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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Testimony of Felicia Miller

INTRODUCTION

This Final Staff Assessment (FSA) is being published by the California Energy
Commission staff for the Huntington Beach Energy Project (HBEP) and contains staff's
final, independent, objective evaluation of the HBEP Application for Certification (12-
AFC-2). The FSA examines engineering, environmental, public health, and safety
aspects of the proposed HBEP project, based on the information provided by the
applicant, government agencies, interested parties, independent research, and other
sources available at the time the FSA was prepared. The FSA contains analyses and
responses to comments similar to those normally contained in a Final Environmental
Impact Report (FEIR) required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
When issuing a license, the Energy Commission is the lead state agency under CEQA
and its process is functionally equivalent to the preparation of an EIR.

The Energy Commission staff has the responsibility to complete an independent
assessment of the project’s engineering design and identify the potential impacts on the
environment, the public’s health and safety, and determine whether the project
conforms to all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS). Upon
identifying any potentially significant environmental impacts, staff recommends
mitigation measures in the form of conditions of certification for construction, operation
and eventual closure of the project.

This FSA is not a decision document for these proceedings, nor does it contain findings
of the Energy Commission related to environmental impacts or the project’'s compliance
with local, state, and federal LORS. The FSA serves as staff’'s formal testimony in
evidentiary hearings to be held by the Energy Commission Committee assigned to hear
this case. The Committee will hold evidentiary hearings and will consider the
recommendations presented by the staff, the applicant, intervenors, government
agencies, and the public, prior to proposing its decision. The full Energy Commission
will make the final decision, including findings, after the Committee’s publication of its
proposed decision.

PROPOSED PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The proposed HBEP would be developed by AES Southland Development, LLC, on a
28.6-acre site located at 21730 Newland Street, just north of the intersection of the
Pacific Coast Highway (PCH-Highway 1) and Newland Street. The site is privately
owned land located in an industrial area of Huntington Beach, California, and is
relatively flat with an approximate elevation of 10 to 14 feet above mean sea level. The
project borders a manufactured home/recreational vehicle park on the west, a tank farm
on the north, the Magnolia Marsh wetlands on the north and east, and the Pacific Ocean
and Huntington Beach State Park on the south and southwest. The site is currently
occupied by the existing and operational Huntington Beach Generating Station (HBGS),
which would be demolished and replaced with the HBEP. The proposed HBEP would
be built entirely within the footprint of the HBGS.
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The project would consist of two power blocks, each composed of three natural gas
combustion turbine generators with supplemental-fired heat recovery steam generators,
a steam turbine generator, and air-cooled condenser. Each power block would have the
ability to generate power from 110 MW to 470 MW, is designed to start and stop very
quickly, and to quickly ramp up and down.

The new HBEP facility would be air-cooled, eliminating the need for large quantities of
once-through cooling seawater. The potable water necessary for HBEP’s construction,
operational process and sanitary purposes would be provided by the city of Huntington
Beach, which has provided a will-serve letter indicating there is sufficient supply of
potable water to accommodate the HBEP. During operation, storm water and process
wastewater would be discharged into a retention basin and then discharged to the
ocean via the existing outfall. Discharge flows would substantially decrease compared
to existing conditions due to decreased plant water use, and all discharges would meet
ocean discharge standards. Sanitary wastewater would be conveyed to the Orange
County Sanitation District through an existing sewer connection.

No offsite linear developments are currently proposed as part of this project. The HBEP
would connect the nominal 936 MW of electricity through two overhead 230-kV
generation ties connecting each power block to the existing onsite Southern California
Edison (SCE) Ellis switchyard. Natural gas is delivered to the HBGS via an existing
SoCalGasl16-inch diameter line to an existing gas metering station. As part of the HBEP
project, a new gas metering station and new gas pressure control station would be
constructed.

PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION AND OUTREACH EFFORTS

PUBLIC AND AGENCY NOTICE AND OUTREACH

On August 3, 2012, the Energy Commission staff sent a notice of receipt and a copy of
the HBEP AFC to all local, state, and federal agencies that might be affected by the
proposed project, and included information on how agencies that administer LORS that
are applicable to the proposed project can comment and participate in the proceeding.

Additionally, on June 29, 2012, Energy Commission staff provided notices to property
owners within 1,000 feet of the proposed site and within 500 feet of a linear facility (such
as transmission lines, gas lines and water lines). These notices informed the public of
the Commission’s receipt and availability of the AFC, discussed the Energy
Commission’s siting certification process, provided information on how the public can
comment and participate in the proceeding, as well as a brief description of the project,
and a link to a Commission-maintained project website
(http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/huntington_beach_energy/index.html).
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LIBRARIES

On July 27, 2012, the Energy Commission staff also sent copies of the Huntington
Beach Energy Project AFC to the following libraries:

Huntington Beach Public Library Orange County Public Library HQ
7111 Talbert Avenue 1501 E Street Andrew Place
Huntington Beach, CA 92648 Santa Ana, CA 92705

Costa Mesa/Donald Dungan Library Costa Mesa/Mesa Verde Library
1855 Park Avenue 2969 Mesa Verde Drive

Costa Mesa, CA 92627 Costa Mesa, CA 92626

Mary Wilson Library Fountain Valley Library

707 Electric Avenue 17635 Los Alamos

Seal Beach, CA 90740 Fountain Valley, CA 92708

In addition to these local libraries, copies of the AFC were also made available at the
Energy Commission’s Library in Sacramento, the California State Library in
Sacramento, as well as, state libraries in Eureka, Fresno, Los Angeles, San Diego, and
San Francisco.

ENERGY COMMISSION'S PUBLIC ADVISER'S OFFICE

The Energy Commission’s outreach program is also facilitated by the Public Adviser’s
Office (PAO). The PAO requested public service announcements at a variety of
organizations, distributed notices informing the public of the Commission’s receipt of the
HBEP AFC, and invited the public to attend the Public Site Visit, Environmental Scoping
Meeting and Informational Hearing on September 10, 2012, as well as attend the
Preliminary Staff Assessment (PSA) workshop on April 3, 2014 in Huntington Beach,
California.

PUBLIC WORKSHOPS

Staff from the Energy Commission conducted three public workshops in Huntington
Beach, CA to facilitate public, agency, and intervenor participation. These workshops
allowed a transparent and comprehensive discussion of technical areas related to the
proposed project. A Data Request and Response Workshop was held on November 14,
2012, as well as PSA workshops on November 20, 2013, and April 3, 2014. During the
workshops, specific time for public participation was allocated, and public comments
were taken. These workshops provided a public forum for the applicant, the intervenor,
staff and participating agencies to interact regarding project issues.

CONSULTATION WITH LOCAL NATIVE AMERICAN COMMUNITIES

Energy Commission staff sent written correspondence to the Native American Heritage
Commission, as well as to a number of Native American tribes who have expressed an
interest in being contacted about development projects in the HBEP area. This
correspondence served as an invitation for tribes to consult on the project.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Several public agencies and one public organization filed comments on the project.
Comments were received from a number of individuals who did not file for intervenor
status on the project, as well as one intervenor (see Executive Summary - Table 2
below). Staff has addressed the concerns outlined in their letters by responding directly
to these comments within the FSA.

Table 2 - HBEP List of Agency/Intervenor Comments
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Jason Pyle! 9/6/12, X X X
11/16/12
City of Huntington | 12/6/12, X | X X | X | X X[ X | X | X|X]|X|X
Beach 11/12/13
Coastal 8/3/12, X | X | X X X
Commission 1/23/13
Huntington Beach | 12/3/12 X X X
Wetlands
Conservancy
Orange County 12/12/12 X
Santa Ana Regional| 12/10/12 X
Water Quality
Control Board
State Lands 9/19/12 X
Commission
USFWS 9/10/12 X | X X X

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

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

! Mr. Pyle filed for Intervenor status on 9/6/12 (TN # 67029)
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The steps recommended by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’S)
guidance documents to assure compliance with Executive Order 12898 regarding
environmental justice are:

e outreach and involvement;

e a screening-level analysis to determine the existence of a minority or low-income
population; and

e if warranted, a detailed examination of the distribution of impacts on segments of the
population.

Though the federal Executive Order and guidance are not binding on the Energy
Commission, staff finds these recommendations helpful for implementing this
environmental justice analysis.

The purpose of staff’'s environmental justice screening analysis is to determine whether
a low-income and/or minority population exists within the potentially affected area of the
proposed site. Staff conducted the screening analysis in accordance with the Final
Guidance for Incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns in US EPA’s National
Environmental Protection Act Compliance Analysis (Guidance Document) dated April
1998. People of color populations, as defined by this Guidance Document, are identified
where either:

e the minority population of the affected area is greater than 50 percent of the affected
area’s general population; or

e the minority population percentage of the area is meaningfully greater than the
minority population percentage in the general population or other appropriate unit of
geographic analysis.

In addition to the demographic screening analysis, staff follows the steps recommended
by the U.S. EPA’s guidance documents in regard to outreach and involvement; and if
warranted, a detailed examination of the distribution of impacts on segments of the
population. Staff followed each of the above steps in the development of the FSA,
considering potential impacts from HBEP on a potential environmental justice
population. Staff determined that neither the construction nor operation of the proposed
HBEP project would involve environmental impacts that could contribute to a
disproportionate impact on an environmental justice population. Accordingly, no further
environmental justice analyses are necessary (see Socioeconomics Table 2 and 3).

SUMMARY OF PROJECT-RELATED IMPACTS

Based upon the information provided, discovery achieved, and analyses completed to
date, staff concluded that the project complies with all law, ordinances, regulations and
standards (LORS), and with the implementation of the recommended mitigation
measures described in the conditions of certification, potential environmental impacts of
the HBEP project would be mitigated to levels of less than significant.
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Summary of HBEP Technical Analyses

TECHNICAL AREA

COMPLIES WITH
LOCAL, STATE AND

IMPACTS MITIGATED
TO LEVEL BELOW

FEDERAL LORS SIGNIFICANT
Air Quality YES YES
Alternatives N/A N/A
Biological Resources YES YES
Cultural Resources YES YES
Efficiency YES YES
Facility Design YES YES
Geology and Paleontology YES YES
Hazardous Materials Management YES YES
Land Use YES YES
Noise and Vibration YES YES
Public Health YES YES
Reliability YES YES
Socioeconomic Resources YES YES
Soil & Water Resources YES YES
Traffic and Transportation YES YES
Transmission Line Safety/Nuisance YES YES
Transmission System Engineering YES YES
Visual Resources YES YES
Waste Management YES YES
Water Resources YES YES
Worker Safety / Fire Protection YES YES

Air Quality — Staff has included Conditions of Certification AQ-SC1 through AQ-SC6 to
implement control measures for construction impacts. Compliance with these conditions
is expected to greatly reduce or eliminate the potential for significant adverse air quality
impacts associated with PM10 and PM2.5 during construction of the HBEP. Staff has
worked with the applicant to refine the construction modeling impact assessment, and
the latest modeling indicates that with additional conditions of certification, PM10 and
PM2.5 impacts during the approximately 90 month project construction period still
continue to exceed health-based ambient air quality standards. However with
implementation of staff's proposed conditions of certifications, these impacts are

reduced to less than significant.
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Alternatives — In preparation for an alternatives analysis, as the lead agency for CEQA,
staff is required to describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the
project; consider alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen any significant
environmental impacts of the project, including alternatives that would be more costly or
would otherwise impede the project’s objectives, and evaluate the comparative merits of
the alternatives.

Staff reviewed the alternatives analysis provided by the applicant, as well as
alternatives recommended through agency and public comment, and developed
additional alternatives. Staff’'s Alternatives analysis included an alternative site
configuration, technology alternatives, as well as the no project (retrofit of HBGS)
alternative. Staff determined the proposed project has a strong relationship to the
existing project site, that there are no preferable alternative sites that could achieve the
project objectives, and that the environmentally superior alternative is the proposed
HBEP.

Staff received several comments from the public and agencies asking staff to analyze
alternative site configurations for potential noise, visual and coastal impacts. Noise was
analyzed and staff determined that even if the proposed project were configured
differently, similar temporary construction noise impacts would occur within the project
boundary, and no significant construction or operational noise impacts to adjacent
receptors (including both residential and biological resources) have been identified that
could not be mitigated. Visual impacts would not change as the visual prominence of
the air cooled condensers, and other equipment, limit options to reconfigure the project
site. Staff has reviewed the proposed HBEP layout and determined that reconfiguring
the site layout would not significantly lessen or avoid visual impacts, or significantly
lessen or avoid noise impacts on coastal resources.

Generation technology alternatives developed and considered by staff focus on
technologies that can utilize natural gas, which can take advantage of the existing
natural gas pipeline system and also meet the electrical capacity replacement
requirements specified by SCAQMD’s Rule 1304. Analysis of conventional boiler and
steam turbine technology was eliminated from consideration because it did not qualify
for the SCAQMD 1304 exemption for offsets. Use of simple-cycle combustion turbines
was also eliminated from consideration, as it would not reduce or avoid any HBEP
impacts.

The No Project (retrofit) analysis examined two alternatives considered feasible by staff
for complying with the SWRCB’s once through cooling (OTC) policy: retrofit with air
cooled condenser (ACC) or with wet cooling towers. The retrofit ACC would involve
retrofitting Units 1 and 2 with ACC, which would result in the generating station
operating less efficiently than the proposed HBEP. The wet cooling scenario would
require Units 1 and 2 to use a new non-seawater source for cooling water. Staff
determined this alternative would result in the generating station operating slightly less
efficiently than the proposed HBEP and that neither retrofit alternative would meet the
HBEP’s objectives of providing efficient, reliable and flexible generation.
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Biology — At the publication of the PSA, several issues were unresolved: construction
and demolition noise impacts to special-status birds and rehabilitating wildlife,
operational noise impacts to rehabilitating wildlife, and nitrogen deposition impacts to
sensitive habitats.

To mitigate noise impacts to birds to a less than significant level, staff recommends that
average construction and demolition noise must not exceed 60 dBA or 8 dBA above
ambient noise levels (whichever is greater) within Upper Magnolia and Magnolia
marshes during the nesting season (February 1 to August 31). If construction noise
does exceed those levels, staff’'s proposed Condition of Certification BIO-9 would
require additional noise-reducing measures to be implemented and additional noise
monitoring conducted to verify the reduction of noise below the thresholds. Construction
noise levels are not expected to significantly increase above ambient levels at the
Wildlife Care Center, but the applicant has committed to installing temporary noise
shielding for the center to reduce construction noise impacts. The operational noise
level is also predicted to be below the current ambient level at the Wildlife Care Center
so operational noise impacts would be less than significant.

Staff published the results of its nitrogen deposition modeling in the Focused
Supplemental Analysis. The applicant submitted comments in response regarding the
conservative nature of staff’'s analysis of impacts from nitrogen deposition. Air quality
staff then prepared a technical analysis of the nitrogen deposition modeling for the
project and determined that while AERMOD is the best available model, it is
conservative and overestimates predicted HBEP nitrogen deposition impacts. Staff
provided additional analysis regarding the conservative nature of AERMOD impact
analysis, as well as other assumptions which further overestimate impacts of nitrogen
deposition. Staff's assessment concluded that the project’'s modeled nitrogen deposition
using AERMOD was overestimated by 10-fold when compared to the results of the
CALPUFF model, based on conservatisms incorporated into the AERMOD modeling
tool. It also concluded that the baseline values at present are likely to be half of what
they were in 2002 (the year of the baseline data used in staff's original nitrogen
deposition analysis). As a result, staff determined that the layered conservatisms
resulted in an inaccurate conclusion in the PSA that nitrogen deposition may
significantly affect native vegetation and habitat.

Soil and Water Resources —Staff has determined the project would reduce potable
water use relative to baseline conditions. In addition, staff conducted an analysis to
evaluate whether secondary effluent from a nearby wastewater treatment plant could be
used as a source of recycled water. A number of potential routes as well as ways to
reduce costs to deliver secondary effluent to the project site were investigated by staff,
but none were found to be economically or technically feasible.

Visual Resources — On April 7, 2014, the Huntington Beach City Council voted to
adopt a resolution supporting the applicant’s conceptual architectural improvements to
screen and enhance views of the HBEP power plant structures. The architectural
improvements include three, 125-foot-tall surfboards as focal points for views from the
Pacific Coast Highway and Huntington State Beach. Visual screening includes
semiopaque, decorative wave forms to partially screen views of the two power blocks. A
trompe l'oell (fool the eye) paint design is proposed for the air cooled condenser units.
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Staff concludes that implementation of conditions of certification requiring preparation
and implementation of plans to visually screen the project site with architectural
enhancements, surface treatments, and other screening measures to soften views of
the HBEP would reduce visual impacts to less than significant and ensure the project
complies with local and state LORS pertaining to the aesthetics of coastal development.
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INTRODUCTION

Testimony of Felicia Miller

PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

This Final Staff Assessment (FSA) is the California Energy Commission staff's
independent analysis of the proposed Huntington Beach Energy Project (HBEP or
project). This FSA is a staff document. It is neither a Committee document, nor a draft
decision. The FSA describes the following:

e the proposed project;
e the existing environment;

o staff's analysis of whether the facilities can be constructed and operated safely and
reliably in accordance with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and standards
(LORS);

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

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

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

e staff's proposed conditions of certification (CoCs) under which the project should be
constructed and operated, if it is certified; and

e project alternatives.

The analyses contained in this FSA are based upon information from the: 1) Application
for Certification (AFC), 2) responses to data requests, 3) supplementary information
from local, state, and federal agencies, interested organizations and individuals, 4)
existing documents and publications, 5) independent research, and 6) comments at
workshops. The FSA presents preliminary conclusions about potential environmental
impacts and conformity with LORS, as well as proposed CoCs that apply to the design,
construction, operation and closure of the facility. The analyses for most technical areas
include discussions of proposed CoCs. The CoCs contain staff’'s recommended
measures to mitigate the project’s environmental impacts and to ensure conformance
with LORS. Each proposed CoC is followed by a proposed means of “verification” to
ensure the CoCs are implemented.

The Energy Commission staff’'s analyses were prepared in accordance with Public
Resources Code section 25500 et seq. and Title 20, California Code of Regulations
section 1701 et seq., and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub.
Resources Code, 8§ 21000 et seq.)
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ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL STAFF ASSESSMENT

The FSA contains the Executive Summary, Introduction, Project Description, and
Project Alternatives. The next 20 chapters contain the environmental, engineering,
public health and safety and alternatives analyses of the proposed project. These
chapters are followed by a discussion of facility closure, project construction and
operation compliance monitoring plans, and a list of staff that assisted in preparing this
report, including their declarations and resumes.

Each of the 20 technical area assessments includes a discussion of:
e laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS);

e the regional and site-specific setting;

e project specific and cumulative impacts;

e mitigation measures;

e closure requirements;

e conclusions and recommendations; and

e conditions of certification for both construction and operation.

ENERGY COMMISSION SITING PROCESS

The Energy Commission has the exclusive authority to certify the construction,
modification, and operation of thermal electric power plants 50 megawatts (MW) or
larger. The Energy Commission certification is in lieu of any permit required by state,
regional, or local agencies, and federal agencies to the extent permitted by federal law
(Pub. Resources Code, § 25500). The Energy Commission must review thermal power
plant applications for certification (AFC) to assess potential environmental impacts
including potential impacts to public health and safety, potential measures to mitigate
those impacts, and compliance with applicable governmental laws or standards

(Pub. Resources Code, § 25519 and § 25523(d)).

The Energy Commission’s siting regulations require staff to independently review the
AFC, assess whether all of the potential environmental impacts have been properly
identified, and whether additional mitigation or other more effective mitigation measures
are necessary, feasible, and available (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, § 1742 and §
1742.5(a)). In addition, staff must assess the completeness and adequacy of the
measures proposed by the applicant to ensure compliance with health and safety
standards, and the reliability of power plant operations (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, §
1743(b)). Staff is required to develop a compliance plan (coordinated with other
agencies) to ensure that applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards are
met (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, § 1744(b)).
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Staff conducts its environmental analysis in accordance with the requirements of CEQA.
No additional Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required because the Energy
Commission’s site certification program has been certified by the Secretary of the
California Natural Resources Agency as meeting all requirements of a certified
regulatory program (Pub. Resources Code, § 21080.5 and Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §
15251 (j)). The Energy Commission is the CEQA lead agency.

Stalff typically prepares a both a Preliminary Staff Assessment (PSA) and FSA. The
PSA presents for the applicant, intervenors, organizations, agencies, other interested
parties, and members of the public staff’s preliminary analysis, conclusions, and
recommendations. Staff provided a public comment period that follows the publication of
the PSA. The comment period is also used to resolve issues between the parties and to
narrow the scope of adjudicated issues in the evidentiary hearings. During this time,
staff conducted one or more workshops to discuss its conclusions, proposed mitigation,
and proposed verification measures. Based on the workshop dialogue and any written
comments received, staff may refine its analysis, correct any errors, and finalize
conditions of certification to reflect any changes agreed to between the parties. These
revisions and changes will be presented in the FSA which will be published and made
available to the public and all interested parties. Staff published a PSA Part A on
December 10, 2013, a Focused Staff Analysis (FOSA) on December 20, 2013, and a
PSA Part B on March 7, 2014. PSA workshops were held in Huntington Beach on
November 20, 2013 and April 3, 2014. The FSA serves as staff's testimony for
evidentiary hearings.

The FSA is only one piece of evidence that will be considered by the Committee (one
Hearing Officer and two Energy Commission Commissioners) in reaching a decision on
whether or not to recommend that the full Energy Commission approve the proposed
project. At the public evidentiary hearings, all parties will be afforded an opportunity to
present evidence and to rebut the testimony of other parties, thereby creating a hearing
record on which a decision on the project can be based. The hearing before the
Committee also allows all parties to argue their positions on disputed matters, if any,
and it provides a forum for the Committee to receive comments from the public and
other governmental agencies.

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

As noted above, the Energy Commission certification is in lieu of any permit required by
state, regional, or local agencies and federal agencies to the extent permitted by federal
law (Pub. Resources Code, § 25500). However, the Commission staff typically seeks
comments from, and works closely with, other regulatory agencies that administer
LORS that are applicable to proposed projects. The agencies associated with the HBEP
include the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
California Coastal Commission, State Water Resources Control Board/Regional Water
Quality Control Board, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Caltrans, California
Air Resources Board, California State Parks, the South Coast Air Quality Management
District, Orange County Sanitation District, and the City of Huntington Beach.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Felicia Miller

INTRODUCTION

On June 27, 2012, AES Southland Development, LLC. submitted an Application for
Certification (AFC) to the California Energy Commission (CEC) to construct, own, and
operate the Huntington Beach Energy Project (HBEP). The HBEP would replace, and
be constructed on 28.6 acres entirely within the footprint of, the existing and operating
AES Huntington Beach Generating Station (HBGS) located in an industrial area of
Huntington Beach, California at 21730 Newland Street, just north of the intersection of
the Pacific Coast Highway (PCH-Highway 1) and Newland Street. The site is relatively
flat with an approximate elevation of 10 to 14 feet above mean sea level. The project
site borders a manufactured home/recreational vehicle site on the west, a tank farm on
the north, the Magnolia Marsh wetlands on the north and east, and the Pacific Ocean
and Huntington Beach State Park on the south and southwest.

The HBEP would be a natural gas-fired, combined-cycle, air-cooled, 939-megawatt
(MW) electrical generating facility. No new offsite linear facilities are proposed as part of
this project. Project Description Figures 1A, 1B and 2 show the virtual and existing
site appearance for the proposed project. Project Description Figure 3 is the project
site plan map.

HBEP would consist of two independently operating, three-on-one, combined-cycle gas
turbine power blocks. Each power block would consist of three Mitsubishi natural gas-
fired combustion turbine generators, three supplemental-fired heat recovery steam
generators, one steam turbine generator, an air-cooled condenser, and related ancillary
equipment. The project will have a generator ramping rate of up to 30 percent per
minute, which allows it to rapidly respond to changes in generation and demand. Other
equipment and facilities to be constructed and shared by both power blocks include
natural gas compressors, water treatment facilities, emergency services, and
administration and maintenance buildings.

PROJECT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES

The HBEP would provide up to 939 MW of power generation capacity to the western
Los Angeles Basin Local Reliability Area and will replace the retiring Huntington Beach
Generating Station. The HBGS is scheduled to cease operation by December 31, 2020
in compliance with the California State Water Resources Control's Board's (SWRCB)
Water Quality Control Policy on the Use of Coastal and Estuarine Waters for Power
Plant Cooling (policy). This policy was adopted by the SWRCB on May 4, 2010, and
regulates the use of seawater for power generation plants utilizing the once-through-
cooled (OTC) method.

The proposed HBEP would be an air-cooled, combined-cycle power generating facility
designed to start and stop very quickly and be able to ramp up and down, critical in
supporting both local electrical reliability and grid stability to support peak demand and
meet resource adequacy requirements, as identified by the California Independent
System Operator (California 1SO).

May 2014 3-1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION



On June 7, 2013, Southern California Edison (SCE) announced their decision to
permanently retire Units 2 and 3 of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station
(SONGS). The closure of SONGS places additional responsibility on SCE for
replacement of over 2200 MW of electrical generation for southern California
customers. The HBEP is designed to fill a critical role in replacement generation and
reliability for southern California.

The proposed HBEP project objectives are as follows:
1. Provide efficient, reliable and predictable power supply by using combined-cycle,
natural gas-fired combustion turbines to replace the OTC generation;

2. Provide replacement generation to replace that of SONGS for southern California
customers;

3. Eliminate the use of ocean water for once-through-cooling;

4. Be able to support the local capacity requirements of Southern California’s Western
Los Angeles Basin;

5. Develop a 939 MW power generation plant that provides efficient operational
flexibility with rapid-start and fast ramping capability to allow for efficient integration
of renewable energy sources in the California electrical grid;

6. Reuse existing electrical, water, wastewater, and natural gas infrastructures and
land to minimize land resource and environmental justice impacts by developing on
an existing brown field site;

7. Site the project to serve the load area without constructing new transmission
facilities; and

8. Site the project on property that has industrial land use designation with consistent
zoning.

PROJECT FEATURES

The main project features would consist of a 28.6-acre power plant site, which will
require both onsite and offsite laydown and construction parking. Approximately 22
acres of construction laydown will be required, and a maximum of 300 parking sites.
The power plant, transmission lines, Southern California Edison (SCE) switchyard, and
natural gas connection are located within the city of Huntington Beach within an area
designated as Public, in which the Huntington Beach General Plan permits development
of public utilities.

Project Description Figure 1A, shows the general arrangement and layout of the
proposed facility. The VISUAL RESOURCES section of this PSA includes a number of
visual simulations of the proposed project, before and after construction.
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The existing HBGS currently has five steam generating units (Units 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5).
Units 1 and 2 are currently operational; Units 3 and 4 are owned by Edison Mission
Huntington Beach, LLC. Effective October 31, 2012, Units 3 and 4 ceased commercial
operation, and the air emission credits transferred to the Walnut Creek Energy Park, a
500 MW generating facility located in City of Industry, California. On September 7, 2012
the California ISO approved a must-run contract on Units 3 and 4 to convert to
synchronous condensers to provide voltage support to southern Orange County and
San Diego in response to the the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station units 2 and 3
being unavailable for the summer of 2013. A major amendment was approved by the
Energy Commission on December 7, 2012, to convert Units 3 and 4 to synchronous
condensers which will provide voltage support. Unit 5, a 133 MW peak demand facility,
was retired in 2002.

The existing HBGS has various ancillary facilities that will remain in use to support
HBEP. These facilities include the administration/warehouse building, SoCalGas natural
gas pipeline interconnection and metering station, City of Huntington Beach potable
water connection and sanitary sewer system.

Natural gas is delivered via an existing SoCalGas16-inch diameter line to an existing
gas metering station. As part of the HBEP project, a new gas metering station and new
gas pressure control station will be constructed by the project owner.

The project will use potable water for construction and operational processes and
sanitary uses. The water delivered to the HBEP site is supplied from an existing 8-inch
pipeline from the City of Huntington Beach into a 442,500 gallon service water/fire water
storage tank. This water will be used as plant service water, irrigation water, makeup
water to the combustion turbine inlet air evaporative coolers, and raw feed to the steam
cycle makeup water treatment system. The City of Huntington Beach has provided a
will-serve letter indicating there is sufficient supply of potable water to accommodate the
HBEP. Alternative water sources, including potential use of reclaimed water, to support
the HBEP were analyzed and determined to be infeasible.

Makeup water for the HBEP power blocks steam cycle will have contaminants removed
by passing the service water through a reverse osmosis system followed by a
continuous electrode ionization process.

Sanitary wastewater generated by the HBEP will be discharged to the City of
Huntington Beach existing 4-inch sewer main that services the existing HBGS. HBEP
process wastewater and site storm water will be collected in an onsite retention basin
then discharged to the Pacific Ocean via an existing outfall which services the existing
HBGS.

The 442,500 gallon service water/fire water storage tank will provide approximately 35
hours of operational storage and 2 hours of fire protection storage in the event of a
disruption in water supply. The existing fire water distribution system, including two
emergency diesel-fired fire water pumps, storage tanks and piping, will remain in
service as part of the fire protection system, but will be modified to meet all LORS for
the HBEP and to accommodate the newly constructed facilities.
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The construction laydown areas consist of 6 acres at the HBGS site and 16 acres at the
AES Alamitos Generating Station (AGS) in Long Beach. The AGS laydown site in Long
Beach will also be used for laydown for the Alamitos Energy Center (13-AFC-01), and
has zoning and land use designations consistent for that use. The AGS site will be used
for temporary short-term component storage only; no assembly of components will take
place at the Long Beach site. During construction, the large components will be hauled
directly from the Port of Long Beach or the construction laydown area at the AGS site to
the HBEP site, as they would be ready for installation. Construction and demolition
parking will be provided by a combination of onsite and offsite parking totaling 1,040
spaces. A maximum of 300 parking spaces will be required during construction and
demolition activities. Approximately 130 parking spaces (1.5 acres) will be provided
onsite, 300 parking spaces (3 acres) across Newland Street adjacent to HBEP, 215
parking spaces (2.5 acres) at the corner of PCH and Beach Boulevard, 225 parking
spaces at the City of Huntington Beach shore parking, and 170 parking spaces (1.9
acres) at the Plains All American Tank Farm on Magnolia Street. During peak
construction and demolition activities, a maximum of 331 parking spaces would need to
be available. Although only 331 parking spaces will be necessary during construction
and demolition activities, the applicant has provided additional parking spaces, as some
parking spaces along Huntington Beach will not be available during peak summer
months.

Two 230-kilovolt (kV) transmission interconnections will connect HBEP power blocks 1
and 2 to the existing onsite SCE Ellis switchyard.

PROJECT DEMOLITION AND CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

Demolition and construction of the HBEP will commence in phases to allow continued
operation of existing power generation and voltage units to maintain a minimum
generating capacity of at least 430 MW of power delivery and grid reliability.
Construction of HBEP Power Blocks 1 and 2 will be coordinated with the operation and
demolition of the existing HBGS Units 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 and are contingent on permitting
and CPUC-approved power purchase agreements. HBEP construction will require the
removal of the existing HBGS Units 3, 4, and 5 and existing fuel storage tanks. Initial
demolition begins with Unit 5, the fuel storage tanks and the stack for Unit 3 and 4 to
provide the space for Power Block 1. Once Power Block 1 is operational, the
synchronous condenser will cease operation and the remainder of units 3 and 4 will be
demolished. The demolition of Units 3 and 4 are not part of this certification process, as
Units 3 and 4 were licensed through the CEC (00-AFC-13C) and demolition is
authorized under that license. Power Block 2 will be constructed on the footprint of the
demolished Units 3 and 4. Once Power Block 2 is operational, the remaining HBGS
Units 1 and 2 will be demolished. The construction of the control and maintenance
buildings (buildings 33 and 34) is scheduled to occur during the last 14 months of the
demolition of Units 1 and 2. Power Block 1 is scheduled for commercial operation in the
fourth quarter of 2018, or first quarter of 2019; Power Block 2 is scheduled for
commercial operation in the second or third quarter of 2020.The demolition of existing
generating units and synchronous condensers and construction of new power blocks
would occur in phases scheduled to take place over approximately a 90-month period to
allow for continued operation to maintain generating capacity and provide critical
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voltage support at all times. See Project Description Table 1 for proposed construction
and demolition schedule.

Project Description - Table 1

DEMOLITION / CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY TIMELINE
Demolish Unit 5, fuel tanks and Units 3 & 4 stack Q1 2015 - Q2 2016 15 months
Construction Power Block 1 Q3 2016 — Q4 2018 30 months
Commercial Operation Power Block 1 Q4 2018 or Q1 2019
Demolish Units 3, 4 Q1 2016 — Q1 2018 27 months
Construction Power Block 2 Q32018 — Q2 2020 28 months
Commercial Operation Power Block 2 Q2 or Q3 2020
Demolish Units 1, 2 Q4 2020 — Q3 2022 24 months
Construction of buildings 33, 34 Q32021 — Q3 2022 14 months

RESPONSE TO AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENTS

In response to a comment made at the Scheduling Conference on April 8, 2014
regarding the possibility of more-advanced or different technology being available once
the project has completed construction after a lengthy construction period; pursuant to
Title 20, California Code of Regulations. § 1769, the applicant must contact the
Compliance Project Manager to modify the design, operation, or performance
requirements of the project/and or linear facilities of the project. Once the amendment is
reviewed and approved, the applicant may proceed with the project modification.

NOTEWORTHY PUBLIC BENEFITS

The California ISO has recognized the importance of the existing HBGS location in
providing energy and contingency reserve for the Western Los Angeles Basin Local
Reliability Area and northern San Diego County. Specifically, this location serves
Orange County by providing essential electrical service to the existing SCE Ellis
substation through a dedicated 230-kilovolt (kV) transmission line connection. If
approved by the Energy Commission, the HBEP will ensure the long-term viability of
this existing critical generating location and will provide essential electrical service to the
residents of Orange County and Huntington Beach. HBEP’s quick-start peaking electric
generation capacity will meet peak demand and resource adequacy requirements as
identified by AB 380 (Resource Adequacy) and the California 1SO.

The proposed HBEP will be air cooled, eliminate the use of OTC and the use of
seawater currently being used at the HBGS, which is scheduled to retire by December
31, 2020. This will eliminate the use of ocean water at the power plant site and will
eliminate the potential impacts to marine life through impingement and entrainment in
an OTC system. In addition, the proposed HBEP will result in a substantial reduction in
fresh water usage, using 20% of the fresh water used by the existing HBGS.
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The HBEP will be located entirely within the footprint of the existing HBGS site, which
will result in avoiding the need to construct new linear facilities, including gas and water
supply lines, discharge lines and transmission interconnections. Siting the HBEP on the
HBGS site is consistent with existing zoning regulations, and will result in reducing
potential offsite environmental impacts, the cost of construction, and ensures no new
site is converted to industrial use.

The design of the proposed HBEP is a smaller footprint and lower profile than the
existing HBGS, which will be an improvement to the aesthetic quality of the project.
Removal of an assemblage of structures, tanks, and cooling tower and replacement
with project elements that are shorter and set back further to the north of the PCH will
reduce some of the existing visual conditions. On April 7, 2014, the City of Huntington
Beach approved a visual enhancement plan for the HBEP, which will further reduce
visual conditions. HBEP will utilize an existing power generation site with a General
Plan Land Use designation of Public and a zoning designation of Public-Semipublic,
which provides for power generation on the site, resulting in consistent zoning, and
electrical, water, wastewater, and natural gas infrastructure in place. Retiring the once-
through cooling system would minimize potential offsite environmental impacts, and the
project would eliminate the need for a new site to be converted to Public-Semipublic
use. In addition, the HBEP will replace an older, dirtier and less efficient power
generation plant with a cleaner, more efficient power generation plant.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 1A
Huntington Beach Energy Project - Conceptual Drawing
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 1B
Huntington Beach Energy Project - Conceptual Drawing
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 2
Huntington Beach Energy Project - Current View
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 3
Huntington Beach Energy Project - Site Plan Map
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Environmental
Assessment



AIR QUALITY
Testimony of Tao Jiang, Ph.D., P.E.

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

Staff concludes that with the adoption of the attached conditions of certification, the
proposed Huntington Beach Energy Project (HBEP) would not result in significant air
quality related impacts during project operation, and that the HBEP would comply with
all applicable federal, state and South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD
or District) air quality laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS). At the time
of this analysis, SCAQMD'’s Final Determination of Compliance (FDOC) is not available.
Therefore the analyses and conditions of certification are based on the revised
Preliminary Determination of Compliance (PDOC), dated April 11, 2014. The revised
PDOC was published by the SCAQMD after taking into consideration staff's and the
applicant’'s comment letters.

Staff concludes that operating period mitigation would be provided in the form of
Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM) Trading Credits (RTCs) and emission
reduction credits (ERCs) as required by district rules and that these measures would
fully mitigate emissions of all nonattainment pollutants and their precursors at a
minimum ratio of one-to-one. These mitigation measures reduce potential operational
impacts of the proposed project to less than significant.

Staff includes Conditions of Certification AQ-SC1 through AQ-SC5 to implement control
measures to mitigate construction impacts. Compliance with these conditions is
expected to greatly reduce or eliminate the potential for significant adverse air quality
impacts during construction of the HBEP except for PM10 and PM2.5. Staff has worked
with the applicant to refine the construction modeling impact assessment. However, the
latest modeling still shows that PM10 and PM2.5 impacts during the approximately 7.5-
year project construction period would cause exceedances of health-based ambient air
quality standards and thus these impacts would be significant. The duration and
complexity of construction that contributes to these potential impacts are due in part to
the desire of the project owner and the California Independent System Operator to have
continuity of generation and/or reactive power from the site. There would be concurrent
operation, demolition, commissioning and construction activities throughout the
construction period. Therefore, as proposed by the applicant, staff includes a local
street sweeping program in Condition of Certification AQ-SC6 to further mitigate the PM
impacts during the construction period to less than significant.

