an exercise in futility. And by the way, it’s a
very expensive exercise. All these people have to travel,
and all this equipnent.

The citizens of Northeast Lancaster will suffer

from Pal ndal e s m sdeeds years down the road, especially
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those with COPD, and then those who will becone in that --
to that category over the years.

| suggest adding a new acronymto the Pal ndal e
HPPP. W'l call it the Pal ndal e Hazardous Pol | uti ng Power
Plant. And as they say on TV and a | ot of those shows,
we'll see you in court. Thank you very nuch.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Thank you, sir. 1Is Gary
Burgess here? Burgess? Thank you. And again, |I'msorry if
| m spronounce peopl e’s nanes.

MR BURGESS: M nanme is Gary Burgess. [|I'ma
citizen of -- or resident of Lancaster, but also | consider
a citizen of the Antelope Valley. As | drove down here this
nmorning | noticed a brown haze kind of over Pal ndal e near
the nountains. | don’t know if anybody el se saw that. But
is that a preview of things to cone if we continue to do
things that pollute our air? And that’s a question.

Fromall indications that |1’ve been reading in the
paper, whether you -- whatever, and on the internet, this
power plant doesn’'t benefit the citizens of Antel ope Valley.
As it explains, many places it goes on a grid. Not that
we’'re not here to help the whole world, but we got to think
primarily first of ourselves and our famly, and then do
good for others.

But | think that anything that conprom ses our air

quality here in the Antel ope Vall ey should be questioned by
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the citizens and officials. The power plant physically is a
very small item |It’s contained in, what, 300-sone acres
and all that. But so is the atombonb a very snmall item
But in Hiroshim and Nagasaki there was a nunber or |arge
popul ation that was denied the quality of life that al
humanity is entitled to because of that small item | know
it my seemsilly to bring that up in relation, but just a
poi nt .

| f solar power is good, which seens |like pretty
much everything you read in the news is pronoting that
nowadays, and pollutants in the air is bad, which | think a
| ot of us agree on, why doesn’t this project address
strictly solar produced electricity. Maybe | need to del ve
into that a little further nyself. But -- but nyself and ny
famly are against this project for two reasons: air
pollution, and fromall reports this project will not
benefit the citizens of AV. It may benefit a few nonetarily
that is pushing the project, that’s what it appears, but |

have no facts to base that on

The one thing I'Il conment on, | may be out of
line, but buying credits to pollute -- to pollute our air is
in ny opinion one word, stupid. How -- how you can justify

that, the law that’s been passed where we can do that by the
Air Managenment Board, | don’t understand that. That’'s like

me doi ng good for the citizens and hel ping out in the city
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and doing a | ot of good and then go do sonething really bad
and say, wait a mnute, that’s only ten percent of the good
| did so let ne off the hook. Don’t punish me. It’'s -- |
don’t understand that. Maybe I’mjust a dunb old country
boy, but that don’'t -- that don’t float ne.

So | thank you for your tinme today and -- and --
and for your attention to ny comments.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: And thank you for your
coment s.

And | just want to say that if you take advant age
of Ms. Jennings, Jennifer Jennings in the back, she can
explain to you howto go online and read the PMPD. Because
there’s -- there’s a section on air quality, there’'s a
section on public health, there’s a section on alternatives.
This thing has been | ooked at every which way. And |I’'d just
invite everybody, if you haven’'t had a change to read the
PVMPD to pl ease do. Because | think a |lot of the questions
are answered in there. So take a | ook.

Thanks for your comment.

Davi d Abber, are you still here?

MR ABBER:  Yes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Pl ease cone forward.

MR ABBER  Cood afternoon, Comm ssion, Staff and

Appl i cant.
My friend M. Tal bot had brought to the attention
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to the Lancaster City Council back in February of 2010 the
possibilities of the hazardous public safety issue with the
health issue. And as | stand here today | don’t see
Lancaster here. | understand they submtted the letter.
There’ s nobody here from Lancaster. And | really take issue

with the fact that the start a fire and, you know, run as it

rages. And that -- that they will endanger the citizens of
Lancaster, because | do believe this project will probably
go forward. Palndale has been at it for -- since about

2005, to my understandi ng.

And you know, it’s just tine for this valley to
conme together and quit fighting between the two cities, as
M. Burgess and ot her speakers before nme have pointed out,
that this is the Antel ope Valley. And you know, due to the
fact that naybe Lancaster didn’t bring the 10,000 jobs they
prom sed back in April of last year, this is another way of
sidetracking the failures that occur in their city for their
| eadership that -- that |acks accountability. And
hopeful l y, you know, as the decisions are nade with respect
to this | hope that -- that Lancaster’s | eadership is held
accountable for the possible bad air, and their failure to
heed M. Tal bot’s nessage over a year ago instead of, you
know, yelling foul at the 12th hour and trying to undern ne
t he project.

And | appreciate your tine and your efforts.
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Thank you very much

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: And thank you for the
coment s.