Global climate change and greenhouse gas emissions from the project are discussed
and analyzed in AIR QUALITY APPENDIX AIR-1. The HBEP would emit approximately
0.479 metric tonnes of carbon dioxide per megawatt hour (MTCO2/MWh), which
complies with Greenhouse Gases Emission Performance Standard of 0.5 metric tonnes
CO, /MWh (Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section 2900 et seq.). Mandatory
reporting of the GHG emissions would occur and the Air Resources Board is updating
greenhouse gas regulations and a cap—and—trade program for greenhouse gas
emissions. The project is expected to be subject to these requirements as the
regulations are more fully developed and implemented.

May 2014 4.11 AIR QUALITY



INTRODUCTION

This analysis evaluates the expected air quality impacts of the emissions of criteria air
pollutants from both the construction and operation of the proposed HBEP project. The
project would be located entirely within the footprint of the existing Huntington Beach
Generating Station, an operating power plant. The HBEP is a proposed natural-gas fired,
combined-cycle, air-cooled, 939-megawatt (MW) electrical generating facility that would
replace the existing Huntington Beach Generating Station.

Criteria air pollutants are defined as air contaminants for which the state and/or federal
government has established an ambient air quality standard to protect public health.
The criteria pollutants analyzed are nitrogen dioxide (NO-), sulfur dioxide (SO), carbon
monoxide (CO), ozone (Os3), inhalable particulate matter (PM10), and fine particulate
matter (PM2.5). In addition, nitrogen oxides (NOXx, consisting primarily of nitric oxide
[NOJ and NOy), sulfur oxides (SOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOC) are also
analyzed. NOx and VOC readily react in the atmosphere as precursors to ozone. NOx
and SOx emissions also readily react in the atmosphere to form particulate matter, and
are major contributors to acid rain. Global climate change and greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions from the project are discussed and analyzed in the context of cumulative
impacts (AIR QUALITY APPENDIX AIR-1).

In carrying out this analysis, the California Energy Commission (Energy Commission)
staff evaluated the following major points:

e Whether the HBEP is likely to conform with applicable federal, state, and SCAQMD
air quality laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (Title 20, California Code of
Regulations, section 1744 (b));

o Whether the HBEP is likely to cause significant air quality impacts, including new
violations of ambient air quality standards, or make substantial contributions to
existing violations of those standards (Title 20, California Code of Regulations,
section 1743); and

e Whether the mitigation measures proposed for the project are adequate to lessen
the potential impacts to a level of insignificance (Title 20, California Code of
Regulations, section 1742 (b)).

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS

The following federal, state, and local laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards
(LORS) and policies pertain to the control of criteria pollutant emissions and the
mitigation of air quality impacts. Staff's analysis describes or evaluates the project’s
compliance with these requirements, as in Air Quality Table 1.
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Air Quality Table 1

Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS)

Applicable LORS

Description

Federal

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Title 40 CFR Part 51
(New Source Review)

Requires new source review (NSR) facility permitting for construction or
modification of specified stationary sources. NSR applies to sources of
designated nonattainment pollutants. This requirement is addressed through
SCAQMD Regulation XIII.

Title 40 CFR Part 52
(Prevention of
Significant Deterioration
Program)

Requires prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) review and facility
permitting for construction of new or modified major stationary sources of
pollutants that occur at ambient concentrations that attain the NAAQS. A PSD
permit would be required for NO,, SO,, CO and PM10. HBEP would also be a
new major stationary source of GHG (exceeding 100,000 tons per year) which
requires a PSD permit for GHGs. The PSD program was initially within the
jurisdiction of the U.S. EPA. On January 9, 2013, SCAQMD became the agency
responsible for the issuance of GHG PSD permits for sources within the District.

Title 40 CFR Part 60,
Subpart Da

New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) for Steam Generators: for the fired
HRSGs greater than the 250 mmbtu/hr, the emission standards are NOx 0.2
Ibs/mmbtu, PM 0.015 Ibs/mmbtu, and SO, 0.2 Ibs/mmbtu.

Title 40 CFR Part 60,
Subpart KKKK

New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) for Stationary Combustion
Turbines: 15 parts per million (ppm) NOx at 15% O2 and fuel sulfur limit of
0.060 Ib SOx per million Btu heat input.

Title 40 CFR Part 64

Compliance Assurance Monitoring for emission units at major stationary
sources required to obtain a Title V permit. The turbines will be subject to
emission limits of NOx, CO, VOC, and PM10 if the emissions are greater than
the major source thresholds. Control systems are used for NOx, CO, and VOC,
but not PM10.

Title 40 CFR Part 72

Acid Rain Program. Requires reductions in NOx and SO, emissions,
implemented through the Title V program. Permitting and enforcement are
delegated to SCAQMD.

State

California Air Resources Board and Energy Commission

California Health &
Safety Code (H&SC)
§41700

(Nuisance Regulation)

Prohibits discharge of such quantities of air contaminants that cause injury,
detriment, nuisance, or annoyance.

H&SC §40910-40930

Permitting of source needs to be consistent with approved clean air plan.

California Public
Resources Code
§25523(a); 20 CCR
§1752, 2300-2309 (CEC
& CARB Memorandum
of Understanding)

Requires that Energy Commission decision on AFC include requirements to
assure protection of environmental quality.

HSC Sections 21080,
39619.8,
40440.14 (AB1318)

Requires the executive officer of the SCAQMD, upon making a specified finding,
to transfer emission reduction credits for certain pollutants from the SCAQMD's
internal emission credit accounts to eligible electrical generating facilities.

Local

South Coast Air Quality Management District

Regulation Il — Permits

This regulation sets forth the regulatory framework of the application for
issuance of construction and operation permits for new, altered and existing
equipment.

Regulation IV —
Prohibitions

This regulation sets forth the restrictions for visible emissions, odor nuisance,
fugitive dust, various air emissions, and fuel contaminants. This regulation also
specifies additional performance standards for stationary gas turbines and other
internal combustion engines.
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Applicable LORS

Description

Regulation XIllI: New
Source Review

Establishes the pre-construction review requirements for new, modified or
relocated facilities to ensure that these facilities do not interfere with progress in
attainment of the national ambient air quality standards and that future
economic growth in the SCAQMD is not unnecessarily restricted. However, this
regulation does not apply to NOx or SOx emissions from certain sources, which
are addressed by Regulation XX (RECLAIM).

Regulation XVII:
Prevention of
Significant Deterioration

This regulation sets forth the preconstruction requirement for stationary sources
to ensure that the air quality in clean air areas does not significantly deteriorate
while maintaining a margin for future industrial growth.

Regulation XX:
Regional Clean Air
Incentives Market
(RECLAIM)

RECLAIM is designed to allow facilities flexibility in achieving emission reduction
requirements for NOx and SOx through controls, equipment modifications,
reformulated products, operational changes, shutdowns, other reasonable
mitigation measures or the purchase of excess emission reductions.

Regulation XXX: Title V
Permits

The Title V federal program is the air pollution control permit system required by
the federal Clean Air Act as amended in 1990. Regulation XXX defines the
permit application and issuance as well as compliance requirements associated
with the program. Any new or modified major source which qualifies as a Title V
facility must obtain a Title V permit prior to construction, operation or
modification of that source. Regulation XXX also integrates the Title V permit
with the RECLAIM program such that a project cannot proceed without both.

Regulation XXXI Acid

Title IV of the federal Clean Air Act provides for the issuance of acid rain permits

Rain Permits for qualifying facilities. Regulation XXXI integrates the Title V program with the
RECLAIM program. Regulation XXXI requires a subject facility to obtain
emission allowances for SOx emissions as well as monitoring SOx, NOx, and
carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions from the facility.

SETTING

METEOROLOGICAL CONDITIONS

The climate of the South Coast Air Basin (basin) is strongly influenced by local terrain
and geography. The basin is a coastal plain with connecting broad valleys and low hills,
bounded by the Pacific Ocean on the west, and relatively high mountains forming the
north, south, and east perimeters. The climate is mild, tempered by cool sea breezes
and is dominated by the semi-permanent high pressure of the eastern Pacific.

Across the 6,600-square-mile basin, there is little variation in the annual average
temperature of 62°F. However, the eastern portion of the basin (generally described as
the Inland Empire area), experiences greater variability in annual minimum and
maximum temperatures as this area is farther from the coast and the moderating effect
on climate from the ocean is weaker. All portions of the basin have recorded
temperatures well above 100°F. January is usually the coldest month, while the months
of July and August are usually the hottest. The maijority of the rainfall in the basin falls
during the period from November through April. Annual rainfall values range from
approximately 9 inches per year in Riverside, to 14 inches per year in downtown Los
Angeles. Monthly and annual rainfall totals can vary considerably from year to year.
Cloud cover, in the form of fog or low stratus, is often caused by persistent low
inversions and the cool coastal ocean water. Downtown Los Angeles experiences
sunshine approximately 73 percent of the time during daylight hours, while the inland
areas experience a slightly higher amount of sunshine, and the coastal areas a slightly
lower value (WRCC 2013).

AIR QUALITY
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Wind and sunlight affect dispersion of onsite air pollutant emissions and the transport of
air pollution to and from the site. Wind roses and wind frequency distribution data
collected at John Wayne Airport station were provided by the applicant (HBEP 2013kk).
The most predominant annual wind direction at this monitoring site is from the
southwest. There are also less frequent southeast winds occurring all year around. The
annual calm wind is about 22 percent and the annual average speed is 1.67
meters/second (m/s).

Along with the wind flow, atmospheric stability and mixing heights are important factors
in the determination of pollutant dispersion. Atmospheric stability reflects the amount of
atmospheric turbulence and mixing. In general, the less stable an atmosphere, the
greater the turbulence, which results in more mixing and better dispersion. The mixing
height, measured from the ground upward, is the height of the atmospheric layer in
which convection and mechanical turbulence promote mixing. Good ventilation results
from a high mixing height and at least moderate wind speeds within the mixing layer. In
general, mixing is more limited at night and in the winter in the basin when there is a
higher potential for lower level inversion layers being present along with low speed
surface winds.

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and the California Air
Resource Board (ARB) have both established allowable maximum ambient
concentrations of criteria air pollutants. These are based upon public health impacts and
are called ambient air quality standards. The California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(CAAQS), established by ARB, are typically lower (more stringent) than the federally
established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

Ambient air quality standards are designed to protect people who are most susceptible
to respiratory distress such as asthmatics, the elderly, very young children, people
already weakened by other disease or iliness, and people engaged in strenuous work or
exercise. The ambient air quality standards are also set to protect public welfare,
including protection against decreased visibility and damage to animals, crops,
vegetation, and buildings.

Current state and federal ambient air quality standards are listed in Air Quality Table 2.
The averaging time for the various ambient air quality standards (the duration over
which all measurements taken are averaged) ranges from one hour to one year. The
standards are read as a concentration, in parts per million (ppm), parts per billion (ppb),
or as a weighted mass of material per unit volume of air, in milligrams (mg or 10~ g) or
micrograms (ug or 10°° g) of pollutant in a cubic meter (m®) of ambient air, drawn over
the applicable averaging period.
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EXISTING AMBIENT AIR QUALITY

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), California Air Resource Board
(ARB), and the local air district classify an area as attainment, unclassified, or
nonattainment, depending on whether or not the monitored ambient air quality data
show compliance, insufficient data is available, or non-compliance with the ambient air
quality standards, respectively. The HBEP project site is located within the South Coast
Air Basin and within the SCAQMD. The federal and state attainment status of criteria
pollutants in the SCAQMD are summarized in Air Quality Table 3.

Meteorological data from the John Wayne Airport station was used for air quality
modeling to determine the project impacts. Although the operating monitoring station
closest to the proposed site is North Coastal Orange County station (also called the
Costa Mesa station), the data from the John Wayne Airport station is more appropriate
because of the following factors: 1) surface characteristics at John Wayne Airport are
more similar to the project site, 2) John Wayne Airport data are more current, 3) John
Wayne Airport has fewer missing data points and 4) the Costa Mesa data provide
inconsistent results because the calm winds percentage varies from 0 percent to 38
percent depending on data processing methods. Background concentrations of Og,
NO,, SOz, and CO were determined using North Coastal Orange County monitoring
station data, located about 3.5 miles northeast from the project site. Ambient
concentrations of PM10 and PM2.5 are collected from Long Beach station,
approximately 17 miles to the northwest of the project site.

Air Quality Table 2
Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Averaging Time Federal Standardd _ California Standard3
8 Hour 0.075 ppm (147 pug/m”) 0.070 ppm (137 pg/m)
Ozone (O3) 1 Hour — 0.09 ppm (180 ug/m°)
Carbon Monoxide 8 Hour 9 ppm (10 mg/m®) 9 ppm (10 mg/m°)
(CO) 1 Hour 35 ppm (40 mg/m°) 20 ppm (23 mg/m®)
Nitrogen Dioxide Annual 53 ppb (100 ug/m®) 0.030 ppm (57 ug/m°)
(NO2) 1 Hour 100 ppb (188 pg/m°)° 0.18 ppm (339 ug/m°)
24 Hour — 0.04 ppm (105 ug/m°)
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 3 Hour 0.5 ppm (1300 ug/m°) —
1 Hour 75 ppb (196 pg/m°)° 0.25 ppm (655 ug/m°)
Respirable Particulate Annual — 20 pg/m®
Matter (PM10) 24 Hour 150 ug/m° 50 yg/m°
Fine Particulate Annual 12 ug/m° 12 ug/m°®
Matter (PM2.5) 24 Hour 35 uyg/m® ° —
Sulfates (SO4) 24 Hour — 25 pg/m°
Lead 30 Day Average — 1.5 pg/m°
Rolling 3-Month Average 1.5 pg/m° —
Hydrogen Sulfide (H,S) 1 Hour — 0.03 ppm (42 pg/m°)
M 'h”%'rgqufj) 24 Hour — 0.01 ppm (26 pg/m?)
In sufficient amount to produce an
Visibility Reducing 8 Hour . extinction coefficient of 0.23 per

Particulates

kilometer due to particles when the
relative humidity is less than 70%.

Source: ARB 2013a, EPA 2013a
Note: # Fourth- highest maximum 8 — hour concentration, averaged over 3 years.
b gg™" percentile of daily maximum value, averaged over 3 years
¢ 99" percentile of daily maximum value, averaged over 3 years
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AIR QUALITY Table 3
Attainment Status of South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)

Pollutants Attainment Status
Federal Classification State Classification
Ozone (1-hr) No Federal Standard Nonattainment
Ozone (8-hr) Nonattainment Nonattainment
CcO Attainment Attainment
NO, Unclassified/Attainment Nonattainment
SO, Attainment Attainment
PM10 Attainment Nonattainment
PM2.5 Nonattainment Nonattainment
Lead Attainment Attainment

Source: ARB 2013b, EPA 2013b.

Nonattainment Criteria Pollutants

Air Quality Table 4 summarizes the existing ambient monitoring data for nonattainment
criteria pollutants (nitrogen dioxide, ozone and particulate matter) collected from 2007 to
2012 by ARB and SCAQMD from monitoring stations near the project site. Data in this
table that are marked in bold and shaded indicate that the most-stringent current
standard was exceeded during that period. Note that an exceedance is not necessarily
a violation of the standard, and that only persistent exceedances lead to designation of
an area as nonattainment.

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,)

Nitrogen oxides (NOx) include nitric oxide (NO) and nitrogen dioxide (NO,).
Approximately 75 to 90 percent of the NOx emitted from combustion sources is NO. NO
is oxidized in the atmosphere to NO, by oxygen and ozone. High ambient
concentrations of NO, usually occur during the fall when atmospheric conditions tend to
trap ground-level emissions but lack significant photochemical activity due to less
sunlight. In the summer, the conversion rates of NO to NO; are high, but the relatively
high temperatures and windy conditions (atmospheric unstable conditions) generally
disperse pollutants and also engage NO in reactions with VOCs to form ozone. The
formation of NO in the presence of ozone is according to the following reaction:

NO + O3 = NOs + O,

Urban areas typically have high daytime ozone concentrations that drop substantially at
night as the above reaction takes place, and ozone scavenges the available NO. If
ozone is unavailable to oxidize the NO, less NO, will form because the reaction is
“ozone-limited.” This reaction explains why, in urban areas, ground-level ozone
concentrations drop at night, while aloft and in downwind rural areas (without sources of
fresh NO emissions), nighttime ozone concentrations can remain relatively high.
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Air Quality Table 4
Nonattainment Criteria Pollutants Concentrations, 2007-2012 (ppm or ug/m°)

Pollutant A"ﬁ;g;"g 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
NO, (ppm) 1 hour 0.07 | 008 | 007 | 0.07 | 0.06 | 0.074
NO, (ppm) Federal 1 hour| 0.06 - 0.057 | 0.056 | 0.053 | 0.05
NO, (ppm) Annual 0.013 | 0.013 | 0.013 | 0.011 | 0.01 0.01
Ozone (ppm) 1 hour 0.082 | 0.094 | 0.087 | 0.097 | 0.093 | 0.090
Ozone (ppm) 8 hour 0.072 | 0.079 | 0.075 | 0.076 | 0.077 | 0.076
PM10 (ug/m°) 24 hour 75 62 62 44 43 45
PM10 (pg/m°) Annual 30.2 | 29.1 30.5 22 242 | 233
PM2.5° (ug/m’) 24 hour 408 | 389 | 342 | 283 | 278 | 264
PM2.5 (ug/m°) Annual 14.6 | 14.2 13 10.5 11.0 10.4

Source: SCAQMD 2013d, ARB 2013c, EPA 2013c.
Note: @ The 24-hour PM 2.5 concentrations are the 98" percentile highest daily 24-hour average PM2.5 concentrations during that
year.

The U.S. EPA implemented a new 1-hour NO, standard of 0.1 ppm, which became
effective on April 12, 2010. The new standard is expressed as a 3-year average of the
98" percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour concentration (i.e., the 8" highest of daily
highest 1-hour concentrations). Air Quality Table 4 shows the maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations at the Costa Mesa station. Data from 2007 to 2012 show that NO,
concentrations measured at this station have never exceeded either the federal or state
standards. The SCAQMD is currently designated as unclassified for federal NO,
standard but nonattainment for the state NO, standard.

Ozone

Ozone is not directly emitted from stationary or mobile sources. It is a secondary
pollutant formed through complex chemical reactions between nitrogen oxides (NOXx)
and volatile organic compounds (VOC). Ozone formation is highest in the summer and
fall when abundant sunshine and high temperatures trigger the necessary
photochemical reactions, and lowest in the winter. The days with the highest ozone
concentrations in this region commonly occur between May and October. The SCAQMD
is classified as a nonattainment area with respect to both state and national ambient air
quality standards for ozone.

Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10)

PM10 is a mixture of small solid particles and liquid droplets with a size less than or
equal to 10 microns diameter. PM10 can be emitted directly or it can be formed many
miles downwind from emission sources when various precursor pollutants interact in the
atmosphere. Gaseous emissions of pollutants like NOx, SOx and VOC from turbines,
and ammonia from NOx control equipment, given the right meteorological conditions,
can form particulate matter in the form of nitrates (NO3), sulfates (SO4), and organic
particles. These pollutants are known as secondary particulates, because they are not
directly emitted but are formed through complex chemical reactions in the atmosphere.
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PM nitrate (mainly ammonium nitrate) is formed in the atmosphere from the reaction of
nitric acid and ammonia. Nitric acid in turn originates from NOx emissions from
combustion sources. The nitrate ion concentrations during the wintertime are a
significant portion of the total PM10, and an even higher contributor to particulate matter
of less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5), described more fully below. The nitrate ion is only a
portion of the PM nitrate, which can be in the form of ammonium nitrate (ammonium
plus nitrate ions) or sodium nitrate.

As shown in Air Quality Table 4, the federal 24-hour PM10 standard of 150 pg/m® has
never been exceeded at the stations near the project site from 2007 through 2012.
However, the CAAQS 24-hour standard of 50 pg/m® has been exceeded during 2007-
2009 period. The maximum 24-hour concentration recorded during the analysis period
was 75 ug/m?® in 2007. The maximum annual concentration was 30.5 ug/m?® in 2009.
The SCAQMD is characterized as attainment for federal PM10 standard but
nonattainment for state PM10 standard.

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)

PM2.5 refers to particles and droplets with a diameter less than or equal to 2.5 microns.
PM 2.5 is believed to pose a greater health risk than PM10 because it can lodge deeply
into the lungs due to the small size. PM2.5 includes nitrates, sulfates, organic carbon
and elemental carbon, which mainly result from combustion and atmospheric reactions.
Almost all combustion-related particles, including those from wood smoke and cooking,
are smaller than 2.5 microns. Nitrate and sulfate particles are formed through complex
chemical reactions in the atmosphere. Particulate nitrate (mainly ammonium nitrate) is
formed in the atmosphere from the reaction of nitric acid and ammonia. Nitric acid in
turn originates from NOx emissions from combustion sources. The nitrate ion
concentrations during the winter make up a large portion of the total PM2.5.

Air Quality Table 4 summarizes the ambient PM2.5 data collected from the Long
Beach station. The national 24-hour average NAAQS is met if the 3-year average of the
98" percentile concentration is 35 pg/m3 or lower. This threshold was exceeded in 2007
and 2008 with the maximum values of 40.8 and 38.9 ug/m®. The annual arithmetic
means during the 2007-2012 period are below the federal standard of 15 pg/m?, but
exceed the state standard of 12 pug/m? in several years. For purpose of state and federal
air quality planning and permitting, the SCAQMD is nonattainment with both federal and
state PM2.5 standard.

Attainment Criteria Pollutants

Carbon Monoxide

Carbon monoxide (CO) is a product of incomplete combustion due to the insufficiency of
oxygen content at the point of combustion. Mobile sources are the main sources of CO
emissions. Ambient concentrations of CO are highly dependent on motor vehicle
activity. CO is a local pollutant, with high concentrations usually found near the emission
sources. The highest CO concentrations occur during rush hour traffic in the mornings
and afternoons. Ambient CO concentrations attain the air quality standards due to two
statewide programs: 1) the 1992 wintertime oxygenated gasoline program, and 2)
Phase | and Il of the reformulated gasoline program. New vehicles with oxygen sensors
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and fuel injection systems have also contributed to reduced CO emissions. Air Quality
Table 5 shows the maximum 1-hour and 8-hour CO concentrations at the Costa
Mesa/North Coastal Orange County station. These values are well below respective
ambient air quality standards.

AIR QUALITY Table 5
Attainment Criteria Pollutants Concentrations, 2007-2012 (ppm)
Pollutants A"?ﬁg“g 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
cO 1 hour 5 3 3 2 3 2.1
cO 8 hours 3.1 2 2.2 2.1 2.2 1.7
SO, State 1 hour | 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.008 | 0.006
Federal 1 hour
SO, (99" - - 0.004 | 0.002 | 0.005 | 0.002
Percentile)
SO, 24 hours 0.004 | 0.003 | 0.004 | 0.002 | 0.001 0.001

Source: SCAQMD 2013d, ARB 2013c, EPA 2013c.

Sulfur Dioxide

Sulfur dioxide is typically emitted as a result of the combustion of fuels containing sulfur.
This proposed project would use natural gas, which contains very little sulfur and
consequently has very low SO, emissions when burned. By contrast, fuels with high
sulfur content, such as coal, emit very large amounts of SO, when burned. Sources of
SO, emissions come from every economic sector and include a wide variety of fuels in
gaseous, liquid and solid forms. The whole state is designated attainment for all state
and federal SO, ambient air quality standards. See Air Quality Table 5 for maximum 1-
hour, federal 1-hour, and 24-hour SO, concentrations at the Costa Mesa station.

Summary of Existing Ambient Air Quality

In summary, staff recommends using the background ambient air quality concentrations
in Air Quality Table 6 as the baseline for the modeling and impacts analysis. The
highest criteria pollutant concentrations from the last three years of available data
collected at the monitoring stations are used to determine the recommended
background values. Concentrations in excess of their ambient air quality standard are
shown in bold and shaded.

The pollutant modeling analysis was limited to the pollutants listed in Air Quality Table
6. Therefore recommended background concentrations were not determined for the
other criteria pollutants (ozone, lead, visibility, etc.).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROPOSED EMISSIONS

The proposed HBEP would consist of two three-on-one combined-cycle power blocks.
The new stationary sources of emissions in each power block would be three Mitsubishi
Power Systems Americas (MPSA) 501DA combustion turbine generators (CTG),
coupled with one steam turbine, and an air cooled condenser (HBEP 2012a).

Separate emissions estimates for the proposed project during the construction phase,
initial commissioning, and operation are each described next.
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PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Construction of the HBEP is expected to take about 90 months, which includes
demolition of existing structures and construction of the new electrical generating
components. The construction of the HBEP would require removal of the existing
Huntington Beach Generating Station’s Units 1 through 5. The duration and complexity
of construction activities are due in part to the desire of the project owner and the
California Independent System Operator to have continuity of generation and/or reactive
power from the site. Therefore, there would be concurrent operation, demolition,
commissioning and construction activities throughout the construction period.

Staff-Recommended Background Concentrations (ug/m°)

Air Quality Table 6

Pollutant Averaging Time Background SLtI;I:iI:% Psi;%e dn;rgf

24 hour 45 50 90
PM10 Annual 24.2 20 121
24 hour 28.3 35 81

PM2.5 Annual 11.0 12 92
co 1 hour 3,450 23,000 15
8 hour 2,444 10,000 24

State 1 hour 139 339 41

NO, Federal 1 hour 105 188 56
Annual 21 57 37

1 hour 26 655 4

SO, Federal 1 hour 13 196 7
24 hour 5 105 5

Source: SCAQMD 2013d, ARB 2013c, EPA 2013c and independent staff analysis.
Note: An exceedance is not necessarily a violation of the standard, and that only persistent exceedances lead to
designation of an area as nonattainment.

Onsite demolition activities would include the demolition of Units 1, 2 and 5. Demolition
of existing Units 3 and 4 is not part of the HBEP project definition because it is part of
the Huntington Beach Modernization Project and demolition of Units 3 and 4 were
approved as part of that project. However, demolition of these two units is included as
part of the cumulative impact assessment for HBEP. Demolition of existing Unit 5
includes removal of the non-operational Unit 5 peaker unit, the buildings and small
tanks associated with Unit 5, and a fuel oil storage tank. Demolition of existing Units 1
and 2 would include an organized, top down dismantling of the existing boiler units,
generator, and the common stack. Onsite construction activities would consist of
installing six new combined cycle gas turbines, various auxiliary equipment, and
administrative structures.
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During the construction period, air emissions would be generated from: 1) vehicle and
construction equipment exhaust; 2) fugitive dust from vehicle and construction
equipment, including grading and bulldozing during construction of HBEP Block 1 and
Block 2; and 3) fugitive dust from demolition activities such as the top-down removal of
the Unit 1 and 2 common boiler stack and loading waste haul trucks with the generated
debris. Construction activities would be scheduled as 10 hours per day, 23 days per
month (HBEP2012a).

Estimates for the highest daily emissions and total annual emissions over the 90-month
construction period are shown in Air Quality Table 7. The maximum daily emissions
and monthly emissions are reported during the overlap of Block 1 and Block 2
construction, which is between month 36 to month 45.

Air Quality Table 7
HBEP, Estimated Maximum Construction Emissions

Construction Activity NOx vVOC PM10 PM2.5 co SOx
Maximum Daily Construction 795 12.7 17.0 754 88.1 0.20
Emissions (lbs/day)

Maximum Monthly Construction 1829 291 306 | 17332 | 2026 456
Emissions (Ibs/month)
Peak Annual Construction 8.6 1.3 1.88 0.72 9.1 0.02
Emissions (tons/year)

Source: HBEP2014e.
Note: Different activities have maximum emissions at different times during the construction period; therefore, total maximum daily,
monthly, and annual emissions might be different from the summation of emissions from individual activities.

Proposed Initial Commissioning Emissions

New electrical generation facilities must go through initial commissioning phases before
becoming commercially available to generate electricity. The commissioning period
begins when the turbines are prepared for first fire and ends upon successful
completion of initial performance testing. During this period, initial firing causes greater
NOx and CO emissions than those that occur during normal operations because of the
need to tune the combustor, conduct numerous startups and shutdowns, operate under
low loads, and conduct testing before emission control systems are functioning or fine-
tuned for optimum performance. Gas turbine suppliers can have different
commissioning period requirements.

The applicant expects the total duration of the commissioning period for each block to
be up to 180 days. Each turbine needs up to 491 hours of operation to accomplish the
various commissioning activities. Air Quality Table 8 presents the applicant’s
anticipated maximum commissioning emissions of criteria pollutants for the turbines.
Maximum hourly emissions for NOx and CO would occur during steam blow phases.
Maximum hourly emissions for VOC would occur in CTG Testing phases (full speed, no
load). Although NOx, CO and VOC emissions exceed operating condition emissions
during commissioning, emission rates for PM and SOx during initial commissioning are
not expected to be higher than normal operating emissions. This is because PM and
SOx emissions are proportional to fuel use.
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Air Quality Table 8
HBEP, Maximum Initial Gas Turbine Commissioning Emissions

Commissioning Source NOx vVOC PM10/ co Sox®
PM2.5

Each CTG (Ib/hr) 109.7 383.8 9.5 3,169 2.78

Eac_;h CTG (tons/commissioning 4.1 7 15 56 053

period)

Source: HBEP2012a, SCAQMD 2014a and independent staff analysis.
Note: ® Based upon 0.75 gr/100 scf; worst case, short-term sulfur content of natural gas.

Proposed Operation Emissions

Air Quality Tables 9 through 11 summarize the maximum (worst-case) criteria pollutant
hourly, daily and annual emissions associated with HBEP’s normal and routine
operation. Emissions for the combustion turbine system are based upon:

NOXx emissions are to be controlled to 2.0 parts per million by volume, dry basis
(ppmvd) corrected to 15 percent oxygen, averaged over any 1-hour period;

VOC emissions are to be controlled to 2.0 ppmvd with the use of good combustion
practices and an oxidation catalyst;

CO emissions are to be controlled to 2.0 ppmvd with the use of good combustion
practices and oxidation catalyst;

PM10/PM2.5 and SOx emissions are to be controlled to the minumum through the
exclusive use of natural gas, inlet air filtration and oxidation catalyst system; and

Average annual emissions are based on 5,900 hours of base load operation without
duct burner firing per turbine per year, 470 hours of base load operation with duct
burner firing per turbine per year, and 624 startups and shutdowns per turbine per
year. (SCAQMD 2014a)

Air Quality Table 9 lists the maximum hourly emissions from each CTG estimated by
the applicant. Emissions for NOx, CO, and VOC during startup and shutdown events
would have higher emissions than during normal operation. Therefore the maximum
hourly NOx, CO and VOC emissions are based on a turbine cold startup or shutdown.
Since PM10/PM2.5 and SOx emissions are proportional to fuel use, PM10/PM2.5 and
SOx have higher emissions rates during full-load operation. Therefore the maximum
hourly PM10/PM2.5 and SOx emissions are based on each turbine operating at full load
with duct burners firing at 32°F ambient temperature.

Air Quality Table 9

HBEP, Maximum Hourly Emissions Rates during Routine Operation (pounds per

hour [Ib/hr])
PM10/
Source NOx voC PM2.5 co SOx
Each CTG 25.5 31.8 9.5 115.3 2.78
Source: HBEP2012a, SCAQMD 2014a and independent staff analysis.
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Air Quality Table 10 lists maximum allowable daily emissions of the proposed HBEP.
Daily emissions are calculated for 3 typical operating scenarios. The first scenario
assumes 1 cold start up and shutdown in the day, and the remaining hours at full load,
with 5 hours of duct firing. The second scenario assumes 1 cold start up, 3 hot starts, 4
shutdowns, and the remaining hours at full load, with 5 hours of duct firing and 30
minutes of downtime between each hot start. The third scenario assumes 24 hours at
full load operation with 5 hours of duct firing. The maximum allowable daily emissions
will be the maximum emissions of these three scenarios. These operating scenarios are
used in the revised PDOC page 89 to derive an expected range of daily emissions.

Air Quality Table 10
HBEP, Maximum Daily Emissions during Routine Operation (pounds per day

[Ib/day])
Source 3;“2?::;’)" NOXx voc P co SOx
Scenario 1
Cold Start 1.5 172.2 167.4 40.5 695.4 18.72
Normal Operation
(include 5 hrs duct 22.33 1587.78 548.1 752.94 966.66 299.7
burning)
Shutdown 0.17 54 186 4.5 271.8 1.98
Total 24 1813.98 901.5 797.94 1933.26 3204
Scenario 2
Cold Start 1.5 172.2 167.4 40.5 695.4 18.72
Normal Operation
(includes 5 hrs -duct 18.7 1348.2 465.36 654.9 820.74 254.4
burning)
Shutdown (4) 2.72 216 744 18 1087.2 7.92
Downtime 1.5 0 0 0 0 0
Hotstart (3) 1.62 298.8 367.2 43.92 604.8 20.34
Total 24 2035.2 1743.96 757.32 3208.14 301.38
Scenario 3
Normal Operation
(include 5 hrs duct 24 1698 586.2 798 1033.8 320.5
burning)
Maximum of Three Scenarios
Maximum Facility
Total (Six Turbines) 2,035 1,744 798 3,208 321

Source: HBEP2012a, SCAQMD 2014a and independent staff analysis.

Air Quality Table 11 lists maximum potential annual emissions from the proposed
project, based on applicant and district calculations reviewed by staff. The operating
profile includes 5,900 hours normal operation without duct burner firing, 470 hours
normal operation with duct burner firing, and 624 startups and shutdowns (including 24
cold startups for 36 hours, 150 warm startups for 81.3 hours, 450 hot startups for 243.8
hours and 624 shutdowns for 104 hours) per year.
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AIR QUALITY Table 11
HBEP, Maximum Annual Emissions during Routine Operation (lbs/yr)

Source %::th)n NOx voC gm;f’é co SOx
Cold Starts 36 688.8 669.6 162 27816 | 74.88
Warm Starts 81.25 2490 3150 366 6900 169.5
Hot Starts 243.75 7470 9180 1098 15120 | 508.5
Shutdowns 104 5616 19344 468 | 282672 | 205.02
Normal Operation 5900 60770 21240 | 26550 | 37170 3717
(no duct firing)

Normal Operation 470 6627 2303 4465 4042 408.9
(w/ duct firing)

Total (Each 6835 83661.8 | 55886.6 | 33109 | 94280.8 | 5084.7
Turbine)

Facility Total (Six

Turbines) 6835 251.0 167.7 99.3 282.8 15.3
(Tonsl/year)

Source: HBEP2012a, SCAQMD 2014a and independent staff analysis.

Ammonia Emissions

Ammonia (NHs) is injected into the flue gas stream as part of the selective catalytic
reduction (SCR) system that controls NOx emissions. In the presence of the catalyst,
the ammonia and NOx react to form harmless elemental nitrogen and water vapor.
However, not all of the ammonia reacts with the flue gases to reduce NOx; a portion of
the ammonia passes through the SCR and is emitted unaltered from the stacks. These
ammonia emissions are known as ammonia slip.

The applicant reported that the maximum ammonia emission of MPSA 501DA turbine is
5 ppmvd @15 percent O, with or without duct burner firing (HBEP 2012a). The
SCAQMD also requires a maximum ammonia emissions rate of 5 ppm at 15 percent
oxygen by dry volume (ppmvd) in the flue gas (SCAQMD 2014a). Energy Commission
staff notes that control systems can be operated and maintained to routinely achieve
less than 5 ppmvd @15 percent O, for ammonia slip, as established in the Guidance for
Power Plant Siting (ARB 1999). Staff recommends that the Energy Commission impose
a 5 ppm at 15 percent oxygen by dry volume ammonia limit on this project.

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION

METHOD AND THRESHOLD FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

Staff characterizes air quality impacts as follows: all project emissions of nonattainment
criteria pollutants and their precursors (NOx, VOC, PM10, PM2.5, and SOx) are
considered significant and must be mitigated. For relatively short-term construction
activities that essentially cease before operation of the power plant, our assessment is
qualitative and mitigation consists of controlling construction equipment tailpipe
emissions and fugitive dust emissions to the maximum extent feasible. For operating
emissions, mitigation includes both the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and
emission reduction credits (ERC) or other valid emission reductions to mitigate
emissions of nonattainment criteria pollutants and their precursors.
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The ambient air quality standards used by staff as the basis for characterizing project
impacts are health-based standards established by the ARB and U.S. EPA. They are
set at levels that contain a margin of safety to adequately protect the health of all
people, including those most sensitive to adverse air quality impacts such as the elderly,
persons with existing illnesses, children, and infants.

DIRECT/INDIRECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

Ambient air quality impacts occur when project emissions cause the ambient
concentration of a pollutant to increase. Project-related emissions are the actual mass
of emitted pollutants, which are dispersed in the atmosphere before reaching the
ground. Analysis begins with quantifying the emissions, and then uses an atmospheric
dispersion model to determine the probable change in ground-level concentrations due
to the project.

Dispersion models complete the complex, repeated calculations that consider emissions
in the context of various ambient meteorological conditions, local terrain, and nearby
structures that affect air flow. For the HBEP, the surface meteorological data used as an
input to the dispersion model included five years (2008-2012) of meteorology data from
John Wayne Airport monitoring station.

The applicant conducted the air dispersion modeling based on guidance presented in
the Guideline on Air Quality Models (EPA, 2005) using the American Meteorological
Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model known as AERMOD
(version 12345). The U.S. EPA designates AERMOD as a “preferred” model for refined
modeling in all types of terrain. For determining NO, impacts of short-term emissions (1-
hour averaging period), NO, concentrations were determined using the Ambient Ratio
Method (ARM) with NO, to NO, ambient ratio of 0.8.

Project-related modeled concentrations were then added to highest background
concentrations to arrive at the total impact of the project even if they are not likely to
occur at the same time. The total impact is then compared with the ambient air quality
standards for each pollutant to determine whether the project’s emissions would either
cause a new violation of the ambient air quality standards or contribute to an existing
violation.

The federal 1-hour NO, and 24-hour PM2.5 standards are statistically based (i.e., the
three year average of the 98th percentile values cannot exceed the applicable limit). In
order to demonstrate compliance with these standards, the modeled impacts from the
project were added to hourly background concentrations conservatively derived from
the measured ambient background levels. The resulting impacts were then evaluated
following EPA guidance to demonstrate compliance with the statistical standard.

Construction Impacts and Mitigation

This section discusses the project’s direct construction ambient air quality impacts
assessed by the applicant and, as necessary, independently assessed by Energy
Commission staff. The ambient air quality impacts are modeled using AERMOD.
Construction modeling for HBEP used five years of meteorological data (2008-2012
from John Wayne Airport station) prepared by SCAQMD.
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Air Quality Table 12 summarizes the results of the modeling analysis for construction
activities. The total impact is the sum of the existing background condition plus the
maximum impact predicted by the modeling analysis for project activity. The values in
bold and shaded in the Total Impact and Background columns represent the values that
either equal or exceed the relevant ambient air quality standard.

Air Quality Table 12
HBEP, Construction-Phase Maximum Impacts (pg/m®)

Averagin Modeled Limitin Percent of
Pollutant Tim% ’ Impact Background Total Standar% Standard
PM10 24 hour 14.6 45 59.6 50 119
Annual 2.31 24.2 26.5 20 133
24 hour? 4.71 28.3 33.0 35 94
PM2.5 Annual 1.32 11.0 12.3 12 103
co 1 hour 112 3,450 3,562 23,000 15
8 hour 93.2 2,444 2,537.2 10,000 25
State 1 hour 91.7 139 230.7 339 68
NO," Federal 1 hour® - - 183 188 97
Annual 7.33 21 28.33 57 50
State 1 hour 0.22 26 26.22 655 4
SO, Federal 1 hour® 0.22 13 13.22 196 7
24 hour 0.04 5 5.04 105 5

Source: HBEP 2014a and 2014e with independent staff analysis.
@ Total predicted concentration for the federal 24-hour PM2.5 standard is the maximum modeled concentration combined with the 3-
Zear average of 98" percentile background concentrations.

The maximum 1-hour and annual NO, concentrations include ambient NO, ratios of 0.80 and 0.75 respectively.
° Total predicted concentration for the federal 1-hour NO, standard is the maximum modeled concentration paired with the 3-year
average of 98" percentile seasonal hourly background concentrations.
¢ Total predicted concentration for the federal 1-hour SO, standard is the maximum modeled concentration combined with the 3-
year average of 99" percentile background concentrations.

Air Quality Table 12 shows that PM10 and PM2.5 emissions from construction would
cause new exceedances or contribute to existing violations of PM10 and PM2.5 ambient
air quality standards except of the 24-hour PM2.5 standard. Therefore, staff believes
that particulate matter emissions from construction would cause a significant impact
over the construction period. Those emissions can and should be mitigated to a level of
insignificance. However, the modeling shows that the maximum PM10 and PM2.5
concentrations would remain near the project boundary, which is mostly industrialized
land where the public has no access. Significant secondary impacts would also occur
for PM10, PM2.5, and ozone because construction-phase emissions of particulate
matter precursors (including SOx) and ozone precursors (NOx and VOC) would also
contribute to existing violations of these standards.
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As shown in Air Quality Table 12, background ambient air quality levels exceed the
most restrictive annual PM10 standard of 20 ug/m?® while the 24-hour PM10 standard
and both the annual and 24-hour PM2.5 ambient background levels are close to their
respective standards. Staff has worked diligently with the applicant to reduce the
modeled construction impacts, including using more updated meteorological data,
refining emissions calculations and the modeling, especially for PM10 and PM2.5. Air
Quality Table 13 shows the history of the construction modeling revisions. Although the
latest modeling results (dated 04/2014) show that the project would still cause the
annual PM2.5 standard and the 24-hour PM10 standard to become exceeded and
contribute to the existing violation of the annual PM10 standard, the modeling results
have been improved significantly from those in the original AFC.

To determine worst-case impacts for both 24-hour and annual averages, the modeling
assumes that the maximum emission rates occur during the entire 90-month
construction period. However, maximum emissions are only expected to occur over a
relatively short portion of the 90-month construction period. In order to estimate typical
construction impacts for PM10 and PM2.5, staff calculated the emission rates for each
month of construction to show monthly variations, since modeled impacts are
proportional to the emission rates. Air Quality Figure 1a shows expected PM10
emissions rates for each month of the 90-month construction period. Air Quality Figure
1b shows expected PM2.5 emissions rates over the same period. The dotted line in
each figure represents the emission rate above which the modeled impacts would
exceed the corresponding air quality standard, called the “significant level” in the
legend.

Since the annual PM10 background concentration is already above the standard, PM10
emissions from the project would not cause a new exceedance but would contribute to
existing violations of this standard. Therefore, no significant level for annual PM10 is
identified in that figure. As shown in Air Quality Figure 1a, 24-hour PM10 emission
rates are above the significant level during about % of the entire construction period.
Therefore, PM10 emissions could cause exceedances of the 24-hour standard and thus
create significant impacts during most of the 90-month construction period.

The anticipated PM2.5 emission rates are shown in Air Quality Figure 1b. Since the
24-hour PM2.5 impacts are below the standard, 24-hour PM2.5 emission rates are
below the significance level during the entire construction period. The annual PM2.5
emission rates, when added to relatively high annual background levels at the site,
would lead to impacts that would be above the annual standard during months 1 to 15
and months 29 to 37. PM2.5 emissions will create significant impacts during months
identified above (total exceedance is about two years spread over about 37 months).

As shown in Air Quality Table 12, the direct impacts of NO; in conjunction with worst-
case background conditions, would not create a new exceedance of the current annual
or 1-hour NO; state ambient air quality standard. Compliance with the new federal 1-
hour NO; standard, which is averaged over three years, is also evaluated because the
construction is expected to last 90 months (7.5 years). The direct impacts of CO and
SO, would not be significant because construction of the project would neither cause
nor contribute to an exceedance of these standards.
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Air Quality Figure 1a
HBEP, Worst Case Estimated Construction-Phase PM10 Emission Rates (Ibs/hr)
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Source: Table 5.1A 46R, HBEP 2014e, with independent staff analysis.

Note: Worst case emission rates for the 24-hour case are calculated from the worst daily emissions of the month divided by 24
hours/day. Worst case emission rates for the annual case are calculated from the rolling maximum yearly emissions divided by
8,760 hours/year.
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Air Quality Figure 1b
HBEP, Worst Case Estimated Construction-Phase PM2.5 Emission Rates (Ibs/hr)
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Source: Table 5.1A 46R, HBEP 2014e, with independent staff analysis.

Note: Worst case emission rates for the 24-hour case are calculated from the worst daily emissions of the month divided
by 24 hours/day. Worst case emission rates for the annual case are calculated from the rolling maximum yearly
emissions divided by 8,760 hours/year.

Construction Mitigation

The applicant proposes the following mitigation measures to reduce the exhaust
emissions from the diesel heavy equipment and fugitive dust emissions during the
construction of the project:

e Watering unpaved roads and disturbed areas
e Limiting onsite vehicle speeds to 10 mph and post the speed limit

e Frequent watering during periods of high winds when excavation/grading is
occurring

e Sweeping onsite paved roads and entrance roads on an as-needed basis
e Replacing ground cover in disturbed areas as soon as practical
e Covering truck loads when hauling material that could be entrained during transit

e Applying dust suppressants or covers to soil stockpiles and disturbed areas when
inactive for more than 2 weeks

e Using ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel (15 ppm sulfur) in all diesel-fueled equipment
e Use of Tier Ill construction equipment where feasible
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e Maintaining all diesel-fueled equipment per manufacturer's recommendations to
reduce tailpipe emissions

e Limiting diesel heavy equipment idling to less than 5 minutes, to the extent practical
e Using electric motors for construction equipment to the extent feasible.

Since the latest modeling results in Air Quality Table 13 still show that PM10 and PM2.5
impacts during the approximately 7.5-year project construction period would cause
exceedances of health-based ambient air quality standards and because staff
determined that these impacts would be significant, staff recommended that additional
mitigation measures need to be employed to further reduced construction period
emissions and potential impacts. Based on staff's recommendation, the applicant has
recently proposed to sweep roadways in the project vicinity during the construction
period with SCAQMD-certified street sweepers. The applicant assumed that only the
Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) would be swept and estimated the number of miles where
sweeping would be required to mitigate the construction impacts. This mileage was
calculated from the amount of emissions reduction required to get PM10 below the 24-
hour standard (the annual PM10 standard is already exceeded by high background
values), the control efficiency achieved by sweeping once per month, fugitive dust
emission factors for paved roads, and daily vehicle traffic volume on the PCH. PM2.5
mileage was also computed but the result was a shorter distance and the PM10
distance is controlling.

The amount of PM10 emission reduction required was based on the estimated
maximum daily emission rate resulting in a 24-hour modeled impact that, when
combined with the background concentration of 45 pg/m*, would be less than the most
restrictive 24-hour PM10 standard. The amount of PM2.5 emission reduction required
was based on the estimated maximum annual emission rate resulting in an annual
modeled impact that, when combined with the background concentration of 11.0 ug/m?,
would be less than the most restrictive annual PM2.5 standard.

The calculated emission reduction required is 8.26 Ibs/day for PM10 and 0.79 Ibs/day
for PM2.5. The corresponding sweeping miles to achieve these emission reductions are
3.34 miles for PM10 and 1.28 miles for PM2.5. Therefore the applicant proposes to
sweep the PCH 3.5 miles once per month for the duration of the construction period.
The effect of this additional mitigation would be to further reduce project impacts during
construction.
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Air Quality Table 13

HBEP, Modeled Project Construction Impacts Revisions (g/m?)

Modeled Modeled Modeled Modeled Modeled
Pollutant | Averaging Time Impact® Impact® Impact® Impact® Impact®’
(06/2012) (03/2013) | (11//2013) | (01/2014) (04/2014)
PM10 24 hour 333 218 72.8 35.8 14.6
Annual 121 34.8 14.6 9.75 2.31
PM2.5 24 hour 84.0 48.2 15.5 11.0 4.71
) Annual 31.1 11.0 3.72 2.71 1.32
co 1 hour 2,289 85.9 112 112 -
8 hour 1,404 76.2 93.2 93.2 -
State 1 hour 591 69.5 91.7 91.7 -
NO, Federal 1 hour 591 69.5 183 183 -
Annual 155 6.71 7.33 7.33 -
State 1 hour 4.74 0.16 0.22 0.22 -
SO, Federal 1 hour 4.74 0.16 0.22 0.22 -
24 hour 0.836 0.04 0.04 0.04 -

Notes: HBEP 2012a —Values shown in the original AFC
® HBEP 20130 —Values revised due to improved emissions controls
° HBEP 2013kk—Values further revised using updated meteorology data and additional emissions controls.
¢ HBEP 2014a—Values further revised using new meteorology data (HBEP 2013kk), improved emissions controls and
updated emissions factors.
¢ HBEP 2014e—Values once again revised using improved emissions controls and updated emissions factors.
"Values used in Air Quality Table 12.

Adequacy of Proposed Mitigation

Staff generally concurs with the applicant’s proposed mitigation measures, which mirror
many of the staff's mitigation recommendations from previous siting cases. However,
staff incorporates additional off-road equipment mitigation measures in staff-proposed
conditions beyond those proposed by the applicant to implement all current staff
recommendations used for other power plant projects.

Staff also agrees that the recently-proposed street sweeper or program is an effective
way to further mitigate the PM impacts during the extended construction period. To
implement this measure, staff proposes that the Energy Commission requires the
applicant to develop and provide a street sweeping mitigation plan prior to initiating
construction that details the sweeping program and provide the records of the operation
of the sweeping program in Monthly Compliance Reports. While time does not allow
the details of this plan to be developed at this time, staff believes the plan can rely on
performance standards to achieve the needed emission reductions. For example, the
plan would lay out how the applicant would obtain agreements from Caltrans or cities so
they could safely sweep the PCH or other proposed roads in the vicinity of the project.

Staff Proposed Mitigation

Additional measures recommended by staff would reduce construction-phase impacts
by further limiting construction emissions of particulate matter and combustion
contaminants. Staff believes that the variable nature of construction activities warrants a
qualitative approach to evaluation of the effectiveness of this additional mitigation.
Construction emissions and the effectiveness of mitigation varies widely depending on
variable levels of activity, the timing of specific work taking place, the specific
equipment, soil conditions, weather conditions, and other factors, making precise
quantification of emissions and air quality impacts difficult. Despite this uncertainty,
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there are a number of feasible control measures that can and should be implemented to
significantly reduce construction period emissions. Staff has determined that the use of
oxidizing soot filters is a viable emissions control technology for all heavy diesel-
powered construction equipment that does not use an ARB-certified low emission diesel
engine. In addition, staff proposes that, prior to the beginning of construction; the
applicant should provide an Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan (AQCMP) that
specifically identifies all mitigation measures used to limit air quality impacts during
construction.

Staff includes Conditions of Certification AQ-SC1 through AQ-SC5 to implement these
requirements. These conditions update the applicant’s proposed mitigation measures to
be consistent with the conditions of certification adopted in similar prior Energy
Commission licensing cases. Compliance with these conditions is expected to mitigate
air quality impacts to be less than significant during construction of the HBEP.

As proposed by the applicant, staff also includes Condition of Certification AQ-SC6 to
further mitigate the PM emissions by using a local street sweeping program during the
construction period. Staff concurs with the applicant that the construction emissions
required to be mitigated are 8.26 Ibs/day for PM10 and 0.79 Ibs/day for PM2.5.
However, since the streets to be swept are offsite, staff believes that an off-site offset
ratio of 1.2:1, which is typically used by SCAQMD, is more appropriate to be used to
determine the total emissions to mitigate. Staff is concerned that the sweeping of the
Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) may not be practical due to the high traffic volumes and
safety concerns. The local city streets in the project vicinity may be more suitable for the
street sweeping program. In addition, if the street sweeping is already routinely
performed on the nearby roads, some alternative approaches may be needed, such as
using new, or more efficient or lower-emitting street sweepers. The plan should also
include, but not limited to, the approval of sweeping from the control agency who is in
charge of the roads, the timing of sweeping to avoid other impacts (traffic, noise, etc),
the specifics of the type of street sweeper to be used, the traffic control and other
logistics necessary during the street sweeping, and water use requirements that may
affect this mitigation if a wet sweeper is used, especially in a severe drought. The
applicant proposed using the PCH for street sweeping, although they listed additional
roads that could be used and the associated traffic volumes. These may prove to be a
more effective option because they are closer to the construction zone. The applicant
should address all issues identified above in a construction period street sweeping PM
mitigation plan required by AQ-SC6. Staff believes that the significant PM impacts
during the construction can be reduced to less than significant by this street sweeping
program.

Operation Impacts and Mitigation

The following section discusses ambient air quality impacts that were estimated by the
applicant and subsequently evaluated by Energy Commission staff. The applicant
performed a number of direct impact modeling analyses for routine operations, including
modeling for impacts during commissioning activities.
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Routine Operation Impacts

A refined dispersion modeling analysis was performed by the applicant to identify off-
site criteria pollutant impacts that would occur from routine operational emissions
throughout the life of the project. The worst case 1-hour NO, and CO impacts reflect
startup impacts, and all other impacts reflect impacts that would occur during normal
operation. The modeled impacts are extremely conservative, since the maximum
impacts are evaluated under a combination of highest allowable emission rates, the
most extreme meteorological conditions, and worst case background values, which are
unlikely to all, occur simultaneously. Emissions rates are shown in Air Quality Tables 9
to 11. The predicted maximum concentrations of criteria pollutants are summarized in
Air Quality Table 14. The values shown in bold and shaded means they exceed
ambient air quality standards.

Air Quality Table 14
HBEP, Routine Operation Maximum Impacts (ug/m?)

:’ollutan Averaging Time Nllr?::gftd Background Total é‘t';'(t;:'% Psi:qe dn;rgf
PM10 24 hour 4.7 45 497 50 99
Annual 0.27 24.2 24.47 20 122
PM2.5 24 hour® 4.7 28.3 33.0 35 94
) Annual 0.27 11.0 11.27 12 94
co 1 hour 333 3,450 3,783 23,000 16
8 hour 78 2,444 2,522 10,000 25
State 1 hour 58.8 139 197.8 339 58
NO," Federal 1 hour® 58.8 105 163.8 188 87
Annual 0.5 21 215 57 38
State 1 hour 7.1 26 33.1 655 5
SO, Federal 1 hour® 71 13 20.1 196 10
24 hour 2.4 5 7.4 105 7

Source: HBEP 2013kk with independent staff analysis.
Note:
? Total predicted concentration for the federal 24-hour PM2.5 standard is the maximum modeled concentration combined with the 3-
g/ear average of 98" percentile background concentrations.

The maximum 1-hour and annual NO, concentrations include ambient NO, ratios of 0.80 and 0.75 respectively.
° Total predicted concentration for the federal 1-hour NO, standard is the maximum modeled concentration combined with the 3-
year average of 98" percentile background concentrations.
“ Total predicted concentration for the federal 1-hour SO, standard is the maximum modeled concentration combined with the 3-
year average of 99" percentile background concentrations.

Air Quality Table 14 shows that the project will not cause a significant impact except
annual PM10 emissions, which would contribute to existing violations of annual PM10
ambient air quality standards. The impacts of PM2.5 and 24-hour PM10 are close to the
most stringent standards due to the existing high background concentrations, but would
not create new violations. The 24-hour PM10 impact from the facility would exceed the
CEQA significant increase level of 2.5 ug/m® defined by SCAQMD’s CEQA guidance.
This value is defined in district Rule 1303 Table A-2. However, as an Energy
Commission jurisdictional project using district Rule 1304, HBEP is exempted from Rule
1303, as well as any findings about, or comparisons to, the Significant Change in Air
Quality Concentrations in Rule 1303 Table A-2. Therefore, staff believes that HBEP
would not have a significant 24-hour PM10 impact.
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The direct impacts of NO in conjunction with worst-case background conditions, would
not create a new violation of the current federal or state NO, ambient air quality
standard, including the new federal 1-hour NO; standard. The direct impacts of CO and
SO, would not be significant because routine operation of the project would neither
cause nor contribute to a violation of these standards. Mitigation for emissions of PM10,
PM2.5, SOx, NOx, and VOC would be appropriate for reducing impacts to PM10,
PM2.5, NO,, and ozone.

Secondary Pollutant Impacts

The project’s gaseous emissions of NOx, SOx, VOC, and ammonia are precursor
pollutants that can contribute to the formation of secondary pollutants, ozone, PM10,
and PM2.5. Gas-to-particulate conversion in ambient air involves complex chemical and
physical processes that depend on many factors, including local humidity, pollutant
travel time, and the presence of other compounds. Currently, there are no agency-
recommended models or procedures for estimating secondary pollutant ozone or
particulate nitrate or sulfate formation from a single project or source. However,
because of the known relationships of NOx and VOC to ozone and of NOx, SOx, and
ammonia emissions to secondary PM10 and PM2.5 formation, it can be said that
unmitigated emissions of these pollutants would contribute to higher ozone and
PM10/PM2.5 levels in the region. Mitigating SOx and NOx emissions would both avoid
significant secondary PM10/PM2.5 impacts and reduce secondary pollutant impacts to
a less than significant level.

Ammonia (NH3) is a particulate precursor but not a criteria pollutant because there is no
ambient air quality standard for ammonia. Reactive with sulfur and nitrogen compounds,
ammonia can be found from natural sources, agricultural sources, and as a byproduct of
tailpipe controls on motor vehicles and stack controls on power plants.

Energy Commission staff recommends limiting ammonia slip emissions to the maximum
extent feasible. This level of control is appropriate for avoiding unnecessary ammonia
emissions, consistent with staff policy to reduce emissions of all nonattainment pollutant
precursors to the lowest feasible levels. Consistent with the reported maximum pollutant
emission rates for the MPSA 501DA (HBEP 2012a), staff recommends an ammonia slip
limit of 5 ppmvd at 15 percent oxygen.

Commissioning Phase Impacts

Commissioning phase impacts would occur over a short-term period needed to
complete the commissioning. The commissioning of each of the two HBEP power
blocks is expected to be completed within 180 calendar days. The commissioning
emissions estimates are based on partial load operations before the emission control
systems become operational, and are shown in Air Quality Table 8.

Since the commission periods for Block 1 and Block 2 would not occur within the same
year, it is assumed that the maximum predicted impacts for the simultaneous
commissioning of all three units at Block 2 combined with the cold startup of all three
units at Block 1 would be greater than the predicted impacts from the commissioning or
cold startup of Block 1 only. It was also assumed that the maximum impact would occur
if all three turbines were simultaneously undergoing commissioning activities with the
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highest unabated emissions. Therefore, the modeling of short term NO, and CO impacts
are based on the simultaneous commissioning of all three units at Block 2 combined
with the cold startup of all three units at Block 1. The federal 1-hour NO, standard is
expressed as a 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour
concentration. Since this is a statistically based standard, it is not applicable to the
short-duration commissioning phase. Staff does not expect it to have significant impact
due to the very limited commissioning period compared to the 3-year averaging time
used for the standard. The annual NO, impact is also not evaluated due to the short
commissioning period. Impacts due to PM10, PM2.5, and SO, during commissioning
would occur under similar exhaust conditions as those for startup while in routine
operation because these emissions are proportional to fuel use. As a result, the SO,
PM10, and PM2.5 impacts from commissioning activities are the same as those from
normal operation, as shown in Air Quality Table 14.

Air Quality Table 15 shows that the commissioning phase emissions will not cause
new exceedances of any state or federal ambient air quality standard.

Air Quality Table 15
HBEP, Commissioning Phase Maximum Impacts (ug/m°)

Pollutant Averaging Time I\f::::;l:f Background Total Sl't';';':'% Pset;e dnatr:;f
co 1 hour 5,076 3,450 8,526 23,000 37
8 hour 4,369 2,444 6,813 10,000 68
NO, 1 hour (state) 146.3 139 285.3 339 84

Source: SCAQMD 2014a with independent staff analysis.
Mitigation for Routine Operation

Applicant’s Proposed Mitigation

The HBEP includes a combination of BACT and emission reduction credits to mitigate
air quality impacts. The equipment description, equipment operation, and emission
control devices are provided in PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROPOSED
EMISSIONS (above).

Emission Controls

HBEP proposes the use of dry low NOx combustors with selective catalytic reduction
(SCR) to control NOx emissions to 2.0 ppmvd (1-hour average) with and without duct
burning. The BACT for CO emissions is best combustion design and the installation of
the oxidation catalyst system to reduce CO to 2.0 ppmvd (1-hour) with and without duct
burning. The BACT for VOC emissions is best combustion design and the installation of
an oxidation catalyst system to control VOC emissions to 2.0 ppmvd (1-hour) with and
without duct burning. Best combustion practice, use of pipeline-quality natural gas, and
use of inlet air filtration limit PM10/PM2.5 emissions to 4.5 Ib/hr without duct burning
and 9.5 Ib/hr with duct burning. Operating exclusively on low sulfur pipeline quality
natural gas with fuel sulfur content of no more than 1 grain per 100 standard cubic feet
limits SOx emissions. Generally the actual sulfur content is about 0.25 grains per 100
standard cubic feet of fuel.
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GHG pollutants are emitted during the combustion process when fossil fuels are
burned. The applicant conducted a top-down GHG BACT analysis and determined that
thermal efficiency is the only technically feasible control technology that is commercially
available and applicable for the HEBP. The HBEP has concluded that the BACT for
GHG emissions is an emission rate of 1,054 pounds CO/MWhr of gross energy output.
Degradation over time and turndowns, startup, and shutdown are incorporated into
these limits. See Air Qualaity Appendix Air-1 for more discussion of greenhouse gases.

Emission Offsets

District Rule 1303(b)(2) requires that all increases in emissions be offset unless exempt
from offset requirements pursuant to district Rule 1304, as described next.

District Rule 1304(a)(2) —Electric Utility Steam Boiler Replacement states that if electric
utility boilers are replaced by advanced gas turbines, including combined cycle and
simple cycle configurations' the project would be exempt from emission offset
requirements unless there is a basin-wide electricity generation capacity increase on a
per-utility basis. If there is an increase in basin-wide capacity, only the increased
capacity must be offset via traditional offset rules and regulations. SCAQMD Rule 1135
defines advance combustion sources as those which emit NOx at no greater than 0.10
Ib/net MWh on a daily average basis, excluding commissioning, start-up and shutdown
periods, if the source is located within the South Coast Air Basin. The MPSA 501DA
gas turbine is a combined cycle gas turbine and complies with this rule.

The language of this exemption allows for exemptions from offset and modeling
normally required if the in-basin megawatt capacity of the utility receiving the facility’s
energy does not increase. The purpose was to facilitate the removal of older and less
efficient boiler/steam turbine technology with cleaner gas turbine technology at the
utilities. Since the advent of RECLAIM, the exemption was expanded to include
modifications conducted for compliance with Regulation XX rules.

The SCAQMD’s revised PDOC shows the total power generating capacity from the
proposed six MPSA 501DA turbines would be 972 MW gross and 939 MW net.
Maximum capacity is determined at 32°F ambient temperature. The HBEP output would
be limited by Conditions of Certification AQ-14 and AQ-15. In order to qualify for the
exemption, the applicant is proposing to shut down 4 boilers in conjunction with the
construction of the new HBEP. The 4 boilers include boilers 1 (215 MW) and 2 (215
MW) at the Huntington Beach site, as well as boilers 6 (175 MW) and 8 (480 MW) at the
AES’ Redondo Beach Generating Facility. The total capacity of the boilers being
shutdown is 1,085 MWs. Therefore the net megawatts would decrease and the new
power generating system would qualify for the Rule 1304(a)(2) exemption. Thus, the
facility does not have to provide emission reduction credits for VOC and PM10
emissions of the new gas turbines. Instead, the VOC and PM10 emissions of the new
gas turbines would be fully offset from SCAQMD'’s internal bank.

' The source is replacement of electric utility steam boiler(s) with combined cycle gas turbine(s),
intercooled, chemically-recuperated gas turbines, other advanced gas turbine(s); solar, geothermal, or
wind energy or other equipment, to the extent that such equipment will allow compliance with Rule 1135
or Regulation XX rules.
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District Rule 1304.1 — Electrical Generating Fee for Use of Offset Exemption requires
electrical generating facilities which use the specific offset exemption described in Rule
1304(a)(2) [Electric Utility Steam Boiler Replacement] to pay fees for up to the full
amount of offsets provided by the SCAQMD in accordance with Rule 1304. HBEP
would be required to demonstrate compliance with the specific requirements of this rule
prior to issuance of the Permits to Construct for the proposed facility. However, the
timing and location(s) of these offsets would not be determined until that time.

Under Rule 2005, the HBEP would be subject to the Regional Clean Air Incentives
Market (RECLAIM) program for NOx emissions. The facility would be required to
demonstrate that it holds sufficient RECLAIM Trading Credits (RTCs) to offset the
annual NOx emission increase for the first compliance period using a 1-to-1 offset ratio.
Additionally, since the NOx potential to emit (PTE) after the commissioning year is
greater than the facility’s initially allocation, HBEP is required to hold NOx RTCs for
each subsequent year. The HBEP is also in the SOx RECLAIM program. Therefore,
SOx RTCs are required to be held to cover the first year of operation. Additionally,
because the facility opted into SOx RECLAIM after 1994, there is no initial allocation.
For this reason, SOx RTCs are required to be held for each compliance year after the
first year of operation.

Air Quality Table 16 shows the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) mitigation
that is provided for the emission impacts from the proposed project, which is based on
the new source review (NSR) offsets/emissions identified in the SCAQMD'’s revised
PDOC (SCAQMD 2014a) and staff's own analysis. Values shown in parentheses
indicate emissions for routine operation while those without parentheses apply to the
commissioning period.

The emissions shown in Air Quality Table 16 are calculated from the maximum
monthly emissions limits in the revised PDOC divided by 30 to produce the 30-day
average Ibs/day values (with the exception of NOx and SOx, which are pounds per
year). Staff has found it appropriate to use the 30-day average Ibs/day value for
characterizing the project emission profile in the SCAQMD. That is due to the fact that
the SCAQMD calculates ERCs on a 30-day Ib/day average value as described below.

The project’s emissions on a 30-day average is calculated by totaling the worst case
month that the project is expected to have and dividing that total by 30 to create an
estimate of the 30-day averaged daily emissions. A project must obtain ERCs for the
30-day average Ibs/day value. A Ibs/day average based on an annual average is always
going to be lower than a Ibs/day average based on a worst case month for the same
emitting source. Any emitting source will always have a month where it emits more
pollutants than any other month, but in an annual average this peak month is washed
out over the year. Thus the Ibs/day ERC calculation is more conservative than the
Ibs/day annual average emission calculation. Therefore, for projects located in the
SCAQMD, staff uses the 30-day average Ibs/day value to characterize the project
emissions profile when comparing it to the ERCs being offered.
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Air Quality Table 16°
CEQA Mitigation (30-day average Ibs/day)

NOX (Ibslyear)? VOC | PM10 | SOx (Ibslyear)®
Eré‘gffl’;ﬂﬁggf;g%rceﬁfs'ts or 314,054(501,972) 0 0 21,638 (30,504)
1304 Exemption Credits 0 1,497.6 | 855.6 0
Total Credits 314,054(501,972) 1,497.6 | 855.6 21,638 (30,504)
CEQA Mitigation Needed 314,054 (501,972) | 1,497.6 | 855.6 21,638 (30,504)
Further Mitigation Needed None None None None
Source: SCAQMD 2014a and independent staff analysis

Note:

? Values are subject to refinement in FDOC.

® NOx and SOx emissions for the commissioning year would be lower than non-commissioning years. All NOx and SOx emissions
for both commissioning year and non-commissioning years (shown in parentheses) would be offset by RTCs.

District Rule 1325 requires a major PM2.5 facility to offset PM2.5 emissions at the offset
ratio of 1.1:1. A major polluting facility is defined in the rule as a facility which has actual
emissions, or a potential to emit of greater than 100 tons per year. HBEP is not a major
PM2.5 facility because the total PM2.5 potential to emit of the facility would be 99.3 tons
per year, which is less than the 100 tons per year threshold. Therefore, no PM2.5
offsets are required for HBEP.

Because the facility area is classified as attainment for CO, the district NSR regulations
do not require ERCs for this pollutant. Staff does not require mitigation for this pollutant
other than the installation of BACT and modeling to show that the proposed facility does
not cause or contribute to a violation of a CO ambient air quality standard.

Adequacy of Proposed Mitigation

Staff believes that that the NOx and SOx RTCs are a valid mechanism to mitigate the
NOx and SOx emissions due to the extensive monitoring and reporting requirement for
the RECLAIM program.

Commission staff has long recommended that mitigation be provided by projects
certified by the Energy Commission to address adverse air quality impacts. Emission
reductions of nonattainment pollutants and their precursors at a minimum overall one-
to-one ratio of annual operating emissions can provide this mitigation. For HBEP, the
district would provide emission offsets from its internal bank that would meet or exceed
a one-to-one offset ratio for all ozone and particulate matter precursors. Staff concludes
that adverse impacts are mitigated for CEQA purposes by these emissions reductions.
These offsets are required before beginning construction. Although PM2.5 emissions
are not required to be offset separately from PM10 emissions, staff notes that the
annual total offsets for PM10 would fully offset PM2.5 emissions. How the offsets
provide PM2.5 mitigation is discussed separately in SECONDARY POLLUTANT
IMPACTS (above).
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Energy Commission staff’s position for CEQA mitigation in this region is that all
nonattainment pollutant and precursor emissions must be reduced by a ratio of at least
one-to-one. As discussed above, the relationship of PM10/PM2.5 precursors to PM is
well known, although the conversion process is complex. Staff concludes that providing
CEQA mitigation at a minimum ratio of 1:1 will reduce secondary PM10/PM2.5 impacts
to less than significant for the proposed facility modifications.

As shown in Air Quality Table 16, there are sufficient mitigation credits to fully offset
the new emissions that would be expected to occur at the site from the new HBEP.

Staff's evaluation of the adequacy of project mitigation was determined solely based on
the merits of this case, including the district offset requirements, the project’'s emission
limits, the specific ERCs proposed, and ambient air quality considerations of the region,
and does not in any way provide a precedence or obligation for the acceptance of offset
proposals for any other current or future licensing cases.

Staff Proposed Mitigation

Staff proposes Conditions of Certification AQ-SC7 to ensure that the license is
amended as necessary to incorporate any future changes to the air quality permits and
to ensure ongoing compliance during commissioning and routine operation through
quarterly reports (AQ-SC8).

Overlap Periods Impacts and Mitigation

Due to the 7.5-year construction period, some construction activities would overlap with
the operation of HBEP units. Therefore staff identified the overlappg periods and
request the applicant to conduct impact analyses for all scenarios identified by staff. In
addition, since the demolition of exsiting HBEP Units 3 and 4 is not part of the proposed
project, its impact was not evaluated in the AFC. But the timing for demolition of Units 3
and 4 would also overlap some HBEP project activities. Therefore staff also requested
the impact analysis for the overlap of Units 3 and 4 demolition with HBEP project
activities and require evaluation. These overlapping activities are all evaluated below.
For the statistically based standards (federal 1-hour NO, and SO,, 24-hour PM2.5), the
modeling assumes the overlap would occur during the full 3 years, which will
overestimate the impacts. Therefore the modeling resutls for these standards are
exremely conservative.

A. Block 1 Operation and Construction of Block 2

This scenario is intended to determine modeled impacts from the simultaneous
operation of Block 1 and construction of Block 2 (3rOI quarter, 2018 to 2" quarter,
2020). The maximum modeled concentrations for this scenario are presented in Air
Quality Table 17 with bold and shading used to indicate exceedances.
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Air Quality Table 17
Maximum Impacts from Block 1 Operation and Construction of Block 2 (ug/m°)

Averagin Modeled Limitin Percent of
Pollutant Tim% ? Impact Background Total Standal% Standard
PM10 24 hour 7.6 45 52.6 50 105
Annual 1.25 24.2 25.5 20 128
24 hour® 1.41 28.3 29.7 35 85
PM2.5 Annual 0.24 11.0 1.2 12 93
co 1 hour 97.9 3,450 3,547.9 23,000 15
8 hour 53.8 2,444 2,497.8 10,000 25
State 1 hour 63.0 139 202 339 60
NO," Federal 1 hour® 63.0 105 168 188 90
Annual 3.38 21 24.38 57 43
State 1 hour 1.32 26 27.32 655 4
SO, Federal 1 hour® 1.32 13 14.32 196 7
24 hour 0.36 5 5.36 105 5

Source: HBEP 2013kk and 2014e with independent staff analysis.
? Total predicted concentration for the federal 24-hour PM2.5 standard is the maximum modeled concentration combined with the 3-
g/ear average of 98" percentile background concentrations.

The maximum 1-hour and annual NO, concentrations include ambient NO; ratios of 0.80 and 0.75 respectively.
° Total predicted concentration for the federal 1-hour NO, standard is the maximum modeled concentration combined with the 3-
year average of 98" percentile background concentrations.
 Total predicted concentration for the federal 1-hour SO, standard is the maximum modeled concentration combined with the 3-
year average of 99" percentile background concentrations.

Staff believes that PM10 emissions during this overlap period (up to 12 months)
would cause a significant impact because they would cause a new exceedance of
the 24-hour PM10 standard which is not expected to occur during routine operation
(see Air Quality Table 14) and would also contribute to the existing violation of the
annual PM10 standard. The significant PM impacts are mainly due to high
background concentrations and fugitive dust emissions during the construction
period. However, the mitigation measures included in Conditions of Certification AQ-
SC1 through AQ-SC6 are expected to reduce the potential for significant adverse air
quality impacts as much as possible during construction. The direct impacts of CO,
NO,, SO, and PM2.5 would be less than significant because they would neither
cause nor contribute to a violation of these standards.

B. HBEP Operation and Demolition of Units 1 and 2

This scenario is intended to determine modeled impacts from the simultaneous
operation of HBEP units (block 1 and block 2) and demolition of Huntington Beach
Generating Station Units 1 and 2 (4™ quarter, 2020 to 3" quarter, 2022). The
maximum modeled concentrations for this scenario are presented in Air Quality
Table 18.

Staff believes that PM10 emissions during this overlap period (up to 12 months)
would cause a significant impact because they would cause new exceedances of
the 24-hour PM10 ambient air quality standard and contribute to existing violation of
the annual PM10standard, and that those emissions can and should be mitigated to
a level of insignificance. Significant secondary impacts would also occur for PM10,
PM2.5, and ozone because emissions of particulate matter precursors (including
SOx) and ozone precursors (NOx and VOC) would also contribute to existing
violations of these standards. The mitigation measures included in Conditions of
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Certification AQ-SC1 through AQ-SC6 are expected to reduce the potential for
significant adverse air quality impacts during construction. The direct impacts of CO,
NO,, SO, and PM2.5 would be less than significant because they would neither
cause nor contribute to a violation of these standards.

C. HBEP Construction and Demolition of Units 3 and 4

This scenatio is intended to determine modeled impacts from the simultaneous
demolition of Units 3 and 4 and development (contruction and demolition) of HBEP.
The overlap period starts from the 2" quarter of 2015. However, the end date is
unknown to staff because the demolition of Units 3 and 4 is not a part of HBEP
project and the schedule is not reported. The maximum modeled concentrations for

this scenario are presented in Air Quality Table 19.