W’ve got Ron MIler. And, folks, this is ny |ast
bl ue card, which indicates to us that this is the |ast
person who wi shes to make a comment. [|f any of you woul d
like to make a comment please fill out a blue card with
Jenni fer Jennings in the back. Because if this is ny |ast
commenter here I'"mgoing to go start taking comments from
t he peopl e on the phone.

So go ahead, M. Mller.

MR MLLER Good afternoon. I'mRon Mller. |I'm
with the L. A /Orange County Buil ding and Construction Trades
Council. And the council represents 140,000 craftsnen and -
wonen, many thousands that live here in Pal ndal e, Lancaster
and the Antel ope Valley area. Currently we have about 40
per cent unenpl oynent across all the trades.

This project will create thousands of jobs, good
paying jobs, mddle class jobs that will benefit the
community and provide health benefits and retirenent to a
community that has been hit hard by the recession. It wll
put many | ocal residents to work which are the best trained
and certified in this type of construction. Many peopl e say
that it will only create tenporary jobs. But in

construction we get up every norning with the intent and
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goal of working ourselves out of a job and the prospect of
securing the next project. So tenporary jobs they may be,
but they' re careers for us.

So | want to, you know, hope you guys approve this
project. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Thank you. Ms. Jennings
has anot her blue card in her hand. 1°d like to hear from
Vianna Friss. Please cone forward and speak right into the
m crophone, please. Thank you.

M5. FRISS: Thank you very nmuch. |’m Vianna
Friss. 1’ve lived here since 1947. |’ve noved in and out
but 1’m back here now, and I want to protect this valley.
It’s very special. Al we have is sun out here. Wy can’'t
we be using solar?

|’masthmatic. And have we | earned anything from
Japan? Gas gives off funmes. W just have our head under
the -- in the ground as Americans. Wy can’'t we use the
solar that’s here and stop all this spending of billions?
You're cutting ny federal retirenent, and we have to spend
nmoney at billions like this for this atrocity that we know
is going to pollute the area. So can’'t we do |ike Germany
is doing and get with the programand try to save the worl d?
The world is being destroyed by you businessnmen. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Thank you for your

cooments. If -- | don't see any further conments from
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anyone who’s in the room

So with that 1’"'mgoing to go to the phones. Let’s
see, |’ve got Steven -- Steve Radis who works for Energy
Comm ssi on, Bob Werle (phonetic), Laura Mirphy, John Buse
we’ve heard from Gary Bem s (phonetic).

So | have -- it looks Iike we’ve got one person on
t he phone unidentified, call-in user nunber three. |If
you' re on the tel ephone and wish to make a public conment
this would be your tine. Please speak up now.

MR. DRAKE: Yes. This is -- this is Ryan Drake on
behal f of Antel ope Vall ey G oundwater Agreenent Associ ation

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Can you spell your nane,
pl ease?

MR. DRAKE: Yeah. Ryan Drake, D-r-a-k-e.

COWM SSI ONER DOUGLAS: Thank you. Go ahead. Go
ahead and nmake your statenent, M. Drake.

MR. DRAKE: Oh, yes. |I'mcalling on behalf of
Ant el ope Val |l ey G oundwat er Agreenent Association. And
we're a coalition of farmers and snmall [ and owners in the
Ant el ope Valley. And we previously filed conments on water
supply issues.

And I'd just like to bring it to the conm ssion’s
attention that yesterday the court in that litigation, the
Ant el ope Vall ey groundwater litigation, finalized the

decision that found that the total of groundwater supply in
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the valley is 110,000 acre feet. And sone amount of the
stake yield of that basin is return flows from nunici pal
wast ewat er which the project relies on in part.

And we’'d just like to nmake the comrent that using
recycled water for the power plant will consune at | east
sonme of these return flows which would result in a | ower
stake yield for the entire basin. And based on evidence
presented in that lawsuit by L. A County there’ s not enough
water to nmeet current denands.

So because of this we’'re protesting the project
because the only way there will be sufficient water for the
project is if other existing water users are cut back, which
i ncludes farnmers in our organi zation. And we thank you for
the opportunity to conmment, and that’s all we have to say.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Thank you, M. Drake, for
your comments.

| s there anyone el se on the tel ephone who w shes
to make a comment? | don’t think there’s anyone |eft.

Wth that, then | want to thank you all for your

comments. |’mgoing to hand the podi um back to Comm ssi oner
Dougl as who wi || adjourn.
COWM SSI ONER DOUGLAS: |1'd like to thank all of

the parties for being here, and in particular the nenbers of
t he public who have cone here to speak or who have spoken on

t he phone. 1t’s been helpful for us to hear fromyou. The
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Ant el ope Vall ey, we know, is a major area for -- with solar
potential. So those nenbers of the public who raise the
i ssue of solar energy potential in the Antel ope Valley and
the interest of seeing nore and nore of the energy that
California uses going to renewables, | think the good news
is that we are on that track. And we have a 33 percent RPS
bill, and we have climate initiatives and |aw, a | aw that
will probably take us over that 33 percent bill -- or 33
percent nunber before we really knowit. You know, we have
conpl eted an environnmental review of this proposed project
and we’ ve put out a proposed deci sion.