Staff believes that PM10 emissions during this overlap period would cause a
significant impact because they would cause a new exceedance of the 24-hour
PM10 standard and would contribute to the existing violation of the annual PM10
standard. Significant secondary impacts would also occur for PM10, PM2.5, and
ozone because emissions of particulate matter precursors (including SOx) and
ozone precursors (NOx and VOC) would also create new exceedances or contribute
to existing violations of these standards.

Air Quality Table 18

Maximum Impacts from HBEP Operation and Demolition of Units 1 and 2 (ug/m?)

Averagin Modeled Limitin Percent of
Pollutant Tim% ? Impact Background Total Standal% Standard
PM10 24 hour 16.1 45 61.1 50 122
Annual 2.81 24.2 27.0 20 135
24 hour® 3.70 28.3 32.0 35 91
PM2.5 Annual 0.56 11.0 116 12 97
co 1 hour 338 3,450 3,788 23,000 16
8 hour 106 2,444 2,550 10,000 26
State 1 hour 82.5 139 221.5 339 65
NOzb Federal 1 hour® - - 174 188 93
Annual 4.59 21 25.59 57 45
State 1 hour 4.97 26 30.97 655 5
SO, Federal 1 hour’ 4.97 13 17.97 196 9
24 hour 1.23 5 6.23 105 6

Source: HBEP 2014a and 2014e with independent staff analysis.
? Total predicted concentration for the federal 24-hour PM2.5 standard is the maximum modeled concentration combined with the 3-

Zear average of 98" percentile background concentrations.
The maximum 1-hour and annual NO; concentrations include ambient NO; ratios of 0.80 and 0.75 respectively.

° Total predicted concentration for the federal 1-hour NO, standard is the maximum modeled concentration paired with the 3-year
average of 98" percentile seasonal hourly background concentrations.
“ Total predicted concentration for the federal 1-hour SO, standard is the maximum modeled concentration combined with the 3-

year average of 99" percentile background concentrations.

The direct impacts of NO, would also create an apparent new exceedance of the
new federal 1-hour NO, standard. However, staff does not expect this result to be
significant due to the limited overlap period compared to the 3-year averaging time
used for the standard. The direct impacts of PM2.5, CO and SO, would not be
significant because they would neither cause nor contribute to a violation of these
standards.
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Air Quality Table 19
Maximum Impacts from HBEP Construction and Demolition of Units 3 and 4

(ug/m?)
Averagin Modeled Limitin Percent of
Pollutant Tim% ’ Impact Background Total Standar% Standard
PM10 24 hour 15.0 45 60.0 50 120
Annual 4.80 24.2 29.0 20 145
PM2.5 24 hour? 4.29 28.3 32.6 35 93
) Annual 1.27 11.0 12.3 12 103
co 1 hour 131 3,450 3,581 23,000 16
8 hour 110 2,444 2,554 10,000 26
State 1 hour 117 139 256 339 76
NO," Federal 1 hour ° - - 196 188 104
Annual 7.14 21 28.14 57 49
State 1 hour 0.29 26 26.29 655 4
SO, Federal 1 hour’ 0.29 13 13.29 196 7
24 hour 0.054 5 5.054 105 5

Source: HBEP 2014a and 2014e with independent staff analysis.
@ Total predicted concentration for the federal 24-hour PM2.5 standard is the maximum modeled concentration combined with the 3-
Zear average of 98" percentile background concentrations.

The maximum 1-hour and annual NO, concentrations include ambient NO, ratios of 0.80 and 0.75 respectively.
° Total predicted concentration for the federal 1-hour NO, standard is the maximum modeled concentration paired with the 3-year
average of 98" percentile seasonal hourly background concentrations.
¢ Total predicted concentration for the federal 1-hour SO, standard is the maximum modeled concentration combined with the 3-
year average of 99" percentile background concentrations.

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation

“Cumulative impacts” are defined as “two or more individual effects which, when
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other
environmental impacts” (CEQA Guidelines, §15355). Such impacts can be relatively
minor and incremental yet still be significant because of the existing environmental
background, particularly when considering other closely related past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future projects.

Criteria pollutants have impacts that are usually (though not always) cumulative by their
nature. Rarely will a project itself cause a violation of a federal or state criteria pollutant
standard. However, many new sources contribute to violations of criteria pollutant
standards because of elevated background conditions. Air districts attempt to reduce
background criteria pollutant levels by adopting attainment plans, which are multi-
faceted programmatic approaches to attainment. Attainment plans typically include new
source review requirements that provide offsets and use Best Available Control
Technology, combined with more stringent emissions controls on existing sources.

The discussion of cumulative air quality impacts includes the following three analyses:

e a summary of projections for criteria pollutants by the air district and the air district’s
programmatic efforts to abate such pollution;

e an analysis of the project’s “localized cumulative impacts” when combined with other
local major emission sources; and

e a discussion of greenhouse gas emissions and global climate change impacts (see
AIR QUALITY APPENDIX AIR-1).
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Summary of Projections

The SCAQMD is the agency with principal responsibility for analyzing and addressing
cumulative air quality impacts, including the impacts of ambient ozone and particulate
matter. The SCAQMD has summarized the cumulative impact of ozone and particulate
matter on the air basin from the broad variety of its sources. Analyses of these
cumulative impacts, as well as the measures the SCAQMD proposes to reduce impacts
to air quality and public health, are summarized in four publicly available documents that
the SCAQMD has adopted. These adopted air quality plans are summarized below.

e Final 2012 Air Quality Management Plan (adopted 12/07/2012)
Link: http://www.agmd.gov/agmp/2012agmp/index.htm

e Final 2007 Air Quality Management Plan (adopted 06/01/2007)
Link: http://www.agmd.gov/agmp/07agmp/index.html

e Final Socioeconomic Report for the Final 2012 AQMP (adopted 12/07/2012)
Link: http://www.agmd.gov/agmp/2012agmp/Final/FinalSocioeconomicReport.pdf

e State of California’s SIP for the new federal PM2.5 and 8-hour ozone standards
(adopted June 20, 2011)

Link: http://www.arb.ca.gov/planning/sip/2007sip/2007sip.htm

2012 Air Quality Management Plan

(The following paragraphs are excerpts from the Executive Summary of the 2012 Air
Quality Management Plan adopted by the SCAQMD December 7, 2012)

The SCAQMD adopted (December 7, 2012) the 2012 Air Quality Management Plan
(AQMP) primarily in response to changes in the federal Clean Air Act (CAA). The CAA
requires an 24-hour PM2.5 non-attainment area to prepare a State Implementation Plan
(SIP) revision by December 14, 2012. The SIP must demonstrate attainment with the
24-hour PM2.5 standard by 2014, with the possibility of up to a five-year extension to
2019, if needed. U.S. EPA approval of any extension request is based on the lack of
feasible control measures to move forward the attainment date by one year. The
District’s attainment demonstration shows that, with implementation of all feasible
controls, the earliest possible attainment date is 2014, and thus no extension of the
attainment date is needed. In addition, the U.S. EPA requires that transportation
conformity budgets be established based on the most recent planning assumptions (i.e.,
within the last five years) and approved motor vehicle emission models. The Final Plan
is based on the most recent assumptions provided by both CARB and SCAG for motor
vehicle emissions and demographic updates and includes updated transportation
conformity budgets.

The Final 2012 AQMP outlines a comprehensive control strategy that meets the
requirement for expeditious progress towards attainment with the 24-hour PM2.5
NAAQS in 2014 with all feasible control measures. The Plan also includes specific
measures to further implement the ozone strategy in the 2007 AQMP to assist attaining
the 8-hour ozone standard by 2023. The control measures contained in the Final 2012
AQMP can be categorized as follows:
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1) Basin-wide Short-term PM2.5 Measure. Measures that apply Basin-wide, have been
determined to be feasible, will be implemented by the 2014 attainment date, and are
required to be implemented under state and federal law. The main short-term
measures are episodic, in that they only apply during high PM2.5 days and will only
be implemented as needed to achieve the necessary air quality improvements.

2) Contingency Measures. Measures to be automatically implemented if the Basin fails
to achieve the 24-hour PM2.5 standard by 2014.

3) 8-hour Ozone Measures. Measures that provide for necessary actions to maintain
progress towards meeting the 2023 8-hour ozone NAAQS, including regulatory
measures, technology assessments, key investments, and incentives.

4) Transportation Control Measures. Measures generally designed to reduce vehicle
miles travelled (VMT) as included in SCAG’s 2012 Regional Transportation Plan.

Many of the control measures proposed are not regulatory in form, but instead focus on
incentives, outreach, and education to bring about emissions reductions through
voluntary participation and behavioral changes needed to complement regulations.

The Basin faces several ozone and PM attainment challenges, as strategies for
significant emission reductions become harder to identify and the federal standards
continue to become more stringent. California’s Greenhouse Gas reductions targets
under AB32 add new challenges and timelines that affect many of the same sources
that emit criteria pollutants. In finding the most cost-effective and efficient path to meet
multiple deadlines for multiple air quality and climate objectives, it is essential that an
integrated planning approach is developed. Responsibilities for achieving these goals
span all levels of government, and coordinated and consistent planning efforts among
multiple government agencies are a key component of an integrated approach. To this
end, and concurrent with the development of the 2012 AQMP, the District, the Air
Resources Board, and San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District engaged in a
joint effort to take a coordinated and integrated look at strategies needed to meet
California's multiple air quality and climate goals, as well as its energy policies.
California’s success in reducing smog has largely relied on technology and fuel
advances, and as health-based air quality standards are tightened, the introduction of
cleaner technologies must keep pace. More broadly, a transition to zero- and near-zero
emission technologies is necessary to meet 2023 and 2032 air quality standards and
2050 climate goals. Many of the same technologies will address air quality, climate and
energy goals. As such, strategies developed for air quality and climate change planning
should be coordinated to make the most efficient use of limited resources and the time
needed to develop cleaner technologies.

2007 Air Quality Management Plan

(The following paragraphs are excerpts from the Executive Summary of the 2007 Air
Quality Management Plan adopted by the SCAQMD June 1, 2007)
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The SCAQMD adopted (June 1, 2007) the 2007 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP)
primarily in response to changes in the federal Clean Air Act (CAA). The CAA requires
an 8-hour ozone non-attainment area to prepare a State Implementation Plan (SIP)
revision by June of 2007 (which has been completed) and a PM2.5 non-attainment area
to submit a SIP revision by late 2007 (which has been completed). The SCAQMD has
decided that it is most prudent to prepare a single comprehensive and integrated SIP
revision that satisfies both the ozone and PM2.5 requirements. Additionally, the
U.S.EPA requires that transportation conformity budgets be established based on the
most recent planning assumptions and approved motor vehicle emission model. The
AQMP is based on assumptions provided by both the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) reflecting
their upcoming model (EMFAC) for motor vehicle emissions and demographic updates.

The AQMP relies on a comprehensive and integrated control approach to achieve the
PM2.5 standard by 2015 through implementation of short-term and midterm control
measures and achieve the 8-hour ozone standard by 2021/2024 based on
implementation of additional long-term measures. In order to demonstrate attainment by
the prescribed deadlines, emission reductions needed for attainment must be in place
by 2014 and 2020/2023 timeframe.

The AQMP control measures consist of four components: 1) the District's Stationary and
Mobile Source Control Measures; 2) CARB'’s Proposed State Strategy; 3) District Staff's
Proposed Policy Options to Supplement VARB’s Control Strategy; and 4) Regional
Transportation Strategy and Control Measures provided by SCAG.

In order to achieve necessary reductions for meeting air quality standards, all four
agencies (i.e., SCAQMD, ARB, U.S. EPA, and SCAG) would have to aggressively
develop and implement control strategies through their respective plans, regulations,
and alternative approaches for pollution sources within their primary jurisdiction. Even
though SCAG does not have direct authority over mobile source emissions, it will
commit to the emission reductions associated with implementation of the 2004 Regional
Transportation Plan and 2006 Regional Transportation Improvement Program which are
imbedded in the emission projections. Similarly, the Ports of Los Angeles and Long
Beach have authority they must utilize to assist in the implementation of various
strategies if the region is to attain clean air by federal deadlines.

Although the SCAQMD has completely met its obligations under the 2003 AQMP and
stationary sources subject to the District’s jurisdiction account for only 12% of NOx and
37% of SOx emissions in the Basin in 2014, the AQMP contains several short-term and
mid-term control measures aimed at achieving further NOx and SOx reductions (as well
as VOC and PM2.5 reductions) from these already regulated sources. These strategies
are based on facility modernization, energy conservation measures and more stringent
requirements for existing equipment (e.g., space heaters, ovens, dryers, furnaces).
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Clean air for this region requires CARB to aggressively pursue reductions and
strategies for on-road and off-road mobile sources and consumer products. In addition,
considering the significant contribution of federal sources such as marine vessels,
locomotives, and aircraft in the Basin (i.e., 72% of SOx and 34% of NOXx), it is
imperative that the U.S. EPA pursue and develop regulations for new and existing
federal sources to ensure that these sources contribute their fair share of reductions
toward attainment of the federal standards. Unfortunately, regulation of these emission
sources has not kept pace with other source categories and as a result, these sources
are projected to represent a significant and growing portion of emissions in the Basin.
Without a collaborative and serious effort among all agencies, attainment of the federal
standards would be seriously jeopardized.

Final Socioeconomic Report for the Final 2012 AQMP

(The following are excerpts from the Final Socioeconomic Report for the Final 2012
AQMP adopted by the SCAQMD December, 2012)

The 2012 AQMP has been prepared to meet the challenge of achieving healthful air
quality in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and the Coachella Valley. This report
accompanies the 2012 AQMP and presents the potential socioeconomic impacts
resulting from implementation of this Plan. The information contained herein is
considered by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (District) Governing
Board when taking action on the Plan.

The 2012 AQMP control strategy is comprised of a traditional command-and-control
approach, voluntary/incentive programs, and advanced technologies. Short- and near-
term control strategies are proposed and will be implemented by the District, local and
regional governments (e.g., transportation control measures provided in the 2012
Regional Transportation Plan), and the California Air Resources Board (CARB). These
strategies include basin-wide short-term PM2.5 measures, episodic control measures
for high PM2.5 days, measures to partially implement the Section 182(e)(5) commitment
in the 2007 ozone SIP toward meeting the 8-hour ozone standard by 2024, and
transportation control measures (TCM) adopted by the Southern California Association
of Governments (SCAG). Many of the measures require behavioral changes and
voluntary participation through outreach, incentive, and education. Implementation of
these control strategies has potential effects on the region’s economy.

The District relies on a number of methods, tools, and data sources to assess the
impact of proposed control strategies on the economy. The involved applications
include: integration of air quality data and concentration-response relationships to
estimate benefits of clean air; capital, operating and maintenance expenditures on
control devices and emission reductions to assess the cost of the Plan; and REMI
(Regional Economic Models, Inc.) model to assess potential employment and other
socioeconomic impacts (e.g., population and competitiveness).
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Over the years, there has been an overall trend of steady improvement in air quality in
the Basin. Additional emission reductions are still needed in order to bring the Basin into
compliance with the federal 24-hour PM2.5 standard. Complying with the air quality
standard would allow the District to avoid potential sanctions that could increase offset
ratios for major sources and result in suspension of highway transportation funding. The
benefits of better air quality through implementation of the 2012 AQMP include
reductions in morbidity and mortality, visibility improvements, reduced expenditures on
refurbishing building surfaces, and reduced traffic congestion.

The Draft 2012 Plan is projected to comply with the federal PM2.5 standard with an
average annual benefit of $10.7 billion between 2014 and 2035. The $10.7 billion
includes approximately $7.7 billion for congestion relief for all TCMs in the 2012 RTP,
$2.2 billion for averted illness and higher survival rates, $696 million for visibility
improvements, and $14 million for reduced damage to materials.

The analysis contained herein estimates that the benefits for the Plan significantly
outweigh the anticipated costs. The measurement of clean air benefits is performed
indirectly since clean air is not a commodity purchased or sold in a market. This often
results in incomplete and underestimated benefits. The benefits of clean air (based on
the total emission reductions required for attainment) for which a monetary figure can be
applied are estimated to be $10.7 billion (including congestion relief benefits for all the
TCMs) as compared to the estimated costs of $448 million on an average annual basis.
There are, however, many benefits which are still unaccounted for, such as reductions
in chronic illness and lung function impairment in human beings, reduced damage to
livestock and plant life, erosion of building materials, and the value of reduced vehicle
hours traveled for personal trips.

The Plan is designed to bring northwest Riverside (the Mira Loma area), the only area
in exceedance of the federal PM2.5 standard, into attainment. However, PM2.5 air
quality benefits occur throughout the Basin. The San Fernando Valley, southern Los
Angeles County, and the northwest Riverside County would experience the highest
shares of air quality benefits. The western portions of Los Angeles and Orange
Counties and the eastern and northern portions of San Bernardino County are projected
to have the highest shares of health benefits.

Implementation of PM2.5 and ozone measures would impose costs on various
communities. The sub-regions with the highest costs are the central, southeast, and
San Fernando areas of Los Angeles County. These three areas are projected to have
the highest cost shares from SCAG TCMs and relative higher cost shares from ozone
measures.

All sub-regions are projected to have additional jobs created from cleaner air. The
eastern, southern, and San Fernando sub-regions in Los Angeles County and Riverside
County are projected to have more jobs created than other sub-regions resulting from
clean air benefits. Implementation of quantified control measures would result in jobs
forgone between 2013 and 2035. Orange County is projected to have the highest share
of jobs forgone from implementation of control measures. This is because the majority
of SCAG transportation control measures (TCM) in Orange County would be financed
by development fees, which would have a heavy burden on one single sector of the
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economy—the construction sector. For the entire Plan, all sub-regions would show
positive job impacts as the four-county area becomes more competitive and attractive
with the progress in clean air.

Job gains from cleaner air would benefit all wage groups. Conversely, all five groups
would experience jobs forgone from control measures. However, there is no significant
difference in impacts expected for high- versus low-paying jobs. The same is observed
for impacts on the price of consumption goods from one income group to another.
These findings will be further evaluated during individual rule development.

State of California SIP for the new federal PM2.5 and 8-hour ozone standards
(adopted June 20, 2011)

On April 28, 2011, the Air Resources Board considered revisions to the South Coast
(and San Joaquin Valley) State Implementation Plans (SIPs) for PM2.5 that accounted
for reductions of emissions that contribute to PM2.5 levels. The revisions were formally
adopted by the ARB’s Executive Officer on May 18, 2011, when Executive Order S-11-
010 was signed. The April 2011 PM2.5 SIP Revisions accounted for recent regulatory
actions and recessionary impacts on emissions that occurred after the South Coast
(and San Joaquin Valley) PM2.5 SIPs were adopted. Those revisions accounted for the
impact the recession has had on emissions and the benefits of ARB’s in-use diesel
truck and off-road equipment regulations. The revisions updated the PM2.5 SIP’s
reasonable further progress calculations, transportation conformity budgets, and ARB’s
rulemaking calendar.

Localized Cumulative Impacts

The proposed project and other reasonably foreseeable projects could cause impacts
that would be locally combined and future projects would introduce stationary sources
that are not included in the “background” conditions. Reasonably foreseeable future
projects are those that are either currently under construction or in the process of being
approved by a local air district or municipality. Projects that have not yet entered the
approval process do not normally qualify as “foreseeable” since the detailed information
needed to conduct this analysis is not available. Sources that are presently operational
are included in the background concentrations. Background conditions also take into
account the effects of non-stationary sources.

Projects with stationary sources located up to six miles from the proposed project site
usually need to be considered by the cumulative analysis. HBEP requested that the
SCAQMD identify potential new stationary sources within six miles of the HBEP site.
The SCAQMD provided emission inventory and the list of new projects near the HBEP.
Based on the detailed permit application data received from SCAQMD, additional
facilities were removed from the cumulative assessment if the applications were
adinistrative changes only, the permitted sources did not result in an increase in
emissions, the emissions increase were less than significatnt (less than a 5 ton
increase), or the location of the permitted source was beyond 6 miles from HBEP. In
addition to the HBEP, there are three sources included in the cumulative analysis:

e Orange County Sanitation District (Facility ID 17301) located in Fountain Valley, CA
with five emission sources;
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e Orange County Sanitation District (Facility ID 29110) located in Huntington Beach,
CA with seven emission sources;

e Arion Graphics, LLC (Facility ID 167066) containg one recuperative thermal oxidizer
(RTO)

The maximum modeled cumulative impacts are presented below in Air Quality Table
20. The total impact is conservatively estimated by the maximum modeled impact plus
existing maximum background pollutant levels.

Air Quality Table 20 shows that HBEP, along with three other existing sources, would
not cause new exceedances for PM2.5, CO, NOz2, and SO,. However, PM10 emissions
from HBEP would be cumulatively considerable because they would contribute to the
existing violations of annual PM10 ambient air quality standards. The HBEP would
mitigate emissions through the use of district required best available control technology
(BACT) and offset provided by the SCAQMD. Therefore, the cumulative operating
impacts after mitigation are considered to be less than significant.

Air Quality Table 20
HBEP, Ambient Air Quality Impacts from Cumulative Sources (pug/m°)

Pollutant | Averaging Time l\lllr?]t:)ealstd Background Total é‘t';';':% psi:;e dnatrgf
PM10 24 hour 4.73 45 49.73 50 99
Annual 0.28 24.2 24.48 20 122
PM2.5 24 hour® 4.73 28.3 33.03 35 94
) Annual 0.28 11.0 11.28 12 94
co 1 hour 328 3,450 3,778 23,000 16
8 hour 78.4 2,444 2,522.4 10,000 25
State 1 hour 58.6 139 197.6 339 58
NO," Federal 1 hour® 148 188 79
Annual 0.73 21 21.73 57 38
State 1 hour 4.95 26 30.95 655 5
SO, Federal 1 hour® 4.95 13 17.95 196 9
24 hour 1.22 5 6.22 105 6

Source: HBEP 2013kk with independent staff analysis.
& Total predicted concentration for the federal 24-hour PM2.5 standard is the maximum modeled concentration combined with the 3-
Zear average of 98" percentile background concentrations.

The maximum 1-hour and annual NO, concentrations include ambient NO, ratios of 0.80 and 0.75 respectively.
° Total predicted concentration for the federal 1-hour NO, standard is the maximum modeled concentration paired with the 3-year
average of 9g™" percentile seasonal hourly background concentrations.
¢ Total predicted concentration for the federal 1-hour SO, standard is the maximum modeled concentration combined with the 3-
year average of 99" percentile background concentrations.

Since HBEP is subject to prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) review for NO,,
SO,, CO and PM10, the project impacts must be below the PSD Significant Impact
Levels (SlLs) and applicable preconstruction monitoring thresholds for these pollutants
or an increments analysis and/or preconstruction monitoring may be required. The PM,
SO,, CO, and annual NO; impacts from the new units shown in Air Quality Table 14
are all below corresponding SiLs levels. However, the maximum 1-hour NO, impacts
would exceed the applicable NO, SIL (7.5 pg/m®), so an increments analysis is required
for NO, impacts. The SCAQMD and EPA identified three sources to include in the 1-
hour NO, cumulative analysis:
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e Orange County Sanitation District (Facility ID 17301) located in Fountain Valley, CA
with five emission sources;

e Orange County Sanitation District (Facility ID 29110) located in Huntington Beach,
CA with seven emission sources;

e Beta Offshore (Facility ID 166903): located in Huntington Beach, CA with 21
emisson sources

In addition to the above facilities, emissions from shipping lane activities off the
California coast are also included in the 1-hour NO, cumulative assessment. Air
Quality Table 21 shows the maximum 1-hour NO, impact from these cumulative
sources. As shown in Air Quality Table 21, HBEP cumulative sources would not cause
new exceedances of the federal 1-hour NO2 standard. Therefore, no additional PSD
analysis is necessary.

The project’s peak 24-hour impact is 4.7 ug/m®, which is less than the Class Il SIL of 5
ug/m3; therefore no additional PSD analysis is necessary.

AIR QUALITY Table 21
Maximum 1-hour NO, Impacts from Cumulative Sources (ug/m?)
Pollutant Averaging Time Total Impact® | Limiting Standard I;et;iedn;rgf
NO, 1 hour (federal) 168.2 188 89
Source: SCAQMD 2014a.

Note:
®Total predicted concentration for the federal 1-hour NO; standard is the maximum modeled concentration paried with the 3-year
average of 98" percentile seasonal hour-of-day background concentrations.

COMPLIANCE WITH LORS

The revised Preliminary Determination of Compliance (PDOC) for HBEP was released
and dated April 11, 2014 (SCAQMD 2014a). Compliance with all district Rules and
Regulations was demonstrated to the district’s satisfaction in the revised PDOC, and the
revised PDOC conditions are presented in the Conditions of Certification located near
the end of this section. At the time of this analysis, SCAQMD’s Final Determination of
Compliance (FDOC) is not available. Therefore the conditions of certification are subject
to change upon the release of FDOC.

FEDERAL

40 CFR 51, Nonattainment New Source Review. The revised PDOC includes
conditions that would implement the federal nonattainment New Source Review (NSR)
permit for HBEP.

40 CFR 52, Prevention of Significant Deterioration. The HBEP project is subject to
permit requirements under the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) program,
which is administered by the SCAQMD. The facility owner submitted the PSD
application to the SCAQMD on June 26, 2012.
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40 CFR 60 Subpart Da, NSPS for Steam Generators. The fired HRSGs are subject to
this subpart because their heat input rating is 507 mmbtu/hr which is greater than the
applicability standard of 250 mmbtu/hr in the rule. The emission standards that apply
are: NOx 0.2 Ibs/mmbtu, PM 0.015 Ibs/mmbtu, SO, 0.2 Ibs/mmbtu. Anticipated
emissions from the gas turbines/duct burners are: NOx 0.0081 Ibs/mmbtu, PM 0.0050
Ibs/mmbtu, SO, 0.0015 Ibs/mmbtu. The emissions estimates are all lower than subpart
Da requirements. Compliance is expected.

40 CFR 60 Subpart KKKK, NSPS for Stationary Gas Turbines. The turbines are
subject to Subpart KKKK because their heat input is greater than 10.7 gigajoules per
hour (10 MMBtu per hour) at peak load, based on the higher heating value of the fuel
fired. Actual unit rating is 1498E+06 btu/hr (HHV) X 1055 joules/btu = 1580.4
gigajoules/hr. The standards applicable for a natural gas turbine greater than 850
mmbtu/hr are: NOx 15 ppm at 15 percent O, (0.43 Ibs/MWh), SOx: 0.90 Ibs/MWh
discharge, or 0.060 Ibs/mmbtu potential SO2 in the fuel. In addition, this regulation
requires that the fuel consumption and water to fuel ratio be monitored and recorded on
a continuous basis, or alternatively, that a NOx and O, CEMS be installed. For the SOx
requirement, either a fuel meter to measure input, or a watt-meter to measure output is
required, depending on which limit is selected. Also, daily monitoring of the sulfur
content of the fuel is required if the fuel limit is selected. However, if the operator can
provide supplier data showing the sulfur content of the fuel is less than 20 grains/100cf
(for natural gas), then daily fuel monitoring is not required. An initial performance test is
required for both NOx and SO,. For units with a NOx CEMS, a minimum of 9 RATA
reference method runs is required at an operating load of +/- 25 percent to 100 percent
of load. For SO, either a fuel sample methodology or a stack measurement can be
used, depending on the chosen limit. Annual performance tests are also required for
NOx and SO,. Compliance with the requirements of this rule is expected.

40 CFR Part 64, Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM). The CAM regulation
applies to emission units at major stationary sources required to obtain a Title V permit,
which use control equipment to achieve a specified emission limit and which have
emissions that are at least 100 percent of the major source thresholds on a pre-control
basis. The HBEP is a major source and the turbine emissions are greater than the
major source thresholds for NOx, CO, VOC, and PM10, and the turbines will be subject
to an emission limit for each of these pollutants. Control systems are used for NOx, CO,
and VOC, but not PM10.

NOx is subject to a 2.0 ppm, one-hour BACT limit and is controlled with the selective
catalytic reduction system. As a NOx Major Source under Reclaim, the turbines are
required to have CEMS under Rule 2012. The use of a continuous monitor to show
compliance with an emission limit is exempt from CAM requirements under 64.2(b)(vi).

CO is subject to a 2.0 ppm, one-hour BACT limit and is controlled with the oxidation
catalyst. The turbines will be required to use a CO CEMS under Rule 218. The use of a
continuous monitor to show compliance with an emission limit is exempt from CAM
requirements under 64.2(b)(vi).
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VOC is subject to a 2.0 ppm, one-hour BACT limit and is controlled with the oxidation
catalyst. The oxidation catalyst is effective at operating temperatures above 500°F. The
facility is required to maintain a temperature gauge in the exhaust, which will measure
the exhaust temperature on a continuous basis and record the readings on an hourly
basis. The exhaust temperature is required to be at least 500°F, (with exceptions for
start ups and shutdowns). This will ensure that the oxidation catalyst is operating
properly. Compliance is expected.

40 CFR Part 72, Acid Rain Provisions. The HBEP will be subject to the requirements
of the federal acid rain program, because the turbines are utility units greater than 25
MW. The acid rain program is similar to RECLAIM in that facilities are required to cover
SO, emissions with “SO, allowances” that are similar in concept to RTCs. The HBEP
was given initial allowance allocations based on the past operation of their boilers. AES
can either use those allocations, or if insufficient, must purchase additional allocations
to cover the operation of the new turbines. The applicant is also required to monitor SO,
emissions through use of fuel gas meters and gas constituent analyses, or, if fired with
pipeline quality natural gas, as in the case of the HBEP, a default emission factor of
0.0006 Ibs/mmbtu is allowed. SO, mass emissions are to be recorded every hour. NOx
and O, must be monitored with CEMS in accordance with the specifications of Part 75.
Under this program, NOx and SOx emissions will be reported directly to the U.S. EPA.
Part 75 requires that the CEMS be installed and certified within 90 days of initial startup.
Compliance is expected.

STATE

HBEP has demonstrated that the project would comply with Section 41700 of the
California State Health and Safety Code, which restricts emissions that would cause
nuisance or injury. Conditions required in the SCAQMD’s revised preliminary
determination of compliance (revised PDOC, SCAQMD 2014a) and the Energy
Commission staff's Conditions of Certification enable staff’s affirmative finding.

LOCAL

The applicant provided an air quality permit application to the SCAQMD and the district
has issued a revised PDOC (SCAQMD 2014a), which states that the proposed project
is expected to comply with all applicable district rules and regulations. The SCAQMD
will also issue a final determination of compliance (FDOC) after considering comments
submitted during the comment period-

The district rules and regulations specify the emissions control and offset requirements
for new sources such as the HBEP. Best Available Control Technology would be
implemented, and RECLAIM trading credits (RTCs) for NOx and SOx emissions are
required by district rules and regulations based on the permitted emission levels for this
project. Compliance with the district’'s new source requirements would ensure that the
project would be consistent with the strategies and future emissions anticipated under
the district’s air quality attainment and maintenance plans.
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As part of the Energy Commission’s licensing process, in lieu of issuing a construction
permit to the applicant for the HBEP, the district has prepared and presented to the
Energy Commission the revised PDOC, and will issue the FDOC after a public comment
period. The DOCs evaluate whether and under what conditions the proposed project
would comply with the district’s applicable rules and regulations, as described below.

Compliance with specific SCAQMD rules and regulations is discussed below via
excerpts from the revised PDOC (SCAQMD 2014a). For a more detailed discussion of
the compliance of the proposed facility modifications, please refer to the revised PDOC
(SCAQMD 2014a).

Regulation Il — Permits

RULE 212 - Standards for Approving Permits. This project is subject to Rule 212
public notice requirements because the daily maximum VOC, CO, NOx, and PM10
emissions from the project will all exceed the emissions thresholds specified in
subdivision (g) of this rule. The District has prepared a public notice which contains
sufficient information to fully describe the project. In accordance with subdivision (d) of
this rule, the applicant will be required to distribute the public notice to each address
within ¥4 mile radius of the project.

RULE 218 — Continuous Emission Monitoring System (CEMS). In order to ensure
the equipment meets the CO BACT limit as specified in the permit, a CO CEMS will be
required by permit condition. The CO CEMS must be certified in accordance with Rule
218. The rule requires submittal of an “Application for CEMS” for approval. Once
approved, CEMS data must be recorded and records of the data must be maintained on
site for at least 2 years. Additionally, every 6 months a summary of the CEMS data must
be submitted to SCAQMD. AQMD. Any CEMS breakdowns must also be reported.
Compliance with this rule is expected.

Requlation IV — Prohibitions

RULE 401 - Visible Emissions. This rule limits visible emissions to an opacity of less
than 20 percent (Ringlemann No.1), as published by the United States Bureau of Mines.
Visible emissions are not expected during normal operation from the turbines or
ammonia tank.

RULE 402 - Nuisance. This rule requires that a person not discharge from any source
whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause injury,
detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the
public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause injury or damage to
business or property. The turbines and ammonia tank are not expected to create
nuisance problems under normal operating conditions.
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RULE 403 - Fugitive Dust. The provisions of this rule apply to any activity or man-
made condition capable of generating fugitive dust. This rule prohibits emissions of
fugitive dust beyond the property line of the emission source. The applicant will be
taking steps to prevent and/or reduce or mitigate fugitive dust emissions from the
project site. In addition, the applicant will need to implement all Best Available Control
Measures listed in Table 1 of the rule. The installation and operation of the turbines and
associated equipment is expected to comply with this rule.

RULE 407 - Liquid and Gaseous Air Contaminants. This rule limits CO emissions to
2000 ppmv. The CO emissions from the turbines will be controlled by an oxidation
catalyst to 2.0 ppmvd at 15 percent O,. Therefore, compliance with this rule is expected.

RULE 409 - Combustion Contaminants. This rule restricts the discharge of
contaminants from the combustion of fuel to 0.23 grams per cubic meter (0.1 grain per
cubic foot) of gas, calculated to 12 percent CO,, averaged over 15 minutes. The
turbines have a grain loading of 0.003 grains per standard cubic foot (gr/scf) at the
maximum firing load and therefore are expected to meet this limit. Compliance will be
verified through the initial performance test.

RULE 431.1 — Sulfur Content of Gaseous Fuels. The natural gas supplied to the
turbines is expected to comply with the 16 ppmv sulfur limit (calculated as H,S)
specified in this rule. Commercial grade natural gas has an average sulfur content of
about 4 ppm. The long term (annual) SOx emissions from the turbines are based on 4
ppm or about 0.25 grains per 100 cubic feet concentration (gr/100 cf). The short term
(hourly, daily, and monthly) SOx emissions from the turbines are based on 12 ppm or
about 0.75 gr/100 cf. The applicant will also comply with reporting and record keeping
requirements as outlined in subdivision (e) of this rule.

RULE 475 - Electric Power Generating Equipment. This rule applies to power
generating equipment greater than 10 MW installed after May 7, 1976. Requirements
are that the equipment meets a limit for combustion contaminants of 11 Ibs/hr or
0.01gr/scf. Compliance is achieved if either the mass limit or the concentration limit is
met. Mass PM10 emissions from each turbine are estimated at 9.5 Ibs/hr, and 0.0033
gr/scf during natural gas firing at maximum firing load. Therefore, compliance is
expected. Compliance will be verified through the initial performance test as well as
ongoing periodic testing.

REGULATION Xlil — New Source Review (NSR).

The new turbines are subject to NSR, including BACT, modeling, and offsets. Also, the
addition of the turbines to the HBEP is considered a major modification to an existing
major source. Therefore, the additional requirements for major sources are applicable.
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Best Available Control Technology (BACT)

BACT is required for all criteria pollutants. For major sources, BACT is determined at
the time the permit is issued, SCAQMD has determined that BACT for combined cycle
gas turbines is: NOx 2.0 ppmdv @ 15 percent O,, one hour average, CO 2.0 ppmdv @
15 percent O,, one hour average, VOC 2.0 ppmdv @ 15 percent Oz, one hour average,
PM10 Natural gas fuel, SOx Natural gas fuel with fuel sulfur content of no more than
one grain/100 scf (about 16 ppm), NH3 5.0 ppmdv @ 15 percent O,, one hour average.
Compliance is verified in the DOC.

Modeling

The applicant performed dispersion modeling for NO,, CO, SO,, and PM. Modeling
evaluations were performed using the American Meteorological Society/USEPA
AERMOD (version 12345) model and representative meteorological data from the John
Wayne Airport meteorological station. Modeling analysis was performed for turbine
startups, normal turbine operation, and turbine commissioning operations.

The compliance determination for NO,, CO, SO, and PM is a comparison of the project
impact plus the background concentration to show that the sum does not exceed the
ambient air quality standard. The results of the model show that the project will not
cause an exceedance, or make significantly worse an existing violation, of any state or
national ambient air quality standard.

Offsets

The applicant is requesting that the project be evaluated under the Rule 1304(a)(2) —
Electric Utility Steam Boiler Replacement exemption. This provision applies to the
replacement of a utility steam boiler with combined cycle gas turbine(s), or several other
cleaner generation technologies, and allows an exemption from modeling and offsets for
non-RECLAIM pollutants in such cases. The exemption applies on a MW to MW basis.
Its purpose is to facilitate the removal of older, less efficient boiler/steam turbine
technology with newer, cleaner gas turbine technology at the utilities, in conjunction with
Rule 1135. Since the advent of RECLAIM, the exemption was expanded to include
modifications being conducted in order to comply with Regulation XX rules. Rule 2005
(described below) does not provide a similar exemption for NOx.

In order to qualify for the Rule 1304(a)(2) exemption, the applicant is proposing to
shutdown four boilers in conjunction with the construction of the new HBEP. Those four
boilers include Boilers 1 and 2 at the Huntington Beach site, as well as Boilers 6 and 8
at AES’ Redondo Beach Generating Facility. The total capacity of the boilers being
shutdown is 1,085 MWs. The capacity of the new units is 939 MWs net. The plant would
be limited to this net MW output by Condition of Certification AQ-14.
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Under Rule 2005, RTCs to cover the expected emissions of NOx are required to be held
for the first compliance year. Additionally, since the NOx potential to emit (PTE) after the
commissioning year is greater than the facility’s initial allocation, the facility is required
to hold NOx RTCs for each subsequent year. The Huntington Beach facility is also in
the SOx RECLAIM program. Therefore, SOx RTCs are required to be held to cover the
first year of operation. Additionally, because the facility opted into SOx RECLAIM after
1994, there is no initial allocation. For this reason, SOx RTCs are required to be held for
each compliance year after the first year of operation [paragraph (f)(1)].

Other requirements of Rule 1303:

Sensitive Zone Requirements. For this project, ERCs may be obtained from either
Zone 1 or Zone 2A.

Facility Compliance. This facility is currently in compliance with all applicable rules and
regulations of the District.

Alternative Analysis. The project is subject to the California Energy Commission
licensing procedure. Under this procedure, a full analysis of the proposal is conducted,
including project alternatives. Please refer the Alternative section of staff assessment
for details.

Protection of Visibility. Net Increase in emissions from the proposed project exceed
the 15 tons per year PM10 and 40 tons per year NOx thresholds, but the site is not
within the specified distance of any Class | areas. However, a visibility analysis was
conducted under the prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) regulation.

Statewide Compliance. The applicant has submitted a statement certifying that all
AES'’s stationary sources are currently in compliance with applicable state and federal
environmental regulations.

Rule 1304.1 — Electrical Generating Facility Fee for Use of Offset Exemption. The
project would utilize the offset exemption of Rule 1304(a)(2) for PM10 and VOC, and is
therefore subject to a fee under this rule. The facility has opted to pay an annual fee.
The facility would be required to demonstrate compliance with the specific requirements
of this rule prior to issuance of Permits to Construct for the HBEP.

RULE 1325 - Federal PM2.5 New Source Review. This rule applies to major polluting
facilities, which have actual emissions, or a potential to emit of greater than 100 tons
per year. A major polluting facility is required to comply with the following requirements:
1) use lowest achievable emissions rate (LAER), 2) offset PM2.5 emissions at the offset
ratio of 1.1:1, 3) certify compliance with emission limits and 4) conduct an alternative
analysis of the project. The total PM2.5 potential to emit resulting from the addition of
the 6 turbines will not result in an emissions increase above the 100 ton/year threshold.
Therefore, the HBEP will continue to be a non-major polluting facility for PM2.5 and
would not be subject to these requirements.
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REGULATION XVII — Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD).

The South Coast Basin where the project would be located is in attainment for NO,,
S0O,, CO, and PM10 emissions. Additionally, beginning on January 2, 2011,
Greenhouse Gases (GHGs) are a regulated pollutant under the PSD major source
permitting program. Therefore each of these pollutants must be evaluated under PSD
requirements for this project.

The applicant performed modeling which indicated that the maximum 1-hour and 8-hour
CO impacts from turbine operations are below the corresponding US EPA CO Class Il
SlLs. Therefore, 1-hour and 8-hour CO increment analyses are not required. The peak
annual NO; impact from the total project is less than the US EPA NO; Class Il
significance impact level, therefore, no additional PSD analysis is necessary.

For 1-hour NO; impacts, it was determined that the peak impact level from the proposed
project exceeds the significance impact level of 7.52 ug/m?®. Therefore, a cumulative
impact assessment is necessary. For the cumulative impact assessment, three facilities,
Orange County Sanitation District’s Huntington Beach and Fountain Valley facilities and
Beta Offshore as well as emissions from shipping lane activities off the coast were
selected to be included based on their facility emissions and distance to the project.
Seasonal, by hour-of-day background concentrations from the Costa Mesa monitoring
station were used in the modeling. Following the form of the standard, the 1-hour NO,
impact from the project plus cumulative sources plus background is 168.2 ug/m?, which
is less than the federal 1-hour standard of 188 ug/m®. Therefore, no additional PSD
analysis is necessary.

Effective July 26, 2013, the South Coast Air Basin has been re-designated to attainment
for the 24-hour PM10 NAAQS, making PSD considerations applicable for this pollutant.
The project’s total peak 24-hour impact is 4.74 ug/m?®, which is less than the Class |I
significant impact level (SIL) of 5 ug/m?, therefore no additional PSD analysis is
necessary.

Requlation XX — Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM)

Rule 2011 — SOx RECLAIM, Monitoring Recording and Recordkeeping
Requirements. The turbines will be classified as process units under SOx RECLAIM.
As such they are required to measure and record fuel use and calculate mass SOx
emissions using the emission factor on the permit, and electronically report emissions
on a quarterly basis.

Rule 2012 - NOx RECLAIM, Monitoring Recording and Recordkeeping
Requirements. The turbines will be classified as major NOx sources under NOx
RECLAIM. As such, they are required to measure and record NOx concentrations and
calculate mass NOx emissions with a Continuous Emissions Monitoring System
(CEMS). The CEMS would include in-stack NOx and O2 analyzers, a fuel meter, and a
data recording and handling system. NOx emissions are to be reported to SCAQMD on
a daily basis. The CEMS system would be required to be installed within 90 days of
start up. Compliance is expected.
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REGULATION XXX —Title V

The existing Huntington Beach facility is currently subject to Title V requirements, and is
operating under a valid Title V permit issued on May 4, 2011. The addition of the
combined-cycle plant would be considered a significant revision to the existing Title V
permit. AES has submitted a Title V revision application A/N 540259. As a significant
revision, the permit is subject to a 30-day public notice and a 45-day EPA review and
comment period, which is expected to conclude by late May 2014.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

After the publication of the Preliminary Staff Assessment, staff received comments from
the applicant only. All their comments have been considered and many have been
incorporated in this Final Staff Assessment. Those comments not accepted by staff are
included below, including explanation of why they were not accepted.

1. Applicant: Change ppm values in Air Quality Tables 4 and 5 to micrograms per
cubic meter.

Staff: Staff chose to keep ppm units because the sources for these data are
expressed in these units.

2. Applicant: Report the 1-hour SO; level as 19 micrograms per cubic meter, not 26.

Staff: Staff did not make this change because our computation is based on 0.01
ppm, not the 0.0095 ppm value indicated by the applicant. However, neither value
results in a significant issue for this project.

3. Applicant: Construction emissions impacts should be based on SCAQMD
significance thresholds.

Staff: Staff contends that emissions increases in an area that exceeds health-based
ambient air quality standards are significant under CEQA and must be mitigated.

4. Applicant: Staff should consider the offset fees paid under Rule 1304.1 as
construction mitigation measures.

Staff: Rule 1304.1 fees paid may not be used to generate air quality benefits in the
vicinity of the project nor in the time fame associated with HBEP construction.

5. Applicant: Our NO, impacts (Values submitted by the applicant in TN #200949)
differ from values used by SCAQMD and Energy Commission staff (Values in
revised PDOC).

Staff: Staff believes that these differences do not materially affect the analysis or
result in any different conclusions. Staff used district values for consistency.
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On May 5™, 2014, Monica Rudman filed comments on the SCAQMD’s Revised
Preliminary Determination of Compliance (TN 202291). Although these comments are
not directed to the Preliminary Staff Assessment, staff responds below to the air quality
comments related to this staff analysis in order for the public to better understand staff’s
analysis:

6. Rudman: In general, the revised Preliminary Determination of Compliance (PDOC)
is very technical and difficult for anyone who is not an air quality expert to follow.

Staff: Air quality staff analysis is also technical in nature and similar to the revised
PDOC. However, staff has attempted to include more narrative, with detailed
explanations and notes for the technical terms, assumptions, calculations and LORS.
This is intended to assist the public to better understand the air quality impacts and
mitigation of the proposed project.

7. Rudman: The new power project in Huntington Beach would results in a massive
increase in (PM) emissions... The determination of compliance should explain how
and why this exchange would result in the same air quality for the residents of
Huntington Beach and all people living within 6 miles of the proposed HBEP.

Staff: Staff believe
8. Rudman: Harmful Particulate Pollution

Staff: Staff believes that the HBEP would qualify for the SCAQMD Rule 1304 (a)(2)
exemption. Therefore, PM10 and PM2.5 emissions of the new gas turbines would be
fully offset with credits from SCAQMD’s internal bank. In addition, HBEP would also
pay electrical generating fees under Rule 1304.1 in order to use the offset exemption.
The fees would be used to fund air quality improvement projects consistent with
SCAQMD’s Air Quality Management Plan, with a priority for air quality improvement
projects located in communities surrounding the HBEP site; however, the timing of
the air quality improvement projects is uncertain.

9. Rudman: The air quality modeling uses weather data from the station near John
Wayne (Santa Ana) Airport. However, the weather there is not similar enough to
weather conditions in Huntington Beach to be accurate.

Staff: The operating monitoring station closest to the proposed site is North Coastal
Orange County (Costa Mesa) station. However, the data from the John Wayne
Airport station is chosen for air quality modeling inputs because of the following
factors: 1) surface characteristics at John Wayne Airport are more similar to the
project site, 2) John Wayne Airport data are more current, 3) John Wayne Airport
has fewer missing data and 4) the Costa Mesa data provide inconsistent results
because of a high incidence of reported calm wind conditions, with the clam winds
percentage varying from O percent to 38 percent depending on the data processing
method used.

10.Rudman: The assessment should evaluate the impacts on the Class Il location
across the street from the proposed project: Huntington State Beach.
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11.

Staff: As Ms. Rudman states, the PSD analysis conducted by SCAQMD includes
visibility assessments on state parks and staff agrees the assessment is complete to
the degree required by PSD requirements. Impacts in the more immediate vicinity of
the proposed facility would be less than at the state parks due to the time needed for
the gas-to-particle conversions that affect visibility.

Rudman: This (project heat rate) is higher than the current electricity system
average heat rate and will be setting back the progress that California has been
making to reduce greenhouse gases from the electricity system and is contrary to
California law.

Staff: Staff agrees that GHG emission rate and thermal efficiency are interrelated.
The operation of HBEP would balance thermal efficiency and facility flexibility
indicated by its design as a multi-stage power generating facility and its operation in
a high renewable / low GHG electricity system. HBEP would be designed and
operated to achieve more flexibility to meet the electrical needs of a wind and solar
renewable system.

PROPOSED FINDINGS

Based on the staff’s analysis, we recommend the following findings:

1.

The HBEP would be located in the South Coast Air Basin and within the South
Coast Air Quality Management District.

The area where HBEP would be located is designated as nonattainment for both
state and federal ozone and PM2.5 standards, attainment for federal PM10 and
nonattainment for state PM10 standards, and attainment for both state and federal
CO, NO; and SO, standards.

The project construction impacts would contribute to violations of the ozone, PM10,
and PM2.5 ambient air quality standards. Staff recommends Conditions of
Certification AQ-SC1 to AQ-SC6 to mitigate the construction-phase impacts of the
proposed project.

The project operation would neither cause new violations of CO, NO,, SO, and
PM2.5 ambient air quality standards nor contribute to existing violations for these
pollutants. Therefore, the project’s direct CO, NO,, SO, and PM2.5 impacts are less
than significant.

The project’'s NOx and VOC emissions would contribute to existing violations of state
and federal ozone ambient air quality standards. The RECLAIM Trading Credits
(RTCs) and volatile organic compound (VOC) offsets from the district’s internal bank
would mitigate the ozone impact to a less than significant level.
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The project’s annual PM10 emissions would contribute to the existing violation of
state air quality standards. The District would offset the PM10 emissions from its
internal bank to mitigate the PM10 impacts of the new gas turbines to a less than
significant level. The offsets would be in sufficient quantities to satisfy Energy
Commission staff's recommendation that all nonattainment pollutant and precursor
emissions be offset by at least a one pound of offsets for each pound of emissions.

The SCAQMD has issued a revised PDOC finding that HBEP would comply with all
applicable district rules and regulations for project operation. The district’s revised
PDOC conditions are included herein as conditions of certification AQ-1 through AQ-
41.

This analysis contains an adequate evaluation of the project’s contributions to
cumulative air quality impacts.

Implementation of the conditions of certification listed below would ensure that the
HBEP will not result in any significant direct, indirect, or cumulative adverse impacts
to air quality.

PROPOSED CONCLUSIONS

Staff recommends the following conclusions about the HBEP:

Construction impacts would contribute to violations of the ozone, PM10, and PM2.5
ambient air quality standards. Staff recommends conditions of certification AQ-SC1
to AQ-SC6 to mitigate the project’s construction-phase impacts. Due to the long
construction period (90 months) and the complexity of construction activities,
compliance with these conditions would be critical to reduce construction impacts.

Operation of the project would comply with applicable SCAQMD rules and
regulations, including New Source Review, Best Available Control Technology
(BACT) requirements, and requirements to offset emission increases; staff
recommends the inclusion of the District’s revised PDOC conditions as conditions of
certification AQ-1 through AQ-41 for the HBEP.

Implementation of the conditions of certification, and the air quality conditions and
practices described in the analysis would reduce potential adverse impacts to
insignificant levels and ensure that the project’s emissions are mitigated to less than
significant.

The projects’ emissions would comply with all applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards related to air quality as described in pertinent portions of
this analysis.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

AIR QUALITY Table 22 maps out the relationship between Energy Commission
Condition numbering and district condition numbering and proposed modifications to
each condition.
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STAFF-RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

Air Quality Table 22
Mapping of Energy Commission and District Condition Numbering

Energy Energy
Commission District Commission District

AQ-SC1 (none) AQ-18 D29.7
AQ-SC2 (none) AQ-19 D82.1
AQ-SC3 (none) AQ-20 D82.2
AQ-SC4 (none) AQ-21 E193.3
AQ-SC5 (none) AQ-22 E193.4
AQ-SC6 (none) AQ-23 E193.5
AQ-SC7 (none) AQ-24 E193.6
AQ-SC8 (none) AQ-25 1298.1
AQ-1 F2.1 AQ-26 1298.2
AQ-2 F52.1 AQ-27 K40.3
AQ-3 F52.2 AQ-28 K67.5
AQ-4 AB3.5 AQ-29 1298.3
AQ-5 A63.6 AQ-30 1298.4
AQ-6 A99.4 AQ-31 A195.9
AQ-7 A195.6 AQ-32 D12.7
AQ-8 A195.7 AQ-33 D12.8
AQ-9 A195.8 AQ-34 D12.9
AQ-10 A327.1 AQ-35 E179.4
AQ-11 B61.1 AQ-36 E179.5
AQ-12 C1.7 AQ-37 E193.4
AQ-13 C1.8 AQ-38 D12.10
AQ-14 C1.9 AQ-39 E144.1
AQ-15 C1.10 AQ-40 C157.1
AQ-16 D29.5 AQ-41 E193.4
AQ-17 D29.6

Staff proposes the following conditions of certification (identified as the AQ-SCx series

of conditions) to provide CEQA mitigation for this project.
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AQ-SC1 Air Quality Construction Mitigation Manager (AQCMM): The project owner
shall designate and retain an on-site AQCMM who shall be responsible for
directing and documenting compliance with conditions AQ-SC3, AQ-SC4 and
AQ-SCS5 for the entire duration of project site construction. The on-site
AQCMM may delegate responsibilities to one or more AQCMM delegates.
The AQCMM and AQCMM delegates shall have full access to all areas of
construction on the project site, and shall have the authority to stop any or all
construction activities as warranted by applicable construction mitigation
conditions. The AQCMM and AQCMM delegates may have other
responsibilities in addition to those described in this condition. The AQCMM
shall not be terminated without written consent of the Compliance Project
Manager (CPM).

Verification: At least 60 days prior to the start of ground disturbance, the project
owner shall submit to the CPM for approval the name, resume, qualifications, and
contact information for the on-site AQCMM and all AQCMM delegates. The AQCMM
and all delegates must be approved by the CPM before the start of ground disturbance.

AQ-SC2 Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan (AQCMP): The project owner shall
provide, for approval, an AQCMP that details the steps to be taken and the
reporting requirements necessary to ensure compliance with Conditions of
Certification AQ-SC3, AQ-SC4 and AQ-SC5.

Verification: At least 60 days prior to the start of any ground disturbance, the project
owner shall submit the AQCMP to the CPM for approval. The CPM will notify the project
owner of any necessary modifications to the plan within 30 days from the date of
receipt. The AQCMP must be approved by the CPM before the start of ground
disturbance.

AQ-SC3 Construction Fugitive Dust Control: The AQCMM shall submit documentation
to the CPM in each monthly compliance report (MCR) that demonstrates
compliance with the Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan (AQCMP)
mitigation measures for purposes of minimizing fugitive dust emission
creation from construction activities and preventing all fugitive dust plumes
from leaving the project’s boundary. The following fugitive dust mitigation
measures shall be included in the AQCMP required by AQ-SC2, and any
deviation from the AQCMP mitigation measures shall require prior CPM
notification and approval.

A. The main access roads through the facility to the power block areas will be
either paved or stabilized using soil binders, or equivalent methods, to
provide a stabilized surface that is similar for the purposes of dust control
to paving, that may or may not include a crushed rock (gravel or similar
material with fines removed) top layer, prior to initiating construction in the
main power block area, and delivery areas for operations materials
(chemical, replacement parts, etc.) will be paved prior to taking initial
deliveries.
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B. All unpaved construction roads and unpaved operation site roads, as they

are being constructed, shall be stabilized with a non-toxic soil stabilizer or
soil weighting agent that can be determined to be both as efficient or more
efficient for fugitive dust control as ARB approved soil stabilizers, and shall
not increase any other environmental impacts including loss of vegetation
to areas beyond where the soil stabilizers are being applied for dust
control. All other disturbed areas in the project construction site shall be
watered as frequently as necessary during grading; and after active
construction activities shall be stabilized with a non-toxic soil stabilizer or
soil weighting agent, or alternative approved soil stabilizing methods, in
order to comply with the dust mitigation objectives of Condition of
Certification AQ-SC4. The frequency of watering can be reduced or
eliminated during periods of precipitation.

. No vehicle shall exceed 10 miles per hour on unpaved areas within the

construction site, with the exception that vehicles may travel up to 25
miles per hour on stabilized unpaved roads as long as such speeds do not
create visible dust emissions.

. The construction site entrances shall be posted with visible speed limit

signs.

. All construction equipment vehicle tires shall be inspected and washed as

necessary to be free of dirt prior to entering paved roadways.

. Gravel ramps of at least 20 feet in length must be provided at the tire

washing/cleaning station.

. All unpaved exits from the construction site shall be graveled or treated to

prevent track-out to public roadways.

. All construction vehicles shall enter the construction site through the

treated entrance roadways unless an alternative route has been submitted
to and approved by the CPM.

Construction areas adjacent to any paved roadway below the grade of the
surrounding construction area or otherwise directly impacted by sediment
from site drainage shall be provided with sandbags or other equivalently
effective measures to prevent run-off to roadways, or other similar run-off
control measures as specified in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP), only when such SWPPP measures are necessary so that
the condition does not conflict with the requirements of the SWPPP.

. All paved roads within the construction site shall be swept daily or as

needed (less during periods of precipitation) on days when construction
activity occurs to prevent the accumulation of dirt and debris.
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K. At least the first 500 feet of any paved public roadway exiting the
construction site or exiting other unpaved roads en route from the
construction site or construction staging areas shall be swept as needed
(less during periods of precipitation) on days when construction activity
occurs or on any other day when dirt or run-off resulting from the
construction site activities is visible on the public paved roadways.

L. All soil storage piles and disturbed areas that remain inactive for longer
than 10 days shall be covered or treated with appropriate dust
suppressant compounds.

M. All vehicles that are used to transport solid bulk material on public
roadways and that have the potential to cause visible emissions shall be
provided with a cover, or the materials shall be sufficiently wetted and
loaded onto the trucks in @ manner to provide at least two feet of
freeboard.

N. Wind erosion control techniques (such as windbreaks, water, chemical
dust suppressants, and/or vegetation) shall be used on all construction
areas that may be disturbed. Any windbreaks installed to comply with this
condition shall remain in place until the soil is stabilized or permanently
covered with vegetation.

Verification: = The AQCMM shall provide the CPM a Monthly Compliance Report to
include the following to demonstrate control of fugitive dust emissions:

A. a summary of all actions taken to maintain compliance with this condition;

B.

Copies of any air quality-related complaints filed with the air district or facility
representatives in relation to project construction; and

. Any other documentation deemed necessary by the CPM or AQCMM to verify
compliance with this condition. Such information may be provided via electronic
format or disk at the project owner’s discretion.

AQ-SC4 Dust Plume Response Requirement: The AQCMM or an AQCMM delegate

shall monitor all construction activities for visible dust plumes. Observations of
visible dust plumes that have the potential to be transported off the project
site and within 400 feet upwind of any regularly occupied structures not
owned by the project owner indicates that existing mitigation measures are
not resulting in effective mitigation. The AQCMP shall include a section
detailing how the additional mitigation measures will be accomplished within
the time limits specified. The AQCMM or delegate shall implement the
following procedures for additional mitigation measures in the event that such
visible dust plumes are observed:

Step 1: The AQCMM or delegate shall direct more intensive application of
the existing mitigation methods within 15 minutes of making such a
determination.
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Step 2:  The AQCMM or Delegate shall direct implementation of additional
methods of dust suppression if Step 1 specified above fails to result in
adequate mitigation within 30 minutes of the original determination.

Step 3:  The AQCMM or delegate shall direct a temporary shutdown of the
activity causing the emissions if Step 2 specified above fails to result in
effective mitigation within one hour of the original determination. The
activity shall not restart until the AQCMM or delegate is satisfied that
appropriate additional mitigation or other site conditions have changed so
that visual dust plumes will not result upon restarting the shutdown
activity. The owner/ operator may appeal to the CPM any directive from
the AQCMM or delegate to shut down an activity, provided that the
shutdown shall go into effect within one hour of the original determination,
unless overruled by the CPM before that time.

Verification: = The AQCMM shall provide the CPM a Monthly Compliance Report to
include:

A. a summary of all actions taken to maintain compliance with this condition;

B. copies of any air quality-related complaints filed with the district or facility
representatives in relation to project construction; and

C. any other documentation deemed necessary by the CPM and AQCMM to verify
compliance with this condition. Such information may be provided via electronic
format or disk at the project owner’s discretion.

AQ-SC5 Diesel-Fueled Engine Control: The AQCMM shall submit to the CPM, in the
Monthly Compliance Report, a table that demonstrates compliance with the
AQCMP mitigation measures for purposes of controlling diesel construction-
related combustion emissions. Any deviation from the AQCMP mitigation
measures requires prior CPM notification and approval.

All off-road diesel construction equipment used in the construction of this
facility shall be powered by the cleanest engines available that also comply
with the California Air Resources Board’'s (ARB’s) Regulation for In-Use Off-
Road Diesel Fleets and shall be included in the Air Quality Construction
Mitigation Plan (AQCMP) required by AQ-SC2. The AQCMP measures shall
include the following, with the lowest-emitting engine chosen in each case, as
available:

a. All off-road vehicles with compression ignition engines shall comply with
the California Air Resources Board’s (ARB’s)Regulation for In-Use Off-
Road Diesel Fleets (California Code of Regulation Title 13, Article 4.8,
Chapter 9, §2449 et. seq. ).
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AIR QUALITY

To meet the highest level of emissions reduction available for the engine
family of the equipment, each piece of diesel-powered equipment shall be
powered by a Tier 4 engine (without add-on controls) or Tier 4i engine
(without ad-on controls), or a Tier 3 engine with a post-combustion retrofit
device verified by the ARB or the US EPA. For PM, the retrofit device shall
be a particulate filter if verified, or a flow-through filter, or at least an
oxidation catalyst. For NOx, the device shall meet the latest Mark level
verified to be available.

For diesel powered equipment where the requirements of Part “b” cannot
be met, the equipment shall be equipped with a Tier 3 engine without
retrofit control devices or with a Tier 2 or lower Tier engine using retrofit
controls verified by ARB or US EPA as the best available control device to
reduce exhaust emissions of PM and nitrogen oxides (NOx) unless
certified by engine manufacturers or the on-site AQCMM that the use of
such devices is not practical for specific engine types. For purposes of this
condition, the use of such devices can be considered “not practical” for the
following, as well as other, reasons:

1. There is no available retrofit control device that has been verified by
either the California Air Resources Board or U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency to control the engine in question and the highest
level of available control using retrofit or Tier 1 engines is being used
for the engine in question; or

2. The use of the retrofit device would unduly restrict the vision of the
operator such that the vehicle would be unsafe to operate because the
device would impair the operator’s vision to the front, sides, or rear of
the vehicle, or

3. The construction equipment is intended to be on site for 10 work days
or less.

The CPM may grant relief from a requirement in Part “b” or “c” if the
AQCMM can demonstrate a good faith effort to comply with the
requirement and that compliance is not practical.

The use of a retrofit control device may be terminated immediately
provided that the CPM is informed within 10 working days of the
termination and a replacement for the equipment item in question meeting
the level of control required occurs within 10 work days of termination of
the use (if the equipment would be needed to continue working at this site
for more than 15 work days after the use of the retrofit control device is
terminated) if one of the following conditions exists:

1. The use of the retrofit control device is excessively reducing the normal
availability of the construction equipment due to increased down time
for maintenance, and/or reduced power output due to an excessive
increase in exhaust back pressure.
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f.

Verification:

2. The retrofit control device is causing or is reasonably expected to
cause engine damage.

3. The retrofit control device is causing or is reasonably expected to
cause a substantial risk to workers or the public.

4. Any other seriously detrimental cause which has the approval of the
CPM prior to implementation of the termination.

All equipment with engines meeting the requirements above shall be
properly maintained and the engines tuned to the engine manufacturer’'s
specifications. Each engine shall be in its original configuration and the
equipment or engine must be replaced if it exceeds the manufacturer’s
approved oil consumption rate.

Construction equipment will employ electric motors when feasible.

If the requirements detailed above cannot be met, the AQCMM shall
certify that a good faith effort was made to meet these requirements and
this determination must be approved by the CPM.

All off-road diesel-fueled engines used in the construction of the facility
shall have clearly visible tags issued by the on-site AQCMM showing that
the engine meets the conditions set forth herein.

The AQCMM shall include in the MCR the following to demonstrate

control of diesel construction-related emissions:

A. A summary of all actions taken to control diesel construction related emissions;

B. Alist of all heavy equipment used on site during that month, showing the tier level of
each engine and the basis for alternative compliance with this condition for each

engine not meeting Part “b” or Part “c” requirements. The list shall include the owner
of the equipment and a letter from each owner indicating that the equipment has
been properly maintained; and

C. Any other documentation deemed necessary by the CPM and AQCMM to verify
compliance with this condition. Such information may be provided via electronic
format or disk at the project owner’s discretion.

AQ-SC6 During the construction phase of this project, the project owner shall conduct
a local street sweeping program to provide at least 8.26 Ibs/day PM10 and
0.79 Ibs/day PM2.5 of emissions reductions. The project owner shall provide,
for approval, a Construction Particular Matter Mitigation Plan (CPMMP) that
details the steps to be taken and the reporting requirements necessary to
ensure the implementation of the local street sweeping program.
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Verification: At least 90 days prior to the start of any ground disturbance, the project
owner shall submit the CPMMP to the CPM for approval. The CPM will notify the project
owner of any necessary modifications to the plan within 30 days from the date of
receipt. The CPMMP must be approved by the CPM before the start of ground
disturbance. During construction the project owner shall provide the records of the
sweeping program in the Monthly Compliance Report.

AQ-SC7 The project owner shall provide the CPM copies of all district issued Permit-
to-Construct (PTC) and Permit-to-Operate (PTO) documents for the facility.
The project owner shall submit an amendment request to the CPM for review
and approval any modification proposed by the project owner to any project
air permit. The project owner shall submit to the CPM any modification to any
permit proposed by the district or U.S. EPA, and any revised permit issued by
the district or U.S. EPA, for the project.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit any PTC, PTO, and proposed air permit
modifications to the CPM within five working days of its submittal either by: 1) the
project owner to an agency, or 2) receipt of proposed modifications from an agency.
The project owner shall submit all modified air permits to the CPM within 15 days of
receipt.

AQ-SC8 The project owner shall submit to the CPM Quarterly Operation Reports,
following the end of each calendar quarter, that include operational and
emissions information as necessary to demonstrate compliance with the
Conditions of Certification herein. The Quarterly Operation Report shall
specifically note or highlight incidences of noncompliance.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit the Quarterly Operation Reports to the
CPM and APCO no later than 30 days following the end of each calendar quarter.

DISTRICT PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION OF COMPLIANCE
CONDITIONS (SCAQMD 2014A)

The following SCAQMD conditions (AQ-1 to AQ-41) apply to each unit of equipment,
and the proposed HBEP facility as a whole.

FACILITY

AQ-1 The project owner shall limit emissions from this facility as follows:
CONTAMINANT EMISSIONS LIMIT
PM Less than 100 TONS IN ANY ONE YEAR

For purposes of this condition, the PM shall be defined as particulate matter
with aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 microns or less.
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For purposes of demonstrating compliance with the 100 tons per year limit the
project owner shall determine the PM2.5 emissions for each of the major
sources at this facility by calculating a 12 month rolling average using the
calendar monthly fuel use data and following emission factors for each turbine
PM2.5 = 3.36 Ibs/mmcf with no duct firing and PM2.5 = 5.22 Ibs/mmcf with
duct firing, for Boiler 1 PM2.5 = 1.86 Ibs/mmscf, for Boiler 2 PM2.5 = 2.1
Ibs/mmscf.

The project owner may apply to change the factors, via permit application,
once a different value is demonstrated, subject to SCAQMD review of testing
procedures and protocols.

The project owner shall submit written reports of the monthly PM2.5
compliance demonstrations required by this condition. The report submittal
shall be included with the semiannual Title V report as required under Rule
3004(a)(4)(f). Records of the monthly PM2.5 compliance demonstrations shall
be maintained on site for at least five years and made available upon
SCAQMD request.

[Rule 1325]

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM and the District the facility
annual operating and emissions data demonstrating compliance with this condition as
part of the fourth quarter’'s Quarterly Operation Report (AQ-SC8).

AQ-2

May 2014

This facility is subject to the applicable requirements of the following rules or
regulations:

The facility shall submit a detailed retirement plan for the permanent
shutdown of Huntington Beach (HB) Boilers 1 and 2 and Redondo Beach
(RB) Boilers 6 and 8 describing in detail the steps and schedule that will be
taken to render the boilers permanently inoperable. The retirement plan shall
be submitted to SCAQMD within 60 days after the Permits to Construct for
gas turbine Units 1A, 1B, 1C, 2A, 2B, and 2C are issued.

The retirement plan must be approved in writing by SCAQMD. AES shall not
commence any construction of HB Boilers 1 and 2 and RB Boilers 6 and 8
repowering project equipment including gas turbines 1A, 1B, 1C, 2A, 2B, 2C,
steam turbines 1 and 2, SCR/CO catalysts for gas turbines 1A, 1B, 1C, 2A,
2B, and 2C, or the oil water separator, before the retirement plan is approved
in writing by SCAQMD. If SCAQMD notifies AES that the plan is not
approvable, AES shall submit a revised plan addressing SCAQMD’s concerns
within 30 days.

Within 30 calendar days of actual shutdown, or by no later than December 31,
2018, AES shall provide SCAQMD with a notarized statement that HB Beach
Boilers 1 and 2 and RB Boilers 6 and 8 are permanently shut down and that
any restart or operation of the units shall require new Permits to Construct
and be subject to all requirements of non-attainment new source review and
the prevention of significant deterioration program.
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AES shall notify SCAQMD 30 days prior to the implementation of the
approved retirement plan for permanent shutdown of HB Boilers 1 and 2 and
RB Boilers 6 and 8, or advise SCAQMD as soon practicable should AES
undertake permanent shutdown prior to December 31, 2018.

AES shall cease operation of RB Boilers 6 and 8 within 90 calendar days of
the first fire of Units 1A, 1B, or 1C, and AES shall cease operation of HB
Boilers 1 and 2 within 90 calendar days of the first fire of Units 2A, 2B, or 2C.

[Rule 1304 — Modeling and Offset Exemption]

Verification:  The project owner shall submit the retirement plan and any
modifications to the plan to the CPM within five working days of its submittal either by:
1) the project owner to district, or 2) receipt of proposed modifications from district. The
project owner shall make site available for inspection of records by representatives of
the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-3 This facility is subject to the applicable requirements of the following rules or
regulations:

For all circuit breakers at the facility utilizing SFg, the project owner shall
install, operate, and maintain enclosed-pressure SFg circuit breakers with a
maximum annual leak rate of 0.5 percent by weight. The circuit breakers shall
be equipped with a 10 percent by weight leak detection system. The leak
detection system shall be calibrated in accordance with manufacturer’s
specifications. The manufacturer’s specifications and all records of
calibrations shall be maintained on site.

The total CO2e emissions from all circuit breakers shall not exceed 6.8 tons
per calendar year.

[Rule 1714]

Verification:  The project owner shall make site available for inspection of records by
representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

EACH GAS TURBINE

AQ-4 The project owner shall limit emission from this equipment as follows:

CONTAMINANT EMISSION LIMIT

PM10 4,278.0 LBSIN ANY ONE MONTH
CO 12,776.2 LBS IN ANY ONE MONTH
VOC 7,487.2 LBS IN ANY ONE MONTH

The above limits apply after the equipment is commissioned. The above limits
apply to each turbine.

The project owner shall calculate compliance with the emission limit(s) by
using fuel use data and the following emission factors: VOC: 2.94 Ibs/mmcf,
PM10: 3.36 Ibs/mmcf with no duct burner firing, 5.22 Ibs/mmcf with duct
burner firing.
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The project owner may apply to change the factors, via permit application,
once a different value is demonstrated, subject to SCAQMD review of testing
procedures and protocols.

The project owner shall calculate compliance with the emission limits for CO
after the CO CEMS certification based upon readings from the SCAQMD
certified CEMS.

The project owner shall limit the annual firing hours for each turbine to 6370
hours including no more than 470 hours with duct firing (this does not include
start up and shutdown hours)

[Rule 1303 — Offsets]

Verification:  The project owner shall provide emissions summary data in
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC8).
The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records by
representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-5 The project owner shall limit emission from this equipment as follows:

CONTAMINANT EMISSION LIMIT

PM10 2,930 LBS IN ANY ONE MONTH
CO 112,882 LBS IN ANY ONE MONTH
VOC 14,121 LBS IN ANY ONE MONTH

The above limits apply during commissioning. The above limits apply to each
turbine.

The project owner shall calculate compliance with the emission limit(s) by
using fuel use data and the following emission factors: VOC: 21.74 Ibs/mmcf,
PM10: 4.51 Ibs/mmcf, and CO: 173.80 Ibs/mmcf.

Verification:  The project owner shall provide emissions summary data in
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC8).
The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records by
representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-6 The 12.75 LBS/MMCF NOx emission limits shall only apply during turbine
operation prior to CEMS certification for reporting NOx emissions.

[Rule 2012]

Verification:  The project owner shall demonstrating compliance with this condition
as part of the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-7 The 2.0 PPMV NOX emission limit(s) is averaged over 60 minutes at 15
percent O, dry. This limit shall not apply during commissioning, turbine start
ups and turbine shutdowns.

[Rule 1703-PSD, Rule 2005]

May 2014 4.1-63 AIR QUALITY



Verification:  The project owner shall submit CEMS records demonstrating
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-8 The 2.0 PPMV CO emission limit(s) is averaged over 60 minutes at 15
percent O, dry. This limit shall not apply during commissioning, turbine start
ups and turbine shutdowns.

[Rule 1703-PSD]
Verification:  The project owner shall submit CEMS records demonstrating
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-9 The 2.0 PPMV VOC emission limit(s) is averaged over 60 minutes at 15
percent O, dry. This limit shall not apply during commissioning, turbine start
ups and turbine shutdowns.

[Rule 1303(a) — BACT, Rule 1303(b)(1) — Modeling, Rule 1303(b)(2) - Offsets]
Verification:  The project owner shall submit CEMS records demonstrating
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-10 For the purpose of determining compliance with District Rule 475, combustion
contaminants emissions may exceed the concentration limit or the mass
emission limit listed, but not both limits at the same time.

[Rule 475]

Verification:  The project owner shall demonstrating compliance with this condition
as part of the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC8). The project owner shall make the
site available for inspection of records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the
Energy Commission.

AQ-11  The project owner shall not use natural gas containing the following specified

compounds:
Compound Grains per 100 scf
H,S Greater than 0.25

This concentration limit is an annual average based on monthly sample of
natural gas composition or gas supplier documentation. Gaseous fuel
samples shall be tested using District Method 307-91 for total sulfur
calculated as H,S.

[Rule 1303(b) — Offset]

Verification:  The project owner shall submit fuel usage records and calculations
required to demonstrate compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly
Operational Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-12 The project owner shall limit the number of startups to no more than 90 in any
one calendar month.
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The number of cold start ups shall not exceed 5 per months, the number of
warm start ups shall not exceed 25 per month, and the number of hot start
ups shall not exceed 60 per month.

For the purposes of this condition:

A cold start up is defined as a startup which occurs after the steam turbine
has been shut down for 49 hours or more. A cold start up shall not exceed 90
minutes. Emissions from a cold start up shall not exceed the following: NOXx -
29 Ibs., CO — 116 Ibs., VOC — 28 Ibs.

A warm start up is defined as a startup which occurs after the steam turbine
has been shut down for 9 — 49 hours. A warm start up shall not exceed 32.5
minutes. Emissions from a warm start up shall not exceed the following: NOx
-17 Ibs., CO — 46 Ibs., VOC — 21 Ibs.