We’ve heard from a nunber of people today. It’s

not too late to send in additional comments or witten

corments. W' ll go back one nore tine based on what we’'re
heard, we’ll | ook again at the record, we'll |ook at any new
comments that cone in, and we’'ll be | ooking to propose a

decision to the full conm ssion.

We haven’t tal ked about the date, Hearing Oficer.
Shoul d we?

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: The -- the date for the --
for the business neeting is July 27th. The last day for
comments is the 18th of July which --

COWM SSI ONER DOUGLAS: W have sone questions
about July 27th.

(Col I oquy between Conmi ssioner and Hearing Oficer)
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COW SSI ONER DOUAAS:  So | think | want to ask
the parties if August 10th, as opposed to July 27th, is a
possibility for a PMPD -- for the PMPD to be heard at the
busi ness neeting?

M5. DE CARLO If that’s the second week of -- for
August then that’s fine with Staff. ['Il be gone the first
week of August, then 1’1l be back.

COW SSI ONER DOUGLAS: It is the second week of
August .

M5. DE CARLO kay. Geat.

MR. CARROLL: From Applicant’s perspective the
July date is highly preferred. W have a nunber of
conmmi t ment s.

Well, first of all, let ne just say we’ ve been in
the process for a very long tine. So as a general matter
we’'re very anxious to conplete the process. Beyond that,
August, as |’msure you can appreciate, is a difficult date
in ternms of vacation schedules. And August 10th does
present some conflicts for us. So we would greatly prefer
keeping it on the July 27th cal endar, if possible.

COWM SSI ONER DOUGLAS: Ckay. | think the primry
problemw th the July 27th date is that you won’t have the
presiding menber of the commttee there. So -- and | won't
be within cell phone range. So | think that, you know, it’s

usual ly hel pful to have the comm ssioner who is proposing a
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deci sion and who has sat through the hearings present.
Al t hough there is an associ ate nenber of the commttee who
we could ask to -- to speak for the decision, it’s still, in
my opinion, preferable to go to the August 10th date.

MR CARROLL: We’'ll defer to the conmttee’s best
j udgnment on the matter.

COW SSI ONER DOUGAS: Al right. So what we wll

do is if there any other conmments on the date we’' Il take
t hat under advi senent and we’l|l send sonething out.
HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: | just think we should ask

M. Buse if he has any thought --

COWM SSI ONER DOUGLAS: Absolutely. M. Buse, are
you still on the line?

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Yes, on nute.

MR BUSE: Yes.

COWM SSI ONER DOUG.AS: Al right. Do you have a
strong feeling between July 27th and August 10t h?

MR. BUSE: No, | have no basis for preferring one
over the other.

COWM SSI ONER DOUGLAS: Al right. Thank you. You
won’'t be on vacation or anything in either date, it | ooks
li ke?

MR BUSE: | won’t be. |’mnot sure about Ms.

Bel enky.

COWM SSI ONER DOUGLAS: Al right. Well, if we can
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why don’t we take this under advisenent. W’I| |et M. Buse

confirm M. Belenky' s availability or non-availability and

we' |l send sonething out as soon as possible saying --
MR. CARROLL: | would just reiterate --
COWM SSI ONER DOUGALAS:  -- the date.
MR CARROLL: -- what | would not want to see

happen is it gets set for August 10th and then Ms. Bel enky
i ndicates that she can’'t be there and, of course, wants to
be there. And then we are, you know, pushing into
Septenber. So --

COW SSI ONER DOUALAS:  Well, we’'ll have to see
what happens.

HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: Right. W would have to
notice. W have noticing. R ght now everything is noticed
and set for July 27th. And | think the appropriate way to
operate is unless or until a notice of continuance of that
date cones out, which it would have to be at the | east ten
days before the hearing, then we should just assune it’s the
27th until you receive a notice. And those of you who
aren’t on -- on nmailing lists, all these notifications are
put up on the website. So continue to check in with the
website to see the dates

MR, CARROLL: And if I may, if I could al so ask
that Ms. Wllians’ availability be confirned. She’s not

participating today. But again, | wouldn't want us to
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select a date and then find that one of the parties had an
irreconcilable conflict and then we end up getting pushed
of f even further.
HEARI NG OFFI CER CELLI: That’s inportant.
COWM SSI ONER DOUGLAS: That’s a very good i dea.
So -- so we are set for the 27th, but we will explore with
the parties availability both on the 27th and on August
10th. And if we are changing that date we will send that
out. You know, | think that we would be able to go forward
and bring this to the comm ssion on the 27th. But for ny
own reasons | usually like to be there when it’s the case
| m presiding on.
So thank you to everyone who is |left who has
i ndul ged us in that conversation. W'’ re adjourned.
(Thereupon the California Energy Conmm ssion,
Pal ndal e Hybrid Power Plant Committee Conference

adj ourned at 1:26 p.m)
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