A hot start up is defined as a startup which occurs after the steam turbine has
been shut down for less than 9 hours. A hot start up shall not exceed 32.5
minutes. Emissions from a hot start up shall not exceed the following: NOx -
17 Ibs., CO — 34 Ibs., VOC - 21 Ibs.

The beginning of a start up occurs at initial fire in the combustor and the end
of startup occurs when the BACT levels are achieved. If during start up the
process is aborted the process will count as one start up.

The project owner shall maintain records, in a manner approved by the
SCAQMD to demonstrate compliance with this condition.

[Rule 2005]

Verification:  The project owner shall provide a table demonstrating compliance with
this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC8). The project owner

shall make the site available for inspection of records by representatives of the District,

ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-13  The project owner shall limit the number of shutdowns to no more than 90 in
any one calendar month.

Shutdown time shall not exceed 10 minutes per shutdown. Emissions from a
shutdown shall not exceed the following: NOx - 9 Ibs., CO - 46 Ibs., VOC —
31 Ibs.

The project owner shall maintain records, in a manner approved by the SCAQMD to
demonstrate compliance with this condition.[Rule 2005]Verification: The project
owner shall provide a table demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the
Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC8). The project owner shall make the site available
for inspection of records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.
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AQ-14  The project owner shall limit the power output of the plant to no more than
939 MWs.

The 939 MW limit is based on the net power output.

The net electrical output shall be measured at the breaker of the transmission
system interconnection point in the generation switchyard. The monitoring
equipment shall meet ANSI Standard No. C12 or equivalent, and have an
accuracy of +/-0.2 percent.

The net electrical output from each meter shall be recorded at the CEMS data
acquisition system.

The project owner shall maintain records, for a minimum of five years, in a
manner approved by the SCAQMD to demonstrate compliance with this
condition.

[Rule 1304 - Modeling and Offset Exemption]

Verification:  The project owner shall report the maximum net megawatts generated
monthly to demonstrate compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly
Operation Reports (AQ-SC8). The project owner shall make the site available for
inspection of records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-15 The project owner shall limit the power output of the plant to no more than
972 MW gross.

The 972 MW limit is based on the gross power output.
The gross electrical output shall be measured at the each of the 8 generators.

The monitoring equipment shall meet ANSI Standard No. C12 or equivalent,
and have an accuracy of +/-0.2 percent.

The gross electrical output from generators shall be recorded at the CEMS
data acquisition system.

The project owner shall maintain records, for a minimum of five years, in a
manner approved by the SCAQMD to demonstrate compliance with this
condition.

[Rule 1304 - Modeling and Offset Exemption]

Verification:  The project owner shall report the maximum gross megawatts
generated monthly to demonstrate compliance with this condition as part of the
Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC8). The project owner shall make the site available
for inspection of records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.
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AQ-16

May 2014

The project owner shall conduct source test(s) for the pollutant(s) identified

below.

Pollutant to be
tested

Required Test
Method(s)

Averaging Time

Test Location

method

NOyx emissions District Method 1 hour Outlet of the SCR
100.1

CO emissions District Method 1 hour Outlet of the SCR
100.1

SOy emissions Approved District District approved Fuel Sample
method averaging time

VOC emissions Approved District 1 hour Outlet of the SCR

PM10 emissions

Approved District
method

District approved
averaging time

Outlet of the SCR

PM2.5 Approved District District approved Outlet of the SCR
method averaging time
NH3 emissions District method 1 hour Outlet of the SCR

207.1 and 5.3 or

EPA method 17

The test shall be conducted after SCAQMD approval of the source test
protocol, but no later than 180 days after initial start-up. The SCAQMD shall
be notified of the date and time of the test at least 10 days prior to the test.

The test shall be conducted to determine the oxygen levels in the exhaust. In
addition, the tests shall measure the fuel flow rate in cubic feet per hour
(CFH), the flue gas flow rate, and the turbine generating output in MW net
and MW gross.

The test shall be conducted in accordance with an SCAQMD approved test
protocol. The protocol shall be submitted to the SCAQMD engineer no later
than 45 days before the proposed test date and shall be approved by the
SCAQMD before the test commences. The test protocol shall include the
proposed operating conditions of the turbine during the tests, the identity of
the testing lab, a statement from the testing lab certifying that it meets the
criteria of Rule 304, and a description of all sampling and analytical
procedures.

The test shall be conducted when this equipment is operating at loads of 100
and 70 percent without duct firing, and 100 percent with duct firing.
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For natural gas fired turbines only, volatile organic compound (VOC)
compliance shall be demonstrated as follows: a) stack gas samples are
extracted into Summa canisters maintaining a final canister pressure between
400-500 mm Hg absolute, b) pressurization of canisters are done with zero
gas analyzed/certified to contain less than 0.05 ppmv total hydrocarbon as
carbon, and c) analysis of canisters are per EPA Method TO-12 (with pre
concentration) and temperature of canisters when extracting samples for
analysis is not below 70 deg F.The use of this alternative method is solely for
the determination of compliance with the VOC BACT level of 2.0 ppmv
calculated as carbon for natural gas fired turbines. The results shall be
reported with two significant digits.

[Rule 1303(a)(1) — BACT, Rule 1303(b)(2) — Offset, Rule 1703-PSD, Rule
2005]

Verification: = The project owner shall submit the proposed protocol for the initial
source tests no later than 45 days prior to the proposed source test date to both the
District and CPM for approval. The project owner shall submit source test results no
later than 60 days following the source test date to both the District and CPM. The
project owner shall notify the District and CPM no later than 10 days prior to the
proposed initial source test date and time.

AQ-17  The project owner shall conduct source test(s) for the pollutant(s) identified

below.
Pollutant to be Required Test Averaging Time Test Location
tested Method(s)
NH; emissions District method 207.1 | 1 hour Outlet of the SCR
and 5.3 or EPA
method 17

The test shall be conducted and the results submitted to the District within 60
days after the test date. The SCAQMD shall be notified of the date and time
of the test at least 10 days prior to the test.

The test shall be conducted at least quarterly during the first twelve months of
operation and at least annually thereafter. The NOx concentration, as
determined by the CEMS, shall be simultaneously recorded during the
ammonia slip test. If the CEMS is inoperable, a test shall be conducted to
determine the NOx emissions using District Method 100.1 measured over a
60 minute averaging time period.

The test shall be conducted to demonstrate compliance with the Rule 1303
concentration limit

[Rule 1303(a)(1) — BACT]
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Verification:

AQ-18

The project owner shall submit the proposed protocol for the source
tests no later than 45 days prior to the proposed source test date to both the District and
CPM for approval. The project owner shall notify the District and CPM no later than 10
days prior to the proposed source test date and time. The project owner shall submit
source test results no later than 60 days following the source test date to both the
District and CPM.

The project owner shall conduct source test(s) for the pollutant(s) identified
below.

Pollutant to be
tested

Required Test
Method(s)

Averaging Time

Test Location

SOX emissions Approved District District approved Fuel Sample
method averaging time

VOC emissions Approved District | 1 hour Outlet of the SCR
method

PM10 emissions Approved District | District approved Outlet of the SCR

method

averaging time

The test shall be conducted at least once every three years.

The test shall be conducted and the results submitted to the SCAQMD within
60 days after the test date. The SCAQMD shall be notified of the date and
time of the test at least 10 days prior to the test.

The test shall be conducted when this equipment is operating at 100 percent
of maximum heat input.

For natural gas fired turbines only, volatile organic compound (VOC)
compliance shall be demonstrated as follows: a) stack gas samples are
extracted into Summa canisters maintaining a final canister pressure between
400-500 mm Hg absolute, b) pressurization of canisters are done with zero
gas analyzed/certified to contain less than 0.05 ppmv total hydrocarbon as
carbon, and c) analysis of canisters are per EPA Method TO-12 (with pre
concentration) and temperature of canisters when extracting samples for
analysis is not below 70 deg F.

The use of this alternative method is solely for the determination of
compliance with the VOC BACT level of 2.0 ppmv calculated as carbon for
natural gas fired turbines. The results shall be reported with two significant
digits.

The test shall be conducted to demonstrate compliance with the Rule 1303
concentration and/or monthly emission limit.

[Rule 1303(a)(1) — BACT, Rule 1303(b)(2) — Offset, Rule 475]
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Verification:  The project owner shall submit the proposed protocol for the source
tests no later than 45 days prior to the proposed source test date to both the District and
CPM for approval. The project owner shall notify the District and CPM no later than 10
days prior to the proposed source test date and time. The project owner shall submit
source test results no later than 60 days following the source test date to both the
District and CPM.

AQ-19  The project owner shall install and maintain a continuous emissions
monitoring system (CEMS) to measure the following parameters:
CO concentration in ppmv
Concentrations shall be corrected to 15 percent oxygen on a dry basis. The
CEMS shall be installed and operating no later than 90 days after initial
startup of the turbine, in accordance with approved SCAQMD Rule 218

CEMS plan application. The project owner shall not install the CEMS prior to
receiving initial approval from SCAQMD.

The CEMS shall be installed and operated to measure the CO concentration
over a 15 minute averaging time period.

The CEMS shall convert the actual CO concentrations to mass emission rates
(Ibs/hr) using the equation below and record the hourly emission rates on a
continuous basis.

CO Emission Rate, Ibs/hr = K*Cco*Fd[20.9/(20.9%-%0, d)][(Qg*HHV)/10E®6],
where

K = 7.267*10° (Ibs/scf)/ppm

Cco = Average of 4 consecutive 15 min. average CO concentrations,
ppm

Fd = 8710 dscf/MMBTU natural gas

%0O,, d= Hourly average % by volume O dry, corresponding to Cco
Qg = Fuel gas usage during the hour, scf/hr

HHV = Gross high heating value of the fuel gas, BTU/scf

[Rule 1303 — BACT, Rule 1703-PSD]

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-20 The project owner shall install and maintain a CEMS to measure the following
parameters:

NOx concentration in ppmv
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Concentrations shall be corrected to 15 percent oxygen on a dry basis. The
CEMS shall be installed and operating no later than 90 days after initial
startup of the turbine, in accordance with approved SCAQMD Regulation XX
CEMS plan application. The project owner shall not install the CEMS prior to
receiving initial approval from SCAQMD.

Rule 2012 provisional relative accuracy test audit (RATA) testing shall be
completed and submitted to the SCAQMD within 90 days of the conclusion of
the turbine commissioning period. During the interim period between the initial
start up and the provisional certification date of the CEMS, the project owner
shall comply with the requirements of Rule 2012(h)(2) and 2012(h)(3).

[Rule 1703 — PSD, Rule 2005, Rule 2012]

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-21  The project owner shall install this equipment according to the following
requirements:

Construction shall commence within 12 months of the date of the permit to
construct unless the permit is extended, but in no case should the start of
construction exceed 18 months from the date of the permit to construct.
Construction shall not be discontinued for a period of 18 months or more.

[Rule 205, 40 CFR Part 52]

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-22 The project owner shall upon completion of the construction, operate and
maintain this equipment according to the following specifications:

In accordance with all mitigation measures stipulated in the final California
Energy Commission decision for the 12-AFC-02 project.

[CEQA]

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-23 The project owner shall install this equipment according to the following
requirements:

Total commissioning hours shall not exceed 491 hours of operation for each
turbine from the date of initial turbine start up. Total commissioning hours
without control shall not exceed 47 hours of operation for each turbine. Only
one turbine shall undergo steam blows at any one time and at a load of no
more than 50%. During steam blows, the other two turbines in the block shall
not be fired. During all other commissioning activities outside of steam blows,
a maximum of 2 turbines may be operated at any one time.
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The project owner shall vent this equipment to the CO oxidation catalyst and
SCR control system whenever the turbine is in operation after commissioning.

The project owner shall provide SCAQMD with written notification of the initial
startup date. Written records of commissioning, start ups, and shutdowns
shall be maintained and be made available upon request from SCAQMD.

[Rule 1303 — BACT, Rule 1303 — Offsets, Rule 1703 — PSD, Rule 2005]

Verification:  The project owner shall submit CEMS records to demonstrate
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-24

The project owner shall, upon completion of the construction, operate and
maintain this equipment according to the following specifications:

The project owner shall record the total net and gross power generated in
a calendar month in megawatt-hours.

The project owner shall calculate and record greenhouse gas emissions
for each calendar month using the following formula:

GHG =60.08 * FF

Where, GHG is the greenhouse gas emissions in tons of CO2 and FF is
the monthly fuel usage in millions standard cubic feet.

The project owner shall calculate and record the GHG emissions in pounds
per net megawatt-hours on the 12-month rolling average. The GHG
emissions from this equipment shall not exceed 652,827 tons per year on a
12-month rolling average basis. The calendar annual average GHG
emissions shall not exceed 1,000? Ibs of carbon dioxide per net megawatt-
hour, or the applicable limit which is published in the final EPA rule.

The project owner shall maintain records in a manner approved by the
SCAQMD to demonstrate compliance with this condition. The records shall
be made available to SCAQMD upon request.

[Rule 1714, 40 CFR60 Subpart KKKK]

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-25

This equipment shall not be operated unless the facility holds 39,854 pounds
of NOx RECLAIM Trading Credits (RTCs) in its allocation account to offset
the annual emissions increase for the first year of operation. The RTCs held
to satisfy the first year of operation portion of this condition may be
transferred only after one year from the initial start of operation. In addition,
this equipment shall not be operated unless the project owner demonstrates

% The PDOC allows higher values, but the federal New Source Performance Standard published January
8, 2014 is expected to apply to this facility, which would limit carbon dioxide emission to 1,000 Ibs per

MWh.
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to the Executive Officer that, at the commencement of each compliance year
after the start of operation, the facility holds 62,507 pounds of NOx RTCs
valid during that compliance year. RTCs held to satisfy the compliance year
portion of this condition may be transferred only after the compliance year for
which the RTCs are held. If the initial or annual hold amount is partially
satisfied by holding RTCs that expire midway through the hold period, those
RTCs may be transferred upon their respective expiration dates. This hold
amount is in addition to any other amount of RTCs required to be held under
other condition(s) stated in this permit.

[Rule 2005]

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM copies of all RECLAIM
reports filed with the District as part of Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-26

This equipment shall not be operated unless the facility holds 2,694 pounds of
SOx RECLAIM Trading Credits (RTCs) in its allocation account to offset the
annual emissions increase for the first year of operation. The RTCs held to
satisfy the first year of operation portion of this condition may be transferred
only after one year from the initial start of operation. In addition, this
equipment shall not be operated unless the project owner demonstrates to
the Executive Officer that, at the commencement of each compliance year
after the start of operation, the facility holds 3,798 pounds of SOx RTCs valid
during that compliance year. RTCs held to satisfy the compliance year portion
of this condition may be transferred only after the compliance year for which
the RTCs are held. If the initial or annual hold amount is partially satisfied by
holding RTCs that expire midway through the hold period, those RTCs may
be transferred upon their respective expiration dates. This hold amount is in
addition to any other amount of RTCs required to be held under other
condition(s) stated in this permit.

[Rule 2005]

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM copies of all RECLAIM
reports filed with the District as part of Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-27

May 2014

The project owner shall provide to the District a source test report in
accordance with the following specifications:

Source test results shall be submitted to the District no later than 60 days
after the source tests required under conditions AQ-16, AQ-17, and AQ-
18 are conducted.

Emission data shall be expressed in terms of concentration (ppmv)
corrected to 15 percent oxygen (dry basis), mass rate (Ib/hr), and
Ib/MMCEF. In addition, solid particulate matter (PM) emissions, if required
to be tested, shall also be reported in terms of grains/dry standard cubic
feet.
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All exhaust flow rate shall be expressed in terms of dry standard cubic feet
per minute (DSCFM) and dry actual cubic feet per minute. All moisture
concentration shall be expressed in terms of percent corrected to 15
percent oxygen.

Source test results shall also include the oxygen levels in the exhaust, fuel
flow rate (cubic feet per hour), the flue gas temperature, and the generator
power output (MW) under which the test was conducted.

[Rule 1303(a)(1) — BACT, Rule 1303(b)(2) — Offset]

Verification:  The project owner shall submit the proposed protocol for the initial
source tests no later than 45 days prior to the proposed source test date to both the
District and CPM for approval. The project owner shall submit source test results no
later than 60 days following the source test date to both the District and CPM. The
project owner shall notify the District and CPM no later than 10 days prior to the
proposed initial source test date and time.

AQ-28 The project owner shall keep records in a manner approved by the District, for
the following parameter(s) or item(s):

Commissioning hours and type of control and fuel use

Date, time, and duration of each start-up and shutdown, and the type of
startup (cold, warm, or hot).

In addition to the requirements of a certified continuous emissions
monitoring system (CEMS), natural gas fuel use records shall be kept
during and after the commissioning period and prior to CEMS certification

Minute by minute data (NO2 and O, concentration and fuel flow rate at a
minimum) for each turbine start up

Monthly number of hours each turbine is operated with duct firing
Total annual power output in MWh

[Rule 1303(b)(2) - Offsets]

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

DUCT BURNER

AQ-29 This equipment shall not be operated unless the facility holds 13,488 pounds
of NOx RECLAIM Trading Credits (RTCs) in its allocation account to offset
the annual emissions increase for the first year of operation. The RTCs held
to satisfy the first year of operation portion of this condition may be
transferred only after one year from the initial start of operation. In addition,
this equipment shall not be operated unless the project owner demonstrates
to the Executive Officer that, at the commencement of each compliance year
after the start of operation, the facility holds 21,155 pounds of NOx RTCs
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valid during that compliance year. RTCs held to satisfy the compliance year
portion of this condition may be transferred only after the compliance year for
which the RTCs are held. If the initial or annual hold amount is partially
satisfied by holding RTCs that expire midway through the hold period, those
RTCs may be transferred upon their respective expiration dates. This hold
amount is in addition to any other amount of RTCs required to be held under
other condition(s) stated in this permit.

[Rule 2005]

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM copies of all RECLAIM
reports filed with the District as part of Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-30

This equipment shall not be operated unless the facility holds 912 pounds of
SOx RECLAIM Trading Credits (RTCs) in its allocation account to offset the
annual emissions increase for the first year of operation. The RTCs held to
satisfy the first year of operation portion of this condition may be transferred
only after one year from the initial start of operation. In addition, this
equipment shall not be operated unless the project owner demonstrates to
the Executive Officer that, at the commencement of each compliance year
after the start of operation, the facility holds 1,286 pounds of SOx RTCs valid
during that compliance year. RTCs held to satisfy the compliance year portion
of this condition may be transferred only after the compliance year for which
the RTCs are held. If the initial or annual hold amount is partially satisfied by
holding RTCs that expire midway through the hold period, those RTCs may
be transferred upon their respective expiration dates. This hold amount is in
addition to any other amount of RTCs required to be held under other
condition(s) stated in this permit.

[Rule 2005]

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM copies of all RECLAIM
reports filed with the District as part of Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC8).

SCR
AQ-31

May 2014

The 5 ppmv NH3; emission limit is averaged over 60 minutes at 15% O,, dry
basis. The project owner shall calculate and continuously record the NHj3 slip
concentration using the following:

NH; (ppmv) = [a—b*(c*1.2)/1E+06]*1E+06/b
where,
a = NH3 injection rate (Ibs/hr)/17(Ib/lb-mol)

b = dry exhaust gas flow rate (standard cubic feet (scf)/hr)/385.3 scf/Ib-
mol)

¢ = change in measured NOx across the SCR (ppmvd at 15% O,)
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The project owner shall install and maintain a NOx analyzer to measure the
SCR inlet NOx ppmv accurate to plus or minus 5 percent calibrated at least
once every twelve months. The NOx analyzer shall be installed and operated
within 90 days of initial start-up.

The project owner shall use the above described method or another
alternative method approved by the Executive Officer.

The ammonia slip calculation procedures described above shall not be used
for compliance determination or emission information without corroborative
data using an approved reference method for the determination of ammonia.

[Rule 1303(a)(1) — BACT]

Verification:  The project owner shall include exceedances of the hourly ammonia
slip limit as part of the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC8). Exceedances of the
ammonia limit shall be reported as prescribed herein. Chronic exceedances of the
ammonia slip limit shall be identified by the project owner and confirmed by the CPM
within 60 days of the fourth quarter Quarterly Operation Report (AQ-SC8) being
submitted to the CPM. If a chronic exceedance is identified and confirmed, the project
owner shall work in conjunction with the CPM to develop a reasonable compliance plan
to investigate and redress the chronic exceedance of the ammonia slip limit within 60
days of the above confirmation. The project owner shall include all calibration results
performed as part of Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC8).

AQ-32 The project owner shall install and maintain a(n) flow meter to accurately
indicate the flow rate of the total hourly throughput of injected ammonia.

The project owner shall also install and maintain a device to continuously
record the parameter being measured.

The measuring device or gauge shall be accurate to within plus or minus 5
percent. It shall be calibrated once every twelve months.

The injected ammonia rate shall be maintained within 11.8 gal/min and 33
gal/min except during start ups and shutdowns

[Rule 1303(a)(1) — BACT]
Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-33 The project owner shall install and maintain a(n) temperature gauge to
accurately indicate the temperature in the exhaust at the inlet to the SCR
reactor.

The project owner shall also install and maintain a device to continuously
record the parameter being measured.

The measuring device or gauge shall be accurate to within plus or minus 5
percent. It shall be calibrated once every twelve months.
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The exhaust temperature at the inlet of the selective catalytic reduction shall
be maintained between 400-700 deg F except during start up and shutdowns

[Rule 1303(a)(1) — BACT]

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-34 The project owner shall install and maintain a(n) pressure gauge to accurately
indicate the differential pressure across the selective catalytic reduction
catalyst bed in inches of water column.

The project owner shall also install and maintain a device to continuously
record the parameter being measured.

The measuring device or gauge shall be accurate to within plus or minus 5
percent. It shall be calibrated once every twelve months.

The differential pressure shall be maintained between 1.5 “ WC and 3.5 “WC.

[Rule 1303(a)(1) — BACT]

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-35 For the purpose of the following condition number(s), continuously record
shall be defined as recording at least once every hour and shall be calculated
based upon the average of the continuous monitoring for that hour.

Condition Number AQ-32
Condition Number AQ-33

[Rule 1303(a)(1) — BACT]

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-36 For the purpose of the following condition numbers, continuous monitoring
shall be defined as measuring at least once every month and shall be
calculated based upon the average of the continuous monitoring for that
month.

Condition Number: AQ-34

[Rule 1303(a)(1) — BACT]

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-37 The project owner shall upon completion of the construction, operate and
maintain this equipment according to the following specifications:
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In accordance with all mitigation measures stipulated in the final California
Energy Commission decision for the 12-AFC-2 project.

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.
CO Catalyst

AQ-38 The project owner shall install and maintain a(n) temperature gauge to
accurately indicate the temperature in the exhaust at the inlet to the CO
Catalyst.

The project owner shall also install and maintain a device to continuously
record the parameter being measured.

The measuring device or gauge shall be accurate to within plus or minus 5
percent. It shall be calibrated once every twelve months.

The exhaust temperature at the inlet of the CO Catalyst shall be maintained
at a minimum of 500 deg F except during start up and shutdowns

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

Ammonia Storage Tank

AQ-39 The project owner shall vent this equipment, during filling, only to the vessel
from which it is being filled.

[Rule 1303(a)(1)-BACT]

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-40 The project owner shall install and maintain a pressure relief valve set at 50
pounds per square inch gage (psig).

[Rule 1303(a)(1)-BACT]

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-41  The project owner shall upon completion of the construction, operate and
maintain this equipment according to the following specifications:

In accordance with all mitigation measures stipulated in the final California
Energy Commission decision for the 12-AFC-2 project.

[CEQA]

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.
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Submitted to CEC/Dockets on 11/04/2013.
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Resubmission of Data Response, Set 4 AQ, dated 01/15/14. Submitted to
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HBEP 2014e — Stoel Rives LLP / Kimberly Hellwing (th 202186) Revised Data
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Submitted to CEC/Docket Unit on 04/11/2014.
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AIR QUALITY APPENDIX AIR-1

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Testimony of Tao Jiang, Ph.D., P.E and David Vidaver

SUMMARY

The Huntington Beach Energy Project (HBEP) project is a proposed addition to the
state’s electricity system. It would be an efficient, new, dispatchable natural gas-fired
combined cycle power plant that would provide fast start capabilities but would produce
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions while generating electricity for California consumers.
Its addition to the system would displace other less efficient, higher GHG-emitting
generation and facilitate the integration of renewable resources. Because the project will
improve the efficiency of existing system resources, the addition of HBEP would
contribute to a reduction of the California GHG emissions and GHG emission rate
average. The relative efficiency of the HBEP project and the system build-out of
renewable resources in California would result in a net cumulative reduction of GHG
emissions from new and existing fossil sources of electricity. Electricity is produced by
operation of an inter-connected system of generation sources. Operation of one power
plant, like the HBEP, affects all other power plants in the interconnected system.

While the HBEP burns natural gas for fuel and thus produces GHG emissions that
contribute cumulatively to climate change, it will have a beneficial impact on system
operation and facilitate a reduction in GHG emissions in several ways:

e When dispatched,’ the HBEP would displace less efficient (and thus higher GHG-
emitting) generation. Because the project's GHG emissions per megawatt-hour
(MWh) would be lower than those power plants that the project would displace, the
addition of the HBEP would contribute to a reduction of California and overall
Western Electricity Coordinating Council system GHG* emissions and GHG
emission rate average.

e The HBEP would provide fast start and dispatch flexibility capabilities necessary to
integrate the large amounts of variable renewable generation (also known as
“intermittent energy resources”) expected to meet the state’s renewable portfolio
standard (RPS) and GHG emission reduction targets

e The HBEP would replace capacity and generation mostly provided by aging, high
GHG emitting power plants, some of which that are likely to retire in order to comply
with the State Water Resource Control Board’s (SWRCB) policy on the use of once
through cooling (OTC).

® The entity responsible for balancing a region’s electrical load and generation will “dispatch” or call on the
operation of generation facilities. The “dispatch order” is generally dictated by the facility’s electricity
production cost, efficiency, location or contractual obligations.

* Fuel-use closely correlates to the efficiency of and carbon dioxide (CO;) emissions from natural gas-
fired power plants. And since CO, emissions from fuel combustion dominate greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions from power plants, the terms CO, and GHG are used interchangeably in this section.
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e The HBEP would replace less efficient generation in the South Coast local reliability
area required to meet local reliability needs, reducing the GHG emissions associated
with providing local reliability services and facilitating the retirement of aging, high
GHG-emitting resources in the area.

e The HBEP would facilitate to some degree the replacement of high GHG emitting
(e.g., out-of-state coal) electricity generation that must be phased out to meet the
State’s new Emissions Performance Standard implemented by SB 1368.

CONCLUSIONS

The project would lead to a net reduction in GHG emissions across the electricity
system that provides energy and capacity to California. Thus, staff believes that the
project would result in a cumulative overall reduction in GHG emissions from the state’s
power plants, would not worsen current conditions, and would thus not result in impacts
that are cumulatively significant. In addition, it would provide flexible, dispatchable and
fast ramping power in relatively small increments of capacity, which should improve the
electric system reliability in a high-renewables, low-GHG system.

Staff notes that mandatory reporting of GHG emissions per federal government and Air
Resources Board greenhouse gas regulations would occur, and these reports will
enable these agencies to gather the information needed to regulate the HBEP project in
trading markets, such as those that are expected to be required by regulations
implementing the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32). The project
may be subject to additional reporting requirements and GHG reduction and trading
requirements as these regulations are more fully developed and implemented.

Staff does not believe that the GHG emission increases from construction activities
would be significant for several reasons. First, construction emissions would be
temporary and intermittent, and not continue during the life of the project. Additionally,
the control measures or best practices that staff recommends such as limiting idling
times and requiring, as appropriate, equipment that meet the latest emissions
standards, would further minimize greenhouse gas emissions. Staff believes that the
use of newer equipment will increase efficiency and reduce GHG emissions and be
compatible with low-carbon fuel (e.g., bio-diesel and ethanol) mandates that will likely
be part of the ARB regulations to reduce GHG from construction vehicles and
equipment. For all these reasons, staff concludes that the emission of greenhouse
gases during construction would be sufficiently reduced and would, therefore, not be
significant.

As a multi-stage generating facility, the HBEP is subject to the Greenhouse Gases
Emission Performance Standard (Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section 2900
et seq.). The project would meet the standard with a rating of 0.479 metric tonnes CO
per megawatt-hour.
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The HBEP would be consistent with all three main conditions in the precedent decision
regarding GHG emissions established by the Avenal Energy Project’s Final Energy
Commission Decision (not increase the overall system heat rate for natural gas plants,
not interfere with generation from existing or new renewable facilities, and ensure a
reduction of systemwide GHG emissions).

AIR QUALITY GHG ANALYSIS - TAO JIANG

INTRODUCTION

GHG emissions are not criteria pollutants; they are discussed in the context of
cumulative impacts. In December 2009, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) declared that greenhouse gases (GHGs) threaten the public health and welfare
of the American people (the so-called “endangerment finding”), and this became
effective on January 14, 2010. Regulating GHGs at the federal level is required by
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Program (PSD) for sources that exceed 100,000
tons per year of carbon dioxide-equivalent emissions.

Federal rules that became effective December 29, 2009 (40 CFR 98) require federal
reporting of GHGs. As federal rulemaking evolves, staff at this time focuses on
analyzing the ability of the project to comply with existing federal- and state-level
policies and programs for GHGs. The State has demonstrated a clear willingness to
address global climate change though research, adaptation®, and GHG inventory
reductions. In that context, staff evaluates the GHG emissions from the proposed
project, presents information on GHG emissions related to electricity generation, and
describes the applicable GHG standards and requirements.

Generation of electricity using any fossil fuel, including natural gas, can produce
greenhouse gases along with the criteria air pollutants that have been traditionally
regulated under the federal and state Clean Air Acts. For fossil fuel-fired power plants,
the GHG emissions include primarily carbon dioxide, with much smaller amounts of
nitrous oxide (N2O, not NO or NO,, which are commonly known as NOx or oxides of
nitrogen), and methane (CH4 — often from unburned natural gas). Also included are
sulfur hexafluoride (SFg) from high voltage equipment and hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs)
and perfluorocarbons (PFCs) from refrigeration/chiller equipment. GHG emissions from
the electricity sector are dominated by CO, emissions from the carbon-based fuels;
other sources of GHG emissions are small and also are more likely to be easily
controlled or reused or recycled, but are nevertheless documented here as some of the
compounds have very high relative global warming potentials.

Global warming potential is a relative measure, compared to carbon dioxide, of a
compound’s residence time in the atmosphere and ability to warm the planet. Mass
emissions of GHGs are converted into carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2E) metric tonnes
(MT) for ease of comparison.

®> While working to understand and reverse global climate change, it is prudent to also adapt to potential
changes in the state’s climate (for example, changing rainfall patterns).
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LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

The following federal, state, and local laws and policies in Greenhouse Gas Table 1
pertain to the control and mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions. Staff's analysis
examines the project’'s compliance with these requirements.

Greenhouse Gas Table 1

Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS)

Applicable LORS

| Description

Federal

40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Parts 51,
52,70 and 71

This rule “tailors” GHG emissions to PSD and Title V permitting
applicability criteria.

40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Parts 51
and 52

A new stationary source that emits more than 100,000 TPY of
greenhouse gases (GHGs) is also considered to be a major
stationary source subject to Prevention of Significant Determination
(PSD) requirements. For permits issued on or after July 1, 2011
PSD applies to GHGs if the source is otherwise subject to PSD (for
another regulated NSR pollutant), and the source has a GHG
potential to emit (PTE) equal to or greater than 75,000 TPY CO2e.
The proposed facility modifications are subject to the GHG PSD
analysis.

40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 98

This rule requires mandatory reporting of GHG emissions for
facilities that emit more than 25,000 metric tons of CO, equivalent
emissions per year. This requirement is triggered by this facility.

State

California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006, AB 32
(Stats. 2006; Chapter 488;
Health and Safety Code
sections 38500 et seq.)

This act requires the California Air Resource Board (ARB) to enact
standards to reduce GHG emission to 1990 levels by 2020.
Electricity production facilities will be regulated by the ARB. A cap-
and-trade program became active in January 2012, with
enforcement beginning in January 2013. Cap-and-trade is expected
to achieve approximately 20 percent of the GHG reductions
expected under AB 32 by 2020.

California Code of
Regulations, Title 17,
Subchapter 10, Article 2,
sections 95100 et. seq.

These ARB regulations implement mandatory GHG emissions
reporting as part of the California Global Warming Solutions Act of
2006 (Stats. 2006; Chapter 488; Health and Safety Code sections
38500 et seq.)

Title 20, California Code of
Regulations, Section 2900 et
seq.; CPUC Decision
D0701039 in proceeding
R0604009

The regulations prohibit utilities from entering into long-term
contracts with any base load facility that does not meet a
greenhouse gas emission standard of 0.5 metric tonnes carbon
dioxide per megawatt-hour (0.5 MTCO,/MWh) or 1,100 pounds
carbon dioxide per megawatt-hour (1,100 Ibs CO,/MWh).

Local

Rule 1714 — Prevention of
Significant Deterioration for
Greenhouse Gases, Gas
Turbines

This rule establishes preconstruction review requirements for
greenhouse gases (GHG). This rule is consistent with federal PSD
rule as defined in 40 CFR Part 52.21. This rule requires the owner
or operator of a new major source or a major modification to obtain
a PSD permit prior to commencing construction.
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AIR QUALITY GHG ANALYSIS

California is actively pursuing policies to reduce GHG emissions that include adding
low-GHG emitting renewable electricity generation resources to the system. The GHGs
evaluated in this analysis include carbon dioxide (COz2), nitrous oxide (N20), methane
(CHa), sulfur hexafluoride (SFs), hydrofluorocarbons (HFC), and perflurocarbons (PFC).
CO2emissions are far and away the most common of these emissions; as a result, even
though the other GHGs may have a greater impact on climate change on a per-unit
basis due to their greater global warming potential as described more fully below, GHG
emissions are often “normalized” in terms of metric tons of CO2-equivalent (MTCOZ2E)
for simplicity. Global warming potential (GWP) is a relative measure, compared to
carbon dioxide, of a compound’s ability to warm the planet, taking into account each
compound’s expected residence time in the atmosphere. By convention, carbon dioxide
is assigned a global warming potential of one. In comparison, for example methane has
a GWP of 21, which means that it has a global warming effect 21 times greater than
carbon dioxide on an equal-mass basis. The carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2E) for a
source is obtained by multiplying each GHG by its GWP and then adding the results
together to obtain a single, combined emission rate representing all GHGs in terms of
COZ2E.

GHG emissions are not included in the class of pollutants traditionally called “criteria
pollutants.” Since the impact of the GHG emissions from a power plant’s operation has
global rather than local effects, those impacts should be assessed not only by analysis
of the plant’s emissions, but also in the context of the operation of the entire electricity
system of which the plant is an integrated part. Furthermore, the impact of the GHG
emissions from a power plant’s operation should be analyzed in the context of
applicable GHG laws and policies, especially Assembly Bill (AB) 32, California’s Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006.

GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE AND CALIFORNIA

Worldwide, with the exception of 1998, over the past 132-year record the nine warmest
years all have occurred since 2000, with the two hottest years on record being 2010 and
2005 (NASA 2013). According to “The Future Is Now: An Update on Climate Change
Science Impacts and Response Options for California,” an Energy Commission
document, the American West is heating up faster than other regions of the United States
(CEC 2009c). The California Climate Change Center (CCCC) reports that, by the end of
this century, average global surface temperatures could rise by 4.7°F to 10.5°F due to
increased GHG emissions.

The accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere regulates the earth’s temperature.
Without these natural GHGs, the earth’s surface would be approximately 61°F (34°C)
cooler (CalEPA 2006); however, emissions from fossil fuel combustion for activities
such as electricity production and vehicular transportation have elevated the
concentration of GHGs in the atmosphere above natural levels. California Air Resources
Board (ARB) estimated that the mobile source sector accounted for approximately 38
percent of the GHG emissions generated in California in 2009, while the electricity
generating sector accounted for approximately 23 percent of the 2009 California GHG
emissions inventory with just more than half of that from in-state generation sources

(ARB 2011).
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The Fourth U.S. Climate Action Report concluded, in assessing current trends, that CO,
emissions increased by 20 percent from 1990 to 2004, while methane and nitrous oxide
emissions decreased by 10 percent and 2 percent, respectively. The Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) constructed several emission trajectories of GHGs
needed to stabilize global temperatures and climate change impacts. It concluded that
stabilization of GHGs at 450 ppm carbon dioxide equivalent concentration is required to
keep the global mean warming increase below 3.8°F (2.1°C) from year 2000 base line
levels (IPCC 2007a).

GHGs differ from criteria pollutants in that GHG emissions from a specific project do not
cause direct adverse localized human health effects. Rather, the direct environmental
effect of GHG emissions is the cumulative effect of an overall increase in global
temperatures, which in turn has numerous indirect effects on the environment and
humans. The impacts of climate change include potential physical, economic and social
effects. These effects could include inundation of settled areas near the coast from rises
in sea level associated with melting of land-based glacial ice sheets, exposure to more
frequent and powerful climate events, and changes in suitability of certain areas for
agriculture, reduction in Arctic sea ice, thawing permafrost, later freezing and earlier
break-up of ice on rivers and lakes, a lengthened growing season, shifts in plant and
animal ranges, earlier flowering of trees, and a substantial reduction in winter snowpack
(IPCC 2007b). For example, current estimates include a 70 to 90 percent reduction in
snow pack in the Sierra Nevada mountain range. Current data suggests that in the next
25 years, in every season of the year, California could experience unprecedented heat,
longer and more extreme heat waves, greater intensity and frequency of heat waves, and
longer dry periods. More specifically, the CCCC predicted that California could witness
the following events (CCCC 2006):

e Temperature rises between 3 and 10.5 °F

e 6 to 20 inches or greater rise in sea level

e 2to 4 times as many heat-wave days in major urban centers

e 2 to 6 times as many heat-related deaths in major urban centers
e 1to 1.5 times more critically dry years

e Losses to mountaintop snowpack and water supply (e.g., according to the CCCC, Sierra
Nevada snowpack could be reduced by as much as 70 to 90 percent by 2100 [CEC
2009c])

e 25 1to 85 percent increase in days conducive to ozone formation
e 31to 20 percent increase in electricity demand

e 10 to 55 percent increase in the risk of wildfires
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There is general scientific consensus that climate change is occurring and that human
activity contributes in some measure (perhaps substantially) to that change. Man-made
emissions of GHGs, if not sufficiently curtailed, are likely to contribute further to
continued increases in global temperatures. Indeed, the California Legislature found
that “[g]lobal warming poses a serious threat to the economic well-being, public health,
natural resources, and the environment of California” (Cal. Health & Safety Code, sec.
38500, division 25.5, part 1).

The state has demonstrated a clear willingness to address global climate change (GCC)
through research, adaptation®, and GHG emission reductions. In that context, staff
evaluates the GHG emissions from the proposed project, presents information on GHG
emissions related to electricity generation (see CALIFORNIA ELECTRICITY AND
GREENHOUSE GASES below), and describes the applicable GHG policies and
programs.

In April 2007, the U.S. Supreme Court held that GHG emissions are pollutants within the
meaning of the CAA. In reaching its decision, the Court also acknowledged that climate
change results, in part, from anthropogenic causes (Massachusetts et al. v. Environmental
Protection Agency 549 U.S. 497, 2007). The Supreme Court’s ruling paved the way for the
regulation of GHG emissions by U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) under
the CAA.

In response to this Supreme Court decision, on December 7, 2009 the U.S. EPA
Administrator signed two distinct findings regarding GHGs under Section 202(a) of the
CAA:

e Endangerment Finding:” That the current and projected concentrations of the GHGs in
the atmosphere threaten the public health and welfare of current and future
generations; and

e Cause or Contribute Finding: That the combined emissions of GHGs from new motor
vehicles and new motor vehicle engines contribute to the GHG pollution which
threatens public health and welfare.

As a result, regulating GHGs at the federal level is now required by U.S. EPA’s
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Program (PSD) for sources that exceed 100,000
tons per year of carbon dioxide-equivalent emissions and federal rules require federal
reporting of GHGs. As federal rulemaking evolves, staff at this time focuses on
analyzing the ability of the project to comply with existing federal- and state-level
policies and programs for GHGs.

® While working to understand and reverse global climate change, it is prudent to also adapt to potential
changes in the state’s climate (for example, changing rainfall patterns).

" The Supreme Court is expected to once again review the endangerment finding in early 2014, according
to an article published online October 15, 2013 by E & E Publishing.
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In 1998, the Energy Commission identified a range of strategies to prepare for an
uncertain climate future, including a need to account for the environmental impacts
associated with energy production, planning, and procurement (CEC 1998, p. 5). In
2003, the Energy Commission recommended that the state require reporting of GHGs
or global climate change® emissions as a condition of state licensing of new electric
generating facilities (CEC 2003, IEPR p. 42). In 2006, California enacted the California
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32). It requires the ARB to adopt standards
that will reduce 2020 statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels.

AB 32 includes a number of specific requirements:

ARB shall prepare and approve a scoping plan for achieving the maximum
technologically feasible and cost-effective reductions in greenhouse gas
emissions from sources or categories of sources of greenhouse gases by
2020 (Health and Safety Code (HSC) §38561). The scoping plan, approved by the
ARB on December 12, 2008, provides the outline for actions to reduce greenhouse
gases in California. The approved scoping plan indicates how these emission
reductions will be achieved from significant greenhouse gas sources via regulations,
market mechanisms and other actions. In 2014, ARB will complete its five year
update to the Scoping Plan, tracking progress towards the 2020 emission goals and
proposing new measures as appropriate.

The adopted Scoping Plan anticipates that four-fifths of the planned reductions will
come from cost-effective programs and regulations, with the remainder provided by
economy-wide cap-and-trade. Measures which affect the electricity sector directly
include a 33percent Renewable Portfolio Standard, alternative transportation fuels
such as vehicle and ship electrification, building energy efficiency, and combined
heat and power. Most of these measures have been implemented, such as Senate
Bill X1 2 (Simitian, Chapter 1, Statutes of 2011-12) which established a firm goal
requiring all retail providers have 33 percent of California’s electricity supplies by
renewable sources by 2020.

Identify the statewide level of greenhouse gas emissions in 1990 to serve as
the emissions limit to be achieved by 2020 (HSC §38550). In December 2007,
the ARB approved the 2020 emission limit of 427 million metric tons of carbon
dioxide equivalent (MMTCOZ2E) of greenhouse gases. In 2013, ARB used EPA’s
updated information to re-calculate that level to 431 million metric tons.

® Global climate change is the result of greenhouse gases, or air emissions with global warming potentials,
affecting the global energy balance and thereby the global climate of the planet. The terms greenhouse
gases (GHGs) and global climate change (GCC) gases are used interchangeably.

APPENDIX AIR-1 4.1-88 May 2014



Adopt a regulation requiring the mandatory reporting of greenhouse gas
emissions (HSC §38530). In December 2007, the ARB adopted a regulation
requiring the largest electric power generation and industrial sources to report and
verify their greenhouse gas emissions. The reporting regulation serves as a solid
foundation to determine greenhouse gas emissions and track future changes in
emission levels. Facilities which emit more than 25,000 metric tons per year are
covered. That includes most emitting power plants of five megawatts or larger.
Reported emissions from individual facilities may be found on the Mandatory
Reporting website, http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/reporting/ghg-rep/reported-data/ghg-
reports.htm.

Adopt a regulation that establishes a system of market-based declining annual
aggregate emission limits for sources or categories of sources that emit
greenhouse gas emissions, applicable from January 1, 2012, to December 31,
2020 (HSC §38562(c)). In 2011, the ARB adopted the cap-and-trade original
regulation. Amendments are scheduled to be adopted in spring, 2014. The cap-and-
trade program covers major sources of GHG emissions in the state such as
refineries, power plants, industrial facilities, and transportation fuels. The cap-and-
trade program includes an enforceable emissions cap that will decline over time. The
state will distribute allowances, which are tradable permits, equal to the emissions
allowed under the cap. Sources under the cap will need to surrender allowances and
offsets equal to their emissions at the end of each compliance period.

Individual in-state generating facilities and the first deliverers of imported electricity
are the point of regulation. They are responsible for measuring their GHG emissions
using ARB and U.S. EPA regulations, and purchasing either carbon allowances or
offsets to meet their emissions obligation. Third party verification is required. If
facilities find that it is not economic to operate and to purchase sufficient compliance
instruments to cover its GHG obligations, facilities must lower their annual energy
output. Further information on cap-and-trade may be found at
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/capandtrade.htm.

The first mandatory compliance period® with cap-and-trade requirements
commenced on January 1, 2012, although enforcement was delayed until January
2013.

°A compliance period is the time frame during which the compliance obligation is calculated. The years
2013 and 2014 are known as the first compliance period and the years 2015 to 2017 are known as the
second compliance period. The third compliance period is from 2018 to 2020. At the end of each
compliance period each facility will be required to turn in compliance instruments, including allowances
and a limited number of ARB offset credits equivalent to their total GHG emissions throughout the
compliance period. (http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/guidance/chapter1.pdf)
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Convene an Environmental Justice Advisory Committee (EJAC) to advise the
Board in developing the Scoping Plan and any other pertinent matter in
implementing AB 32 (HSC §38591). The EJAC met between 2007 and 2010,
providing comments on the proposed early action measures and the development of
the scoping plan, public health issues, and issues for impacted communities and
cap-and-trade. To advise the ARB on the 2013 Scoping Plan Update, ARB
reconvened a new EJAC on March 21, 2013. The committee met three times in
2013 and will continue in 2014 to provide advice to the ARB.

It is likely that GHG reductions mandated by ARB will be non-uniform or
disproportional across emitting sectors, in that most reductions will be based on
cost-effectiveness (i.e., the greatest GHG reduction for the least cost). For example,
ARB proposes a 40 percent reduction in statewide GHG emissions from the
electricity sector even though that sector currently only produces about 25 percent of
the state’s GHG emissions.

SB 1368,'° enacted in 2006, and regulations adopted by the Energy Commission
and the CPUC, pursuant to that bill, prohibits California utilities from entering into
long-term commitments with any base load facilities that exceed the Emission
Performance Standard (EPS) of 0.5 metric tonnes CO, per megawatt-hour' (1,100
pounds CO,/MWh). Specifically, the SB 1368 EPS applies to base load power from
new power plants, new investments in existing power plants, and new or renewed
contracts with terms of five years or more, including contracts with power plants
located outside of California."? If a project, instate or out of state, plans to sell base
load electricity to California utilities, those utilities will have to demonstrate that the
project meets the EPS. Base load units are defined as units that are expected to
operate at a capacity factor higher than 60 percent. Compliance with the EPS is
determined by dividing the annual average carbon dioxide emissions by the annual
average net electricity production in MWh. This determination is based on capacity
factors, heat rates, and corresponding emissions rates that reflect the expected
operations of the power plant and not on full load heat rates [Chapter 11, Article 1
§2903(a)]. At the January 12, 2012, Business Meeting, the Energy Commission
opened an Order Instituting Rulemaking (12-OIR-1) to consider revisions to the EPS.

HBEP is required to participate in California’s GHG cap-and-trade program. This
cap-and-trade program is part of a broad effort by the State of California to reduce
GHG emissions as required by AB 32, which is being implemented by ARB. As
currently implemented, market participants such as HBEP are required to report their
GHG emissions and to obtain GHG emissions allowances (and offsets) for those
reported emissions by purchasing allowances from the capped market and offsets
from outside the AB 32 program. As new participants enter the market and as the
market cap is ratcheted down over time, GHG emission allowance and offset prices
will increase encouraging innovation by market participants to reduce their GHG
emissions. Thus, HBEP, as a GHG cap-and-trade participant, would be consistent

'% pyblic Utilities Code § 8340 et seq.

" The Emission Performance Standard only applies to carbon dioxide and does not include emissions of
other greenhouse gases converted to carbon dioxide equivalent.

' See Rule at http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUBLISHED/FINAL_DECISION/64072.htm
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with California’s landmark AB 32 Program, which is a statewide program coordinated
with a region wide WCI program to reduce California’s GHG emissions to 1990
levels by 2020.

On January 8, 2014, in the Federal Register the US EPA proposed New Source
Performance Standard (NSPS) for GHG emissions for new electric power plants
(Federal Register, Volume 79, No. 5); the requirement is effective on the date of
publication unless it is significantly revised. This new requirement would limit large
natural gas-fired stationary combustion turbines to no more than 1,000 Ibs CO, per
MWh and small natural gas-fired stationary combustion turbines to no more than
1,100 Ibs CO; per MWh. Large natural gas-fired stationary combustion turbines are
those with heat input ratings greater than 850 MMBtu/h (approximately 100 MWe)
and small natural gas-fired stationary combustion turbines are those with heat input
ratings less than 850 MMBtu/h. According to U.S. EPA, the proposed NSPS limits
apply to an electric generating unit if it supplies more than one-third of its potential
electric output and more than 219,000 MWh net electric output to the grid per year.

The proposed combined cycle turbines are expected to be able to comply with these
new federal requirements but they may have to limit their operations somewhat to do
so. Tables F.6 through F.8 on page 117 of the revised PDOC show the facility’s total
output in kilowatts (KW) from one power block and the corresponding net heat rate
in higher heating values (HHV). A heat rate of 8,463 Btu per KWh (HHV)
corresponds to a carbon dioxide emissions rate of 1,000 pounds of carbon dioxide
per MWh. Under the new NSPS, the facility is likely to exceed the limit when
operating in a one-on-one configuration (one combustion turbine plus steam turbine)
with the combustion turbine operating at less than about 90 percent load
(corresponds to 144,285 KW from the facility) given the listed heat rate of 8,436
Btu/KWh at that load point. It is also likely to exceed the limit below about 80 percent
turbine power (268,702 KW in a two-on-one configuration and 367,918 KW in a
three-on-one configuration) with listed heat rates of 8,346 Btu/KWh for the two-on-
one configuration and 8,449 for the three-on-one configuration. Therefore, the
project should keep operating above these load points in order to comply with the
NSPS. If the project needs to operate below these load points for short periods,
more operations at higher loads are required to keep the emission rates on a 12-
operating month rolling average below the NSPS limit.

ELECTRICITY PROJECTED GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

While electricity use can be as simple as turning on a switch to operate a light or fan,
the system to deliver the adequate and reliable electricity supply is complex and
variable. But it operates as an integrated whole to reliably and effectively meet demand,
such that the dispatch of a new source of generation unavoidably curtails or displaces
one or more less efficient or less competitive existing sources. Within the system,
generation resources provide electricity, or energy, generating capacity, and ancillary
services to stabilize the system and facilitate electricity delivery, or movement, over the
grid. Capacity is the instantaneous output of a resource, in megawatts. Energy is the
capacity output over a unit of time, for example an hour or year, generally reported as

May 2014 4.1-91 APPENDIX AIR-1



megawatt-hours or gigawatt-hours (GWh). Ancillary services' include regulation,
spinning reserve, non-spinning reserve, voltage support, and black start capability.
Individual generation resources can be built and operated to provide only one specific
service. Alternatively, a resource may be able to provide one or all of these services,
depending on its design and constantly changing system needs and operations.

GHG EMISSIONS FROM THE PROPOSED FACILITY

Project Construction

Construction of industrial facilities such as power plants requires coordination of
numerous equipment and personnel. The concentrated on-site activities result in
temporary, unavoidable increases in vehicle and equipment emissions that include
greenhouse gases. Construction of the HBEP project would involve 90 months of
activity (not including start-up or commissioning). The project owner provided annual
GHG emission estimate for the construction phase. The GHG emissions estimate is
presented below in Greenhouse Gas Table 2. The term CO.e represents the total
GHG emissions after weighting by the appropriate global warming potential

Greenhouse Gas Table 2
HBEP, Estimated Maximum Annual Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions
C02 CH4 Nzo COze

Construction Total (Metric Tons) 2,938 0.14 0.06 2,960
Source: HBEP 2014e

Project Operations

The HBEP is a proposed natural-gas fired, combined-cycle, air-cooled, 939-megawatt
(MW) electrical generating facility that will replace the existing Huntington Beach
Generating Station. The proposed HBEP would consist of two three-on-one combined-
cycle power blocks, with three Mitsubishi Power Systems Americas (MPSA) 501DA
combustion turbine generators (CTG) and associated equipment in each block. The
primary sources of GHG would be the natural gas fired combustion turbines. The
employee and delivery traffic GHG emissions from off-site activities are negligible in
comparison with the gas turbine GHG emissions.

Greenhouse Gas Table 3 shows estimated actual annual emissions including all
operations. All emissions are converted to CO»-equivalent and totaled. Electricity
generation GHG emissions are generally dominated by CO, emissions from the carbon-
based fuels; other sources of GHG are typically small and also are more likely to be
easily controlled or reused/recycled, but are nevertheless documented here as some of
the compounds have very high relative global warming potentials.

'3 See CEC 2009b, page 95.
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The applicant provided data on the expected heat rates for different load scenarios and
different configurations. For each configuration (1x1, 2x1, and 3x1), the applicant
provided heat rates for 5 different power outputs ranging from about 50-60 percent load
up to 100 percent load. The applicant also provided the expected number of hours the
plant would operate under each scenario, and heat rates for start ups and shutdowns.
As a multi-stage generating facility, the HBEP is subject to SB1368 Emission
Performance Standard of 60 percent capacity factor. Therefore, the project must comply
with the SB1368 Greenhouse Gas Emission Performance Standard of 0.500
MTCO2/MWh. The estimated annual GHG performance is 1,053.7 Ib CO2e/net MWh,
or 0.479 MTCO2e/MWh, which could meet the standard. On January 8, 2014, US EPA
proposed New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) for GHG emissions, which is no
more than 1,000 Ibs CO, per MWh for large natural gas-fired stationary combustion
turbines with heat input ratings greater than 850 MMBtu/h. The federal NSPS is
equivalent to 0.454 MTCO, per MWh. The rule is currently in draft form and during the
public comments period. Once the rule is finalized, HBEP may be required to limit its
operation profile in order to meet federal GHG NSPS.

.Greenhouse Gas Table 3
HBEP, Estimated Potential Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions

Emissions Source Operational GHG Emlssions
(MTCO,/MWh)
Total Project GHG Emissions (MTCO2/yr) 1,997,634
Estimated Annual Energy Output (MWh/yr) 4,170,821
Estimated Annualized GHG Performance (MTCO,/MWh) 0.479

Sources: SCAQMD 2014a
Notes: a. One metric tonne (MT) equals 1.1 short tons or 2,204.6 pounds or 1,000 kilograms.
b. Annualized basis uses the project owner’s estimated actual operating basis.

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION

Staff assesses the cumulative effects of GHG emissions caused by both construction
and operation. As the name implies, construction impacts result from the emissions
occurring during the construction of the project. The operation impacts result from the
emissions of the proposed project during operation. Staff is continuing to monitor
development of AB 32 Scoping Plan implementation efforts and general trends and
developments affecting GHG regulation in the construction and electricity sectors.

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

Staff believes that the small GHG emission increases from construction activities would
not be significant for several reasons. First, the intermittent emissions during the
construction phase are not ongoing during the life of the project. Additionally, control
measures that staff recommends to address criteria pollutant emissions, such as limiting
idling times and requiring, as appropriate, equipment that meets the latest criteria
pollutant emissions standards, would further minimize greenhouse gas emissions to the
extent feasible. The use of newer equipment will increase efficiency and reduce GHG
emissions and be compatible with low-carbon fuel (e.g., bio-diesel and ethanol)
mandates that will likely be part of future ARB regulations to reduce GHG from
construction vehicles and equipment.
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DIRECT/INDIRECT OPERATION IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

Operational impacts of the proposed project are described in detail in a later section
titted “CALIFORNIA ELECTRICITY AND GREENHOUSE GASES” since the evaluation
of these effects must be done by considering the project’s role(s) in the integrated
electricity system. In summary, these effects include reducing the operation and
greenhouse gas emissions from the older, existing power plants; potentially displacing
local electricity generation; the penetration of renewable resources; and accelerating
generation retirements and replacements, including facilities currently using once-
through cooling.

CUMUMATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts are defined as “two or more individual effects which, when
considered together, are considerable or . . . compound or increase other environmental
impacts” (CEQA Guidelines § 15355). “A cumulative impact consists of an impact that is
created as a result of a combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with
other projects causing related impacts” (CEQA Guidelines § 15130[a][1]). Such impacts
may be relatively minor and incremental, yet still be significant because of the existing
environmental background, particularly when one considers other closely related past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects.

This entire assessment is a cumulative impact assessment. The project alone would not
be sufficient to change global climate, but would emit greenhouse gases and therefore
has been analyzed as a potential cumulative impact in the context of existing GHG
regulatory requirements and GHG energy policies.

COMPLIANCE WITH LORS

HBEP is required to participate in California’s GHG cap-and-trade program, which
became active in January 2012, with enforcement beginning in January 2013. This cap-
and-trade program is part of a broad effort by the State of California to reduce GHG
emissions as required by AB 32, which is being implemented by ARB. As currently
implemented, market participants such as HBEP are required to report their GHG
emissions and to obtain GHG emissions allowances (and offsets) for those reported
emissions by purchasing allowances from the capped market and offsets from outside
the AB 32 program. HBEP, as a GHG cap-and-trade participant, would be consistent
with California’s landmark AB 32 Program, which is a statewide program coordinated
with a region wide WCI program to reduce California’s GHG emissions to 1990 levels by
2020. ARB staff continues to develop and implement regulations to refine key elements
of the GHG reduction measures to improve their linkage with other GHG reduction
programs. The project may have to provide additional reports and GHG reductions,
depending on the future regulations expected from ARB. Similarly, the proposed facility
modifications would be subject to federal mandatory reporting of GHG emissions.

Reporting of GHG emissions would enable the project to demonstrate consistency with
the policies described above and the regulations that ARB adopts and to provide the
information to demonstrate compliance with any future AB 32 requirements that could
be enacted in the next few years.

APPENDIX AIR-1 4.1-94 May 2014



The HBEP as proposed would comply with California’s Emissions Performance
Standard of 1,100 Ibs of carbon dioxide per MWh, but may have to restrict operations
somewhat to comply with the new federal NSPS of 1,000 Ibs carbon dioxide per MWh.

District Regulation XVII establishes preconstruction review requirements for GHGs and
the facility is evaluated for these requirements in the revised PDOC beginning on page
43. HBEP would be a major PSD source. The district performed a PSD BACT analysis
for GHGs and concluded thermal efficiency is the only technically and economically
feasible alternative for CO,/GHG emissions control for the facility. The current design
proposed for the facility meets the BACT requirement for GHG emission reductions. The
District determined that visibility modeling for PSD Class | areas was not required but
did evaluate visibility impacts on PSD Class Il areas. They found that the proposed
project would not adversely affect visibility in the Class Il areas analyzed.

CALIFORNIA ELECTRICITY AND GREENHOUSE GASES - DAVID
VIDAVER

California’s commitments to dramatically reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions over
the next four decades include moving to a high-renewable/low GHG electricity system.
However, natural gas-fired power plants--and the GHG emissions associated with their
output--will still be integral to the reliable operation of the electricity system at the outset
of this period. In the long-run, zero- and low carbon resources, including demand-side
and storage resources, may provide a majority, if not all of the balancing services
needed to integrate variable'™ renewable resources. However, the technologies that are
needed to do so are not expected to be available in sufficient quantities by the early- to
mid-2020s to obviate the need for dispatchable, flexible natural gas-fired electricity
generation. Furthermore, the 2017-2020 retirements of natural gas-fired generation
resources in the Los Angeles and San Diego regions that use once through cooling
(OTC) technologies and the closure of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station
(SONGS) will require the development of natural gas-fired generation as part of the set
of resources that will maintain local reliability.

The amount of new natural gas-fired capacity needed to provide reliable service to the
customers of the state’s investor-owned utilities, direct access providers and community
choice aggregators over a ten-year planning horizon is determined in the California
Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC’s) Long-term Procurement Planning (LTPP)
proceeding. The resulting portfolio of demand- and supply-side resources satisfies the
state’s loading order, which mandates development of cost-effective preferred
resources (zero- and low-GHG emitting resources, such as energy efficiency, demand
response, and renewable generation) in support of the state’s climate change policies
before authorizing the development/financing of conventional fossil resources. '

' Variable and intermittent are often used interchangeably, but variable more accurately reflects the
integration issues of renewable into the California grid. Winds can slow across a wind farm or cloud cover
can shade portions of a solar field, temporarily reducing unit or facility output, but not shut down the unit
or facility.

' The loading order is set forth in California’s Energy Action Plans. Energy Action Plan | was adopted by
the state’s energy agencies in April/May 2003 and Energy Action Plan Il in September 2005, an update to
these plans was issued in February 2008.
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THE ROLE OF NATURAL GAS-FIRED GENERATION IN A LOW-GHG
ENVIRONMENT

The need for natural gas-fired generation to reliably operate the electricity system is well
established. On October 8, 2008, the Energy Commission adopted an Order Instituting
Informational Proceeding (08-GHG OlI-1) to solicit comments on how to assess the
greenhouse gas impacts of proposed new power plants in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)."® A report prepared as a response to the
GHG Oll (CEC 2009a) defines the roles that natural gas-fired power plants fulfill in an
evolving high-renewables, low-GHG system (CEC 2009b, pp 93 and 94). Such new
facilities serve to:

1. Provide variable generation and grid operations support;
2. Meet extreme load and system emergency requirements;
3. Meet local capacity requirements; and,

4. Provide general energy support.

Variable Generation and Grid Operations Support

California’s renewable portfolio standard (RPS) requires that the state’s energy service
providers meet 33 percent of retail sales with renewable energy by 2020; meeting GHG
emission reduction targets for 2050 will likely require a far higher percentage. Much of
this energy will come from variable wind and solar resources to be developed in
California, or on an “as generated” basis from neighboring states.

The California Independent System Operator (CA ISO) has identified an increased need
for regulation services, “load-following” generation, and multi-hour ramping as a result of
the increase in these variable (“intermittent energy”) renewable resources, whose output
changes over the course of the day, often in a sudden and unpredictable fashion.
Dispatchable capacity must provide “regulation,” small changes in output over a 5-
minute period at CA ISO direction, requiring that the generator be equipped with
automated generation control (AGC). “Load following” requires larger changes in output
by the generation portfolio over a 5-minute to one-hour period. Multi-hour ramping
needs require that units be dispatched, at CA ISO direction if necessary, over time
periods of one to nine hours and wider ranges of output in aggregate, requiring
dispatchable generation that can start and ramp up and down quickly and be capable of
operating at relatively low load levels if the amount of dispatchable capacity and
associated energy needed from these resources is to be minimized.

'® This need for gas-fired generation to reliably operate the system was reaffirmed in the CPUC decision
authorizing Southern California Edison to procure new gas-fired generation in the Los Angeles Basin.
D.13-02-015, See Decision Authorizing Long-Term Procurement for Local Capacity Requirements,
February 13, 2013, p. 2.
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Natural gas-fired power plants are currently the only type of new facility that can provide
these “ancillary” services in the quantities needed now and in the near future. While
dispatchable hydroelectric plants can also provide them, the potential for adding
hydroelectric resources to the system is limited. Nuclear, coal and geothermal facilities
are generally more economic if operated at or near their design point (ie, base loaded)"’
and therefore, not the preferred technology for providing ancillary services. While
demand-side resources and storage may ultimately provide significant quantities of
these ancillary services, only pumped hydro storage facilities are currently capable of
doing so on a large scale.”

Historically, a large share of California’s load-following and ramping needs have been
provided by the natural gas-fired steam turbines built on the Pacific coast and in the San
Francisco Bay Delta during the 1960s and 1970s. While these units were modified to
operate successfully as load followers, they are not as efficient or economic as newer
technologies. Several of these have retired as a result of the State Water Resource
Control Board’s (SWRCB'’s) policy on the use of OTC technologies; others are expected
to retire by 2020. This represents a loss of capacity capable of operating at a very wide
range of output and thus provides large quantities of ancillary services.

Local Capacity Requirements

The CA ISO has identified numerous local capacity areas (LCA) and sub-areas in which
threshold amounts of capacity are required to ensure reliability. Transmission
constraints prevent the import of sufficient energy into these areas under high load
conditions to ensure reliable service without requiring specified amounts of capacity be
generating or available to the CA ISO for immediate dispatch.

Reliable service requires that the CA ISO be able to maintain service under 1-in-10-year
load conditions given the sequential failure of two major components (a large power
plant and a major transmission line, for example); this requirement is imposed by the
North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC). The amount of capacity needed in
each of these areas (the local capacity requirement, or “LCR”) is determined annually
by the CA ISO; the LCR study process culminates in an annual Local Capacity
Technical Analysis. The need for natural-gas fired capacity in LCAs stems in part from
their predominantly urban nature and coastal location (i.e., fewer transmission lines into
the coastal region as none are available from the west or ocean-side of the basin). The
LCRs of the Greater Bay Area, Los Angeles Basin, San Diego and Big Creek-Ventura
LRAs are too large to be met solely with non-natural gas fired generation; the renewable
development scenarios compiled by the CPUC for use in the 2012 LTPP proceeding —
and those being considered in the 2014 proceeding — indicate that only a share of the
new capacity needed in the large LCAs can be expected to come from new renewable
resources. This share is not sufficient to eliminate the need for new natural-gas fired

' Issues can arise from: thermal fatigue due to cycling; difficulties starting and stopping solid or
geothermal fuel supplies; significant inefficiencies at low loads or standby points used to avoid full
shutdowns; and, significant capital outlays that make it necessary to operate the units as much as
possible.

'® In D.13-02-015, the CPUC provides the assumptions regarding demand response and storage that
were used in estimating the residual need for gas-fired generation capacity to meet the estimated 2021
local capacity requirement (LCR) for the Los Angeles Basin local capacity area (LCA).
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generation in the Los Angeles Basin LCA, as evidenced by the procurement
authorization issued in that proceeding.

Extreme Load and System Emergency Requirements

Sufficient capacity must exist to meet demand under very high load conditions or when
generator outages reduce capacity surpluses to levels low enough to threaten reliability.
Historically, generation capacity and demand response programs equal to 115 percent
to 117 percent of forecasted annual peak demand have been deemed sufficient to meet
reliability requirements.

General Energy Support

The loading order indicates the resources that the state intends to rely on to meet
energy needs while reducing GHG emissions. While energy efficiency, demand
response programs, renewable generation, and combined heat and power are preferred
resources that are to be developed before natural gas-fired generation, they are not
sufficient to meet the state’s future energy demand and maintain the electric system’s
reliability. In addition, a significant share of the state’s still-operating generation fleet is
expected to shut down to comply with the SWRCB’s OTC policy. Energy from natural
gas-fired generation will increasingly be needed during a prolonged nuclear plant
outage (for refueling for example) or during dry years, in which hydroelectric production
is reduced.

QUANTIFYING THE NEED FOR NATURAL GAS-FIRED GENERATION

Prior to the deregulation of the California electricity system during the 1990’s, the
Energy Commission’s power plant siting process considered the need for power plant
development. SB 110 (Chapter 581, Statutes of 1999) eliminated the requirement that
projects licensed by the Energy Commission be in conformance with an integrated
assessment of need that was conducted by the Energy Commission until that time.

The need for new generation capacity to ensure reliable service in the investor-owned
utility (I0OU) service territories is now determined in the CPUC’s biennial LTPP
proceeding.'® This proceeding is the forum in which the state’s major IOUs are
authorized to finance the development of new “least-cost, best-fit” generation (on behalf
of either IOU customers or all ratepayers not served by publicly-owned utilities) needed
to reliably meet electricity demand. This need, specified in terms of: (a) the MW of
capacity needed; (b) the desired or required operating characteristics of the resource(s)
to be financed; and (c) the location of proposed additions if required for local reliability,
is a function of planning assumptions that reflect the state’s commitment to dramatically
reduce GHG emissions from the electricity sector. The MWs of capacity needed are
driven by:

'¥ The need for new generation capacity to ensure reliable service by publicly-owned utilities (POU) is
determined by the governing authorities of the individual utilities.
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e Peak demand growth due to economic and demographic factors;

e Reductions in peak demand due to committed and uncommitted energy efficiency
and demand response programs;

e Reserve margins (dependable capacity in excess of peak demand) needed to
ensure system reliability, normally assumed to be 15 to 17 percent of peak demand,
but also including any additional dispatchable capacity needed to ensure reliability
given variation of renewable resources (e.g., wind or solar generation);

e Capacity to be provided by fossil-fired resources being developed by California-
based investor-owned utilities pursuant to authorization by the CPUC in previous
LTPP proceedings;

e Capacity to be provided by new renewable resources built/contracted with to meet
the state’s RPS; and,

e Capacity to be lost due to retirement, e.g., capacity expected to cease operation as
a result of the SWRCB policy regarding the use of OTC.

The planning assumptions adopted for use in the LTPP proceeding, and thus
determinant of the amount of new capacity authorized, consider both the state’s
“‘loading order” for resource development, as well as the expected development of
specific types of preferred resources, including energy efficiency, demand response,
and renewable generation. In other words, in authorizing the procurement/financing of
dispatchable, natural gas-fired capacity by an 10U, the CPUC assumes that cost-
effective amounts of preferred resources will have been procured.

The authorization for Southern California Edison to procure natural gas-fired generation
to meet local reliability needs in the Los Angeles Basin was granted in D.13-02-015
(February 13, 2013) in the CPUC’s 2012 LTPP proceeding (R.12-03-014). The decision
requires that Southern California Edison procure at least 1,000 MW and not more than
1,200 MW of new conventional natural gas-fired resources in order to replace in-basin
capacity utilizing OTC expected to retire by the end of 2020. The decision did not
consider any need for additional capacity as a result of the retirement of San Onofre.

The CPUC does not require Energy Commission certification for a generation project to
participate in a utility request for offers (RFOs), nor does the Energy Commission
require a PPA for a project to be considered for certification. Requiring the sequencing
of these processes would not only lengthen the time needed to bring projects on line
and thus threaten system reliability, it would reduce the number of projects that could
compete in utility RFOs. This could lead to non-competitive solicitations, unnecessarily
raising ratepayer costs.

%0 Both the amount of natural gas-fired capacity conditionally authorized by the CPUC and the amount
that will ultimately approved are dependent upon the amount of preferred resources that are assumed by
the CPUC to be developed and a showing by the IOU that all cost-effective preferred resources available
have been procured. See D.13-02-015, pp. 78 - 80
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Energy Commission certification of fossil generation without a long-term PPA does not
result in the development of more fossil generation than that needed to reliably operate
the system. It is not expected that developers of new capacity, such as the developer of
the proposed modified ESEC facility, would bring a project to completion without a long-
term PPA with a utility that would guaranteed recovery of the investment of several
hundred million dollars. Only one so-called “merchant plant” has been developed since
the energy crisis (2000 — 2001) without a PPA, and the conditions that led to that
merchant plant are specific to that one facility. This merchant plant, in turn, provides
capacity and ancillary services that obviates the need for energy and capacity from
other, new gas-fired generation and contributes to reduction in GHG emissions.
However, if the new ESEC units were to be built and come on line without CPUC
approval of a PPA, they would still: (a) displace energy from higher GHG-emission
facilities, and (b) not “crowd out” renewable generation and demand-side programs (i.e.,
requirements/targets for the procurement of preferred resources will be unaffected).

ENERGY DISPLACEMENT AND CHANGES IN GHG EMISSIONS

Any assessment of the impact of a new power plant on system-wide GHG emissions
must begin with the understanding that electricity generation and demand must be in
balance at all times; the energy provided by any new generation resource
simultaneously displaces exactly the same amount of energy from an existing resource
or resources.”’ The GHG emissions produced by the HBEP are thus not incremental,
but are partially or totally offset by reductions in GHG emissions from those generation
resources that are displaced, depending on the relative GHG emission rates.

At renewable penetration levels of less than 33 percent, new natural gas-fired
generation such as the modified ESEC facility displaces less efficient natural gas-fired
generation® in a very straightforward fashion. It is reasonable to assume that the HBEP
units would be dispatched (called upon to generate electricity) whenever they are a
cheaper source of energy than an alternative - i.e., that they will displace a more
expensive resource, if not the most expensive resource that would otherwise be called
upon to operate. The costs of dispatching a power plant are largely the costs of fuel,
plus variable operations and maintenance (O&M) costs, with the former representing
the lion’s share of such costs (90 percent or more). It follows that the new HBEP units
would be dispatched when they burn less fuel per MWh than the resource(s) they
displace, i.e., when they produce fewer GHG emissions. There are exceptions in theory,
but not in practice.®

! Over time, the development of demand-side and storage technologies that can cost-effectively
substitute for generation as providers of regulation, load-following, and multi-hour ramping services may
obviate the need for gas-fired generation, but this is not expected to occur soon enough to eliminate the
need for gas-fired generation to replace retiring OTC units and San Onofre.

2 At very low gas prices relative to coal prices, i.e., when electricity from natural gas is cheaper than that
from coal, new gas-fired generation will displace coal-fired generation. In markets such as California,
where GHG emissions allowance costs are a component of the market price, coal-fired generation is
displaced even sooner due to its higher carbon content.

2 |f a plant’s variable O&M costs are so low as to offset the costs associated with its greater fuel
combustion, a less efficient (higher GHG emission) plant may be dispatched first. There is no indication
that the HBEP’s’ variable O&M costs are unusually low and that they would be dispatched before a more
efficient facility. If a natural gas-fired plant’s per-mmBtu fuel costs are very low, it may be less efficient
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Holding the portfolio of generation resources constant, energy from new natural gas-
fired plants displaces energy from existing natural gas-fired plants. In the longer-term,
the development and operation of the HBEP would reduce the use of less efficient
generation resources, and ultimately, to their retirement. By reducing revenue streams
accruing to other resources (for the provision of both energy and capacity-related
services, whether through markets or under a bilateral contract), the HBEP render these
other facilities less profitable and riskier to operate. This follows from the fixed demand
for energy and ancillary services; the developers of the HBEP cannot stimulate demand
for energy and other products they provide, but merely serve to provide a share of the
energy that is needed to meet demand and the capacity needed to reliably operate the
system. In doing so, the HBEP both discourages the use of, and allows for the
retirement of less-efficient generation.

The long-run impact of the natural gas fired fleet turnover as described here can be
seen from historical changes in resources that are providing electricity in California as
presented below in Figure GHG-1 (data includes combined cycles and boilers only). In
2001, approximately 74,000 GWh (62.5 percent of natural gas-fired generation) in
California was from pre-1980 natural gas fired steam turbines, combusting an average
of 11,268 Btu per kWh (not shown in the figure). By 2010, this share had fallen to
approximately 6,000 GWh (5.4 percent); 64.1 percent of natural-gas fired generation
was from new combined cycles with an average heat rate of 7,201 Btu per kWh (CEC
2011, also not shown in the figure).?* The net change over this period was a 22 percent
reduction in GHG emissions (also not shown in the figure) despite a 3.5 percent
increase in generation. The post-2000 development of new combined cycle generation
has allowed for the retirement of aging natural gas fired steam turbines along the
California Coast and in the San Francisco Bay Delta. Those that remain in operation
have seen a dramatic reduction in their capacity factors® and are used primarily as a
source of dispatchable capacity.

(higher GHG emission) but still be dispatched first. Natural gas costs in California, however, are higher
than elsewhere in the WECC and thus this scenario is unlikely to occur.

* The remaining 30 percent of natural-gas-fired generation is largely cogeneration; slightly more than one
percent is from peaking units. For a detailed discussion of the evolution of natural gas-fired generation in
California since 2000, see Thermal Efficiency of Gas-Fired Generation in California: 2012 Update (CEC-
200-2013-002; May 2013)

% A unit's capacity factor is its output expressed as a share of potential output, the amount it would
generate if it were operated continuously at 100 percent.
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Figure GHG-1 Annual California Output (GWh), Selected Natural Gas-Fired
Generation Technologies, 2001 — 2010
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The dispatch of the HBEP would generally not result in the displacement of energy from
renewable resources or large hydroelectric generation. Most renewable resources have
must-take contracts with utilities, which must purchase all the energy produced by these
renewable generators. Rare exceptions occur due to transmission congestion or
seasonal surpluses. Even in those instances where this is not the case (e.g., where
renewable generation is participating in a spot market for energy) the variable costs
associated with renewable generation are far lower than those associated with the
HBEP (e.g., fuel costs for wind, solar, other renewable generation technologies, and
large hydroelectric facilities are zero or minimal); these resources can bid into spot
markets for energy at prices far below the HBEP and other natural gas-fired generators.
Nor would the HBEP displace energy from operating (zero-GHG emission) nuclear
generation facilities, as these resources have far lower variable operating costs as well.

The relationship between a natural gas-fired plant’s heat rate and its dispatch in the real
world is in fact more complicated than that described above. While natural gas-fired
plants differ in their thermal efficiency — the amount of fuel combusted, and thus GHG
emissions per unit of electricity generated — very efficient natural gas plants are not
necessarily dispatched before less efficient ones. While this would seem to contradict
the assertion that output from a new plant will always displace a higher emitting one, a
less efficient (e.g., at full output) plant may actually combust less fuel during a duty
cycle than a plant with a lower heat rate, and thus produce fewer GHG emissions.
Consider a 30-MW peaking plant with a heat rate of 10,000 Btu/kWh when operated at
full output whose electrical outputs can be moved from off to on, generating
approximately 15 to 30 MW in a matter of minutes. Use of this plant to meet
contingency needs (e.g., demand on a hot afternoon) may result in less incremental fuel
combustion than a 100 MW plant with a lower heat rate at full output if the latter requires
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several hours and combusts large amounts of fuel to start up, must be kept on overnight
or for several hours in order to be available the next day and/or cannot operate at 30
MW (without a marked degradation in efficiency, and thus increases in GHG emissions).

At levels of renewable energy penetration in excess of 33 percent, flexible combined
cycles such as the HBEP contribute to GHG emission reductions by increasing the
amount of renewable energy that can be integrated into the electricity system. Given the
solar-intensive generation portfolio being developed in California, increasing renewable
penetration without curtailing renewable output more often will require an increasing
ability to export surplus generation, store energy over a multi-hour period, and/or reduce
gas-fired generation needed to reliably operate the system.?® While the HBEP units are
less thermally efficient than the natural gas-fired combined cycles built in California
during the past decade, they are capable of operating at lower levels of output, and
doing so without a marked decrease in efficiency. As a result, they can allow for more
renewable generation that a conventional combined cycle, with the concomitant
reduction in GHG emissions serving to offset the impact of their lower efficiency.

THE ROLE OF THE HBEP IN LOCAL GENERATION DISPLACEMENT

As new generation capacity in the California ISO-defined Los Angeles Basin local
capacity area (LCA) and its Western Los Angele sub-area (LCA), the proposed HBEP
would provide local reliability services. The CA ISO has determined in their 2014 Local
Capacity Technical Analysis that the Los Angeles Basin and its Western sub-area need
10,430 MW and 4,175 MW of local capacity, respectively.?” The HBEP facility would
contribute up to 939 MW of local capacity to these areas; in D.13-02-015?® the CPUC
has established the need for local capacity in excess of this amount to replace retiring
OTC capacity in the Los Angeles Basin LCA.

As stated above, local reliability requires generation by resources located within an
LCA; the LCR reflects the amount of capacity that must be generating, sg/nchronous to
the grid or available within a few minutes under 1-in-10 load conditions.?” At lower levels
of demand, a share of local capacity must be generating, synchronous to the grid or
available on a moment’s notice as long as reliability cannot be maintained solely with
imported energy in the event of major component failures.

%% For a detailed discussion of the operational needs for a high-solar portfolio, see Energy and

Environmental Economics, Investigating a Higher Renewables Standard in California, January 2014,

available at http://www.ethree.com/public_projects/renewables_portfolio_standard.php.

T California 1SO, 2014 Local Capacity Technical Analysis: Final Report and Study Results, April 30, 2013,
75, 79.

E)Splt is expected that the Energy Commission will receive AFCs from applicants expecting to provide

additional local capacity well in excess of that authorized by [Decision #], as well as any additional

amount authorized by forthcoming decisions in the 2014 LTPP proceeding. Approving AFCs for projects

whose capacity in aggregate is in excess of that authorized by the CPUC facilitates competitive

solicitations for new capacity and does not present a significant risk of the development of capacity in

excess of the amount authorized;.

% 1-in-10 load conditions refer to a level of demand that is expected to be observed on only one day in

ten years
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The number of hours per year that the HBEP would be required to operate in support of
local reliability needs and the amount of energy that would be generated as a result are
not known; CA ISO operating procedures which result in the dispatch of specific
generating units for local reliability purposes are confidential. When called upon to
generate for such purposes, however, it is reasonable to expect that the HBEP would
be the least-cost and thus lowest-emitting natural gas-fired resources able to do so,
given the duty cycle that was necessary to provide local reliability. It would thus displace
a less-efficient resource, reducing GHG emissions resulting from relying on the latter.
Should it be dispatched for local reliability needs ahead of units that were thermally
more efficient, it would likely be because, able to operate at lower levels of output, it
would allow for the integration of a greater amount of renewable energy.

AVENAL PRECEDENT DECISION

The Energy Commission established a precedent decision in the Final Commission
Decision for the Avenal Energy Project (CEC 2009b), finding as a conclusion of law that
any new natural gas-fired power plant certified by the Energy Commission “must:

e not increase the overall system heat rate for natural gas plants;

e not interfere with generation from existing renewables or with the integration of new
renewable generation; and

e take into account the two preceding factors, reduce system-wide GHG emissions”*

The average heat rate for the Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) is
presented in Table GHG-1.

Table GHG-1 Weighted Average Heat Rate for Operating Natural Gas-Fired Plants’
in the WECC 2010-2012

Year Average Heat Rate (mmBtu/kWh)
2010 7,784
2011 7,995
2012 7,918

" Excludes cogeneration facilities
Source: Ventyx, Velocity Suite (compiled from EPA hourly Continuous Emission Monitoring Survey data

Despite having a heat rate in excess of the WECC average, the operation of the HBEP
should result in a reduction in the system heat rate for natural gas plants in the WECC
due to its displacing energy from less-efficient natural gas-fired generation as discussed
above. In those instances where HBEP is higher emitting on a per-MWh basis that the
resources it displaces but does so because it can operate at lower output levels and
thus allow for more renewable integration and generation, the result might be a higher
system heat rate, but total gas-fired generation (energy) and GHG emissions will fall.

As noted above, the addition of HBEP would not interfere with generation from existing
renewable facilities nor with the integration of new renewable generation. The flexible
nature of the HBEP would in fact serve to facilitate the integration of additional variable
renewable resources.

% Final Commission Decision, Avenal Energy Application for Certification (08-AFC-1) December 2009, p.
114.
APPENDIX AIR-1 4.1-104 May 2014




The HBEP would reduce system-wide GHG emissions as discussed above; their
development is consistent the goals and policies of AB 32 and thus are consistent with
the Avenal precedent decision.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION — TAO JIANG

No Conditions of Certification related to greenhouse gas emissions are proposed. The
facility owner would participate in California’s GHG cap-and-trade program. The facility
owner is required to report GHG emissions and to obtain GHG emissions allowances
(and offsets) for those reported emissions by purchasing allowances from the capped
market and offsets from outside the AB 32 program. Similarly, the proposed facility
modifications would be subject to federal mandatory reporting of GHG emissions. The
facility owner may have to provide additional reports and GHG reductions, depending
on the future regulations formulated by the U.S. EPA or the ARB.
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ACRONYMS

AB Assembly Bill

ARB California Air Resources Board

CAA Clean Air Act

CalEPA California Environmental Protection Agency
Cal ISO California Independent System Operator
CCCC California Climate Change Center

CEC California Energy Commission

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CH4 Methane

CO Carbon Monoxide

CO, Carbon Dioxide

CO2E Carbon Dioxide Equivalent

CPUC California Public Utilities Commission
EIR Environmental Impact Report

EPS Emission Performance Standard

GCC Global Climate Change

GHG Green House Gas

GWh Gigawatt-hour

GWP Global Warming Potential

HBEP Huntington Beach Energy Project

HFC Hydrofluorocarbons

IEPR Integrated Energy Policy Report

IGCC Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle
IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
KW Kilowatt

LRAs Local Reliability Areas

MT Metric tones

MW Megawatt

MWe Megawatt electrical

MWh Megawatt-hour

N2O Nitrous Oxide

NO Nitric Oxide

NO> Nitrogen Dioxide

NOs3 Nitrates

NOx Oxides of Nitrogen or Nitrogen Oxides
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oll Order Initiating an Informational

OTC Once-Through Cooling

PFC Perfluorocarbons

POU Publicly Owner Utility

PSA Preliminary Staff Assessment (this document)
PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration

QFER Quarterly Fuel and Energy Report

RPS Renewables Portfolio Standard

SB Senate Bill

SCE Southern California Edison

SFs Sulfur hexafluoride

SWRCB State Water Resource Control Board

U.S. EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Testimony of Heather Blair, Jennifer Lancaster, and Scott D. White

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

The proposed Huntington Beach Energy Project (HBEP) is a natural-gas-fired electrical
generating facility that would replace, and be constructed on the site of, the existing
Huntington Beach Generating Station, an operating power plant in Huntington Beach,
California. The proposed power plant site and offsite laydown area at the Alamitos
Generating Station are industrial sites and vegetation is limited to weedy species and
landscaping. Rare plants and special-status wildlife are not expected to occur onsite;
however, nearby marshes and other natural areas support special-status birds including
the Belding’s savannah sparrow (state-listed endangered), light-footed clapper rail
(federally and state-listed endangered), western snowy plover (federally listed
threatened), California least tern (federally and state-listed endangered), and California
brown pelican (state fully protected). Another sensitive wildlife resource is the Wildlife
Care Center, which houses rehabilitating birds and wildlife in open air enclosures
approximately 25 feet southwest of the proposed HBEP site and the existing Huntington
Beach Generating Station.

Given the proximity of the proposed project to the aforementioned biological resources,
construction and operation of the proposed project would result in various direct and
indirect effects. Staff concludes that with implementation of proposed conditions of
certification, compliance with the laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards listed in
Biological Resources Table 1 would be achieved and direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts would be avoided, minimized, or mitigated to less than significant levels (refer
to Biological Resources Table 4 in the subsection “Conclusions” below for a summary
of the proposed project’s impacts, applicable conditions of certification, and
determination of significance).

INTRODUCTION

This section provides the California Energy Commission (Energy Commission) staff’s
analysis of potential impacts to biological resources from the construction, demolition,
and operation of the proposed HBEP.

This analysis addresses potential impacts to special-status species, wetlands and other
waters of the U.S., and areas of critical biological concern. Information contained in this
document includes a detailed description of the existing biotic environment, an analysis
of potential impacts to biological resources and, where necessary, specifies mitigation
measures (conditions of certification) to reduce impacts to less than significant levels.
Additionally, this analysis assesses compliance with applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards (LORS).
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This analysis is based, in part, on information provided in the HBEP Application for
Certification (AFC; HBEP 2012a), Data Adequacy Supplement (HBEP 2012b),
responses to staff and interveners data requests (HBEP 2012c; 2012d; 2013a; 2013b;
2013c; 20130), staff’s observations during site visits of the proposed HBEP on
September 28, 2012 and September 17, 2013; discussion at the data response
workshop on November 14, 2012, the PSA Part A workshop on November 20, 2013,
and the PSA Part B and Focused Supplemental Analysis workshop on April 3, 2014,
and ongoing communications with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW), and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).

COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND

STANDARDS

The applicant must comply with the LORS listed in Biological Resources Table 1
during project construction, demolition, and operation.

Biological Resources Table 1

Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards

Applicable LORS ‘

Description

Federal

Endangered Species Act
(Title 16, United States
Code, section 1531 et
seq., and Title 50, Code of
Federal Regulations, part
17.1 et seq.)

Designates and provides for protection of threatened and endangered plant
and animal species, and their critical habitat. Take of federally listed species
as defined in the Act is prohibited without incidental take authorization, which
may be obtained through Section 7 consultation (between federal agencies)
or Section 10 Habitat Conservation Plan. The administering agencies are the
USFWS and National Marine Fisheries Service.

Clean Water Act (Title 33,
United States Code,
sections 1251 through
1376, and Code of Federal
Regulations, part 30,
section 330.5(a)(26))

Requires the permitting and monitoring of all discharges to surface water
bodies. Section 404 requires a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) for a discharge from dredged or fill materials into Waters of the
U.S., including wetlands. Section 401 requires a permit from a regional water
quality control board (RWQCB) for the discharge of pollutants.

Migratory Bird Treaty
(Title 16, United States
Code, sections 703
through 711)

Makes it unlawful to take or possess any migratory nongame bird (or any part
of such migratory nongame bird including nests with viable eggs). The
administering agency is the USFWS.

State

California Endangered
Species Act of 1984 (Fish
and Game Code, sections
2050 through 2098)

Protects California’s rare, threatened, and endangered species. The
administering agency is CDFW.

California Code of
Regulations (Title 14,
sections 670.2 and 670.5)

Lists the plants and animals of California that are declared rare, threatened,
or endangered. The administering agency is CDFW.

Fully Protected Species
(Fish and Game Code
sections 3511, 4700, 5050,
and 5515)

Designates certain species as fully protected and prohibits the take of such
species or their habitat unless for scientific purposes (see also Title 14,
California Code of Regulations, section 670.7). The administering agency is
CDFW.

Nest or Eggs (Fish and
Game Code section 3503)

Protects California’s birds by making it unlawful to take, possess, or
needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird. The administering agency is
CDFW.
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Applicable LORS

Description

Migratory Birds (Fish and
Game Code section 3513)

Protects California’s migratory birds by making it unlawful to take or possess
any migratory nongame bird as designated in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act or
any part of such migratory nongame birds. The administering agency is
CDFW.

Lake and Streambed
Alteration Agreement (Fish
and Game Code sections
1600 et seq.)

Regulates activities that may divert, obstruct, or change the natural flow or
the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake in California
designated by CDFW in which there is at any time an existing fish or wildlife
resource or from which these resources derive benefit. Impacts to vegetation
and wildlife resulting from disturbances to waterways are also reviewed and
regulated during the permitting process. The administering agency is CDFW.

California Coastal Act
(Public Resources Code,
sections 30000 et seq.)

The California Coastal Act of 1976 establishes a comprehensive scheme to
govern land use planning along the entire California coast. The Coastal Act
sets forth general policies (830200 et seq.) which govern the California
Coastal Commission’s review of permit applications and local plans. Specific
to energy facilities, the Coastal Act requires that the Coastal Commission
designate specific locations within the coastal zone where the establishment
of a thermal power plant subject to the Warren-Alquist Act could prevent the
achievement of the objectives of the Coastal Act (30413(b)). Section 30231
of California Coastal Act requires actions that minimize adverse impacts to
biological productivity of coastal waters. Such actions may include: the
control of run-off, minimization of discharge and entrainment, prevention of
interference with surface water flow (and streams), prevention of
groundwater depletion, use of wastewater reclamation, and maintenance of
natural vegetation in buffer areas that protect riparian habitats. Section 30240
of the Coastal Act mandates protection of environmentally sensitive habitats
from the degradation of habitat value. The administering agency is the
California Coastal Commission.

California Food and
Agriculture Code, section
403

The California Department of Food and Agriculture is the state agency
designated to prevent the introduction and spread of injurious insect or
animal pests, plant diseases, and noxious weeds.

Porter-Cologne Water
Quality Control Act

Regulates discharges of waste and fill materials to waters of the state,
including “isolated” waters and wetlands.

Local

City of Huntington Beach
General Plan/Local
Coastal Program/Coastal
Element

The Conservation and Open Space and Land Use Elements of the General
Plan direct the city of Huntington Beach to evaluate the compatibility of
proposed development projects with the preservation of biological resources
and open space. As a condition of development adjacent to environmentally
sensitive habitats delineated in the General Plan, and for development in the
coastal zone adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitats identified in the
Local Coastal Program, a minimum buffer of 100-feet from the edge of
habitat shall be established.

City of Huntington Beach
Noise Ordinance (City of
Huntington Beach
Municipal Code Chapter
8.40)

Designates noise zones, establishes exterior noise standards, and defines
exterior noise levels that are prohibited except under permit.

Natural Community
Conservation Plan (NCCP)
& Habitat Conservation
Plan (HCP), County of
Orange, Central and
Coastal Subregion (1996)

The NCCP/HCP creates a multiple-species, multiple-habitat subregional
Reserve System and implements a long-term adaptive management program
that will protect coastal sage scrub and other habitats and species located
within the habitat mosaic, while providing for economic uses that will meet
the social and economic needs of the people of the subregion. Portions of
the Reserve System in the HBEP area include Talbert Nature Preserve,
Upper Newport Bay Ecological Reserve, and Upper Newport Bay Regional
Park.
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SETTING

PROJECT OVERVIEW

The proposed HBEP is a natural-gas-fired, combined-cycle, air-cooled, 939-megawatt
(MW) electrical generating facility that would replace, and be constructed on the site of,
the AES Huntington Beach Generating Station, an existing and operating power plant in
Huntington Beach, California. The HBEP would consist of two independently operating,
combined-cycle gas turbine power blocks. Equipment and facilities to be constructed
and shared by both power blocks include natural gas compressors, water treatment
facilities, emergency services, and administration and maintenance buildings. The
project would be constructed on 28.6 acres entirely within the footprint of the existing
Huntington Beach Generating Station. HBEP construction would require the removal of
the existing Huntington Beach Generating Station Units 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. Construction of
the new HBEP and demolition of the existing units would occur over 7 %2 years.

The HBEP would reuse existing onsite potable water, natural gas, stormwater, process
wastewater, and sanitary pipelines and electrical transmission facilities. No offsite linear
developments are proposed as part of the project. The new generating units would use
air-cooled condensers and would eliminate the use of ocean water for cooling, which is
currently used for the existing Huntington Beach Generating Station units. During HBEP
operation, stormwater and process wastewater would be discharged to a retention basin
and then ultimately to the Pacific Ocean via an existing outfall. Sanitary wastewater
would be conveyed to the Orange County Sanitation District via the existing City of
Huntington Beach sewer connection. Two, 230-kilovolt (kV) transmission
interconnections would connect both HBEP power blocks to the existing Southern
California Edison (SCE) 230-kV switchyard that is located on a separate parcel within
the existing Huntington Beach Generating Station site.

HBEP construction would require 22 acres of both onsite and offsite laydown and
construction parking areas. Approximately 6 acres would be onsite and used for a
combination of laydown and construction parking, and 16 acres would be offsite,
approximately 13 miles north of HBEP at the existing Alamitos Generating Station and
used for construction laydown.

REGIONAL SETTING

The regional setting of the proposed project encompasses the area within 10 miles of
the HBEP and 10 miles of the offsite laydown area. The proposed HBEP site lies within
the Los Angeles Plain subsection of the Southern California Coast Section (USDA
1997), which is characterized by flat floodplains and terraces and very gently sloped
alluvial fans with small areas of marine terraces. Land use proximate to the proposed
project area primarily includes urban development, industrial areas, the ASCON landfill,
parklands and open space, and wetlands preserves.
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The HBEP site is located immediately northeast of the Pacific Coast Highway (Highway
1) and east of Newland Street on the site of the operational Huntington Beach
Generating Station. It is bounded on the west by a manufactured home/recreational
vehicle park, on the north by a tank farm, on the north and east by the Huntington
Beach Channel and residential areas, on the east and southeast by the Huntington
Beach Wetland Preserve/Magnolia Marsh wetlands, and to the south and southwest by
the Huntington Beach State Park and the Pacific Ocean. The Huntington Beach
Wetlands Conservancy offices and the Wetlands and Wildlife Care Center are adjacent
to the southwest boundary of the site, between the Huntington Beach Generating
Station and Highway 1. The Santa Ana River (channelized) is located approximately 1.3
miles southeast of the proposed HBEP. The site is located on a gently sloping coastal
plain.

Extensive urban development throughout the region has replaced most of the natural
open space. Natural habitats are now restricted to scattered open space preserves and
other protected areas.

Reqgional Wetlands and Other Protected Areas

Several important ecological reserves, wetland preservation sites, and designated open
space areas occur in the region. These protected areas represent some of the best
remaining habitat in the region and provide important habitat for migratory birds along
the Pacific Flyway as well as habitat for several special-status plants and animals.
Following is a brief description of each of these areas (excerpted from HBEP 2012a and
verified by staff):

Huntington Beach Wetlands Conservancy’s Coastal Marsh Restoration Complex

The Huntington Beach Wetlands Conservancy (Conservancy) has been actively
restoring coastal wetland habitats along the Talbert Channel and Huntington Beach
Channel since 1989. The wetland restoration in this area includes four units: Newland
Marsh, Magnolia Marsh (including Upper Magnolia Marsh), Brookhurst Marsh, and
Talbert Marsh. Collectively these areas encompass approximately 193 acres. Primary
habitats include coastal salt marsh, open water, and salt panne. Restoration of these
areas began with the removal of the seaward levee of the Huntington Beach Flood
Control Channel to restore tidal influence into the Talbert and Brookhurst Marshes.
Restoration of the Magnolia Marsh site began in April of 2009 and involved excavation
of 40,000 cubic yards of fill to recreate historical tidal channels. The restoration work in
Magnolia Marsh was completed in February 2010. The Conservancy’s Coastal Marsh
Restoration Complex is adjacent to the HBEP; Upper Magnolia Marsh is located
immediately east, and Magnolia Marsh is located immediately southeast of the
proposed site. Several special-status wildlife species have been reported or observed in
these wetlands. The wetland complex supports a breeding population of Belding’s
savannah sparrow’s (Passerculus sandwichensis beldingi), a state listed endangered
species. Light-footed clapper rail (Rallus longirostris levipes) has recently been
documented breeding in the Brookhurst Marsh in the immediate vicinity of the HBEP
site (Zembal and Hoffman 2012). It also breeds at the Santa Ana River Marsh at the
southeastern end of the Huntington Beach Wetlands complex (CDFW 2013).The
wetland complex provides foraging habitat for other endangered bird species including
the western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus) and the California least
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tern (Sternula antillarum browni) (Merkel & Associates 2004). Other special-status
wildlife species observed utilizing the area include California brown pelicans (Pelecanus
occidentalis) (foraging only) and the salt marsh skipper (Panoquina errans).

Talbert Nature Preserve

The Talbert Nature Preserve is in Costa Mesa along the east side of the Santa Ana
River approximately 1.5 miles east of the HBEP site. Natural communities in this
preserve include coastal strand (dunes), native grassland, woodlands, and riparian
woodland/scrub. Special-status species in this area include southern tarplant
(Centromadia parryi ssp. australis) and Davidson’s salt scale (Atriplex serenana var.
davidsonii).

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Salt Marsh Restoration Project

The Los Angeles District of the USACE owns approximately 92 acres of salt marsh
habitat just north of Highway 1 on the eastern side of the Santa Ana River 1.5 miles
southeast of the HBEP site. The marsh is subject to muted tidal influence due to the
elevation and operation of tidal gates. This wetland area supports a high diversity of bird
species including western snowy plover and Belding’s savannah sparrow.

Bolsa Chica Wetlands

The Bosla Chica wetlands are four miles to the northwest of the HBEP site. These
wetlands encompass approximately 900 acres. Approximately 80 percent of the
wetlands comprise a mixture of salt marsh and open mudflats with the remaining 20
percent consisting of open water with tidal flows controlled by flood gates. Many species
of birds have been documented to occur at these wetlands including 32 special-status
birds such as the California least tern, western snowy plover, Belding’s savannah
sparrow, and light-footed clapper rail. Several special-status plants, reptiles, and
mammals also occur in this area including southern tarplant, Coulter’s goldfields
(Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri), San Diego horned lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum
blainvillii), western pond turtle (Emys marmorata), silvery legless lizard (Anniella
pulchra), and the southern California salt marsh shrew (Sorex ornatus salicornicus).

Upper Newport Bay Ecological Reserve and Nature Preserve

Upper Newport Bay Ecological Reserve and Nature Preserve encompasses
approximately 1,350 acres of wetland habitat including open water, mud flats, and
coastal salt marsh. This wetland area is approximately five miles east of the proposed
HBEP site. In 1975, the State of California purchased 752 acres of the wetlands and
established the Upper Newport Bay Ecological Reserve, which is managed by CDFW.
The ecological reserve is bordered on three sides by the Upper Newport Bay Regional
Park and Nature Preserve, which is owned and managed by Orange County. Complete
tidal flushing of the upper bay occurs every 3 to 4 days. This wetland provides habitat
for a number of bird species including the light footed clapper rail, Belding’s savannah
sparrow, California least tern, and California brown pelican. One endangered plant
species, salt marsh bird’s-beak (Cordylanthus maritimus ssp. maritimus), is also found
in this area.
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San Joaquin Freshwater Marsh Reserve

The 512-acre San Joaquin Freshwater Marsh Reserve is located at the head of
Newport Bay approximately seven miles east of the proposed HBEP site. The University
of California Natural Reserve Program owns 202 acres of the reserve which are
managed through U.C. Irvine. Orange County owns the remaining 310 acres. The
reserve encompasses seasonal ponds, tule marsh, riparian woodland/scrub, wet
meadow, and uplands. Special-status bird species observed at the preserve include the
light-footed clapper rail, California least tern, Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), white
tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), and tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor). Other special-
status species observed in this area include the western pond turtle and chaparral
ragwort (Senecio aphanactis).

Seal Beach National Wildlife Refuge

The Seal Beach National Wildlife refuge is located approximately eight miles northwest
of the proposed HBEP site within the boundaries of the Seal Beach Naval Weapons
Station. The refuge includes 911 acres of remnant saltwater marsh in the Anaheim Bay
estuary. The refuge provides important habitat for migratory birds and three endangered
species; the light footed clapper rail, California least tern, and Belding’s savannah
sparrow.

Laguna Coast Wilderness Park

The 7,000-acre Laguna Coast wilderness park is located in the southwestern part of the
San Joaquin Hills approximately eight miles east of the proposed HBEP site. Important
natural communities in this area include coastal sage scrub, maritime chaparral,
woodlands, and grasslands. Special-status species in this area include the California
gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica) and the orange-throated whiptail (Aspidoscelis
hyperythra).

Boomer Canyon Open Space Preserve

The city of Irvine’s Boomer Canyon Open Space Preserve encompasses approximately
37,000 acres and has been officially designated as a Natural Landmark by the State of
California and the U.S. Department of the Interior. The preserve contains large
contiguous patches of natural habitats including coastal sage scrub, chapatrral,
woodlands, grassland, and riparian areas. Several special-status species including the
California gnatcatcher, cactus wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus), peregrine
falcon (Falco peregrinus), orange-throated whiptail, and the Pacific pocket mouse
(Perognathus longimembris pacificus) occur on the preserve. A portion of the Boomer
Canyon Open Space preserve is located approximately 9.5 miles east of the proposed
HBEP site.

Los Cerritos Wetlands

The Los Cerritos wetlands complex is an approximately 500-acre site that is adjacent to
the Alamitos Generating Station site and approximately 1,245 feet west of the proposed
offsite laydown area. Approximately two acres of these wetlands have been established
as a California least tern nesting site (City of Long Beach 2006).
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Jack Dunster Marine Biological Reserve

The Jack Dunster Marine Biological Reserve is a 2.7—acre site that contains 1.5 acres
of land and 1.2 acres of shallow water that was constructed on the northwestern side of
the Los Cerritos Channel. Habitats in this small reserve include coastal sage scrub,
coastal marsh, intertidal mudflats, and rocky intertidal zone (City of Long Beach 2012a).
The reserve is located approximately one mile west of the proposed offsite laydown
area and provides habitat for waterfowl and fish.

Golden Shore Marine Biological Reserve Park

In 1997, the city of Long Beach’s Golden Shore Marine Biological Reserve Park,
originally a launch ramp and parking lot, was converted into 6.4 acres of intertidal and
subtidal wetlands habitat as mitigation for the conversion of 20 acres of Shoreline Park
into the Aquarium of the Pacific and the Rainbow Harbor commercial/recreation
attraction (City of Long Beach 2012b). This park is located approximately 5.9 miles west
of the HBEP offsite laydown area. This reserve park has salt marsh habitat that contains
cordgrass, pickleweed, and saltgrass at slightly higher elevations, which provides
habitat for waterfowl and fish.

Critical Habitat

Critical habitat is a formal designation under the Endangered Species Act. In
accordance with section 3(5)(A)(i) of the Act and the regulations at Title 50, Code of
Federal Regulations, section 424.12, in determining which areas occupied by the
species at the time of listing to designate as critical habitat, factors considered are those
physical and biological features essential to the conservation of the species that may
require special management considerations or protection. Critical habitat for the
following federally listed species is located in the regional vicinity of the proposed
HBEP.

Coastal California gnatcatcher

Critical habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher is located approximately 1.5 miles
east of the proposed HBEP site on the east side of the Talbert Channel, just north of
Highway 1 within the southern California Natural Community Conservation Plan
Subregion of Orange County (USFWS 2007a). There is no critical habitat for the coastal
California gnatcatcher within 10 miles of the offsite laydown area.

San Diego Fairy shrimp

Critical habitat (Subunit 1C) for the San Diego fairy shrimp (Branchinecta
sandiegonensis) is found approximately two miles to the east and 2.3 miles to the
northeast of the proposed HBEP site. Subunit 1C consists of 15 acres of habitat
occupied by the San Diego fairy shrimp at the time of listing, and it is still extant within
this subunit. This subunit contains all of the features essential to the conservation of the
species. It is located south of the Santa Ana River, two miles inland from the coast on
privately owned land. The vernal pool complex at subunit 1C is one of only five known
vernal pool complexes containing the San Diego fairy shrimp in Orange County. This
vernal pool complex and the vernal pool complex at Fairview Park (subunit 1B), which is
excluded from critical habitat but part of the Fairview Park Master Plan, are the only
remaining examples of coastal vernal pools in Orange County. Subunit 1C is closed to
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recreational use; however, this area has been degraded by past activities and may face
future impacts from the development within this subunit or its watershed.

Western Snowy Plover

The final rule for USFWS-designated critical habitat for western snowy plover was
published on June 19, 2012 (USFWS 2012a), and includes the Bolsa Chica State
Beach and Bolsa Chica Preserve, which are located approximately four miles to the
northeast of the proposed HBEP site. The beach habitats for western snowy plover
within the designated critical habitat are generally characterized by large, flat, and open
spaces.

Wetlands and Wildlife Care Center

The Wetlands and Wildlife Care Center is a non-profit organization that was initially
designed to care for birds in the event of an oil spill in Southern California, but has
expanded to care for any injured birds and some mammals. The Center includes a
veterinary hospital with surgery rooms, areas for bird intake, holding, washing, drying,
and recovery, as well as a series of outdoor chain-link pens with pools for wildlife
rehabilitation and recovery. These open air pens are approximately 25 feet southeast of
the proposed HBEP site.

EXISTING VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE

The applicant conducted a reconnaissance-level survey of biological resources within
the proposed project area in September 2011. Supplemental surveys were conducted in
July 2012. The supplemental botanical survey was conducted within the project area
and along the perimeter fence line. The supplemental wildlife survey encompassed the
project area and a 500-foot buffer from the project boundary. In addition, four
observation points were established along the southeast perimeter of the site to conduct
10-minute observations of birds in the adjacent marsh.

The following description of existing biological resources presents the results of
biological surveys of the proposed project as well as observations from staff’s site visits.

Vegetation

The proposed HBEP site and offsite laydown area are industrial. The majority of the
project area is paved and any unpaved areas are subject to regular chemical weed
control. Landscape trees and shrubs have been planted along the perimeter fencing,
but no natural habitats or wetlands are present. Species observed on site are primarily
nonnative and include bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis), cheeseweed (Malva
parviflors), ice plant (Carpobrotus spp.), lollypop tree (Myoporum laetum) and tocolote
(Centaurea meletensis). In some areas, there is sparse cover of disturbance-tolerant
native plants, such as alkali weed (Cressa truxillensis), Parish’s pickleweed (Salcornia
subterminalis), and saltgrass (Distichlis spicata).
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The following land use categories are present within one mile of the proposed HBEP
site and offsite laydown area.

e Urban. Urban development represents the largest land cover type in the survey
area. It includes residential, commercial, light industrial, public schools, and other
municipal facilities.

e Industrial and landfill. This land cover type includes the SCE 230-kV substation
and former Plains All American Tank Farm on the east side of the proposed HBEP
site. The ASCON landfill is immediately northeast of the proposed HBEP site and
the Orange County Sanitation District facilities are located southeast of the proposed
HBEP site across the Santa Ana River.

e Parks and open space. Parks within one mile of the project area include Huntington
Beach State Park, Edison Community Park, Gisler Park, and Eader Park. Open
spaces include the green belt along the Santa Ana River and undeveloped
landscaped areas along Magnolia Street.

e Coastal Salt Marsh Wetland Preserves. As described above (see “Regional
Wetlands and Other Protected Areas”), the Huntington Beach Wetlands
Conservancy’s Coastal Marsh Restoration Complex is located adjacent to the
proposed HBEP site.

In addition, the flowing significant natural communities as identified by the CDFW'’s
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) are present within 10 miles of the
project area (excerpted from HBEP 2012a and verified by staff).

Southern Coastal Salt Marsh

Southern coastal salt marsh occurs in areas subject to regular tidal flooding by salt
water such as sheltered inland bays, estuaries, and lagoons. The distribution of plant
species within the salt marsh is often in distinct zones based on the frequency and
duration of tidal flooding. Typically California cordgrass (Spartina folosia) occurs at the
lowest elevations adjacent to open water that are subject to regular, prolonged tidal
inundation. The mid-elevation areas of the marsh area typically characterized by
pickleweed (Salicornia virginica) and are generally subject to cyclical inundation during
high tides and drying during low tides. The upper marsh zone is generally subject to
flooding for short durations and only during higher high tides. It supports a more diverse
mixture of plant species including pickleweed, saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), alkali heath
(Frankenia salina), alkali weed (Cressa truxilensis), California seablite (Suaeda
californica), and marsh jaumea (Jaumea carinosa). In the immediate vicinity of the
proposed HBEP site, the southern coastal salt marsh habitat is found in the Huntington
Beach Wetlands Conservancy’s Coastal Marsh Restoration Complex, at the USACE'’s
Salt Marsh Restoration Project near the mouth of the Santa Ana River, at the Talbert
Nature Preserve, at the Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve, and at the Seal Beach
National Wildlife Refuge. Southern coastal salt marsh habitat is also found to the east
northeast of the offsite laydown area.
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Southern Foredunes

Southern foredunes are similar to active sand dunes but are subject to less wind, have
more stable sand, and greater availability of groundwater; therefore, the area supports
the establishment of plant species that further stabilize the dunes. Native plant species
commonly found in this habitat include beach morning glory (Calystegia soldanella),
silver bur ragweed (Ambrosia chamissonis), and common eucrypta (Eucrypta alba).
Southern foredune habitat is located southeast of the proposed HBEP site within
Huntington Beach State Park and at Newport Beach located southeast of the offsite
laydown area. A small area of southern foredune habitat is also found at the Bolsa
Chica Ecological Reserve.

Southern Dune Scrub

Southern dune scrub is characterized as a dense coastal scrub community of scattered
shrubs, subshrubs, and herbs that are typically less than one meter tall and often
constituting dense cover. This habitat type is drier, warmer, and experiences less
onshore wind when compared to central and northern dune scrub habitats. Native
plants commonly found in this habitat include beach saltbush (Atriplex leucophylla),
California croton (Croton californicus), California ephedra (Ephedra californica), mock
heather (Ericameria ericoides), dune lupine (Lupinus chamissonis), desert thorn
(Lycium brevipes), prickly pear, lemonade berry, and jojoba (Simmondsia chinensis).
This sensitive habitat type occurs 0.6 mile to northwest of the proposed HBEP site and
southeast of the offsite laydown area.

Southern Cottonwood Willow Riparian Forest

Southern cottonwood willow riparian forest is characterized by broadleaf winter-
deciduous trees including cottonwoods (Populus fremontii; P. trichocarpa) and several
types of willows including black willow (Salix gooddingii), sand bar willow (Salix exigua),
Pacific willow (Salix lasiandra), and arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis). Associated species
often include sycamore (Platanus racemosa), mugwort (Artemisia douglasiana), and
coyotebrush (Baccharis glutinosa). Southern cottonwood willow riparian scrub occurs
along the Santa Ana River greenbelt approximately three miles to the east and
northeast of the proposed HBEP site.

Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest

Southern coast live oak riparian forest is characterized by locally dense evergreen
woodlands dominated by coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia). Associated species may
include bay laurel (Umbellularia californica), big leaf maple (Acer macrophyluum),
mugwort, toyon (Hertermeles arbutifolia), wild rose (Rosa californica), and poison oak
(Toxicodendron diversilobum). A small area of southern coast live oak woodland is
located approximately nine miles southeast of the proposed HBEP site.
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Common Wildlife

Due to the frequency and intensity of disturbance from operation of the existing
Huntington Beach Generating Station, the proposed HBEP site does not provide
important habitat for native wildlife. Species observed within the proposed project site
include California ground squirrel (Otospermophilus beecheyi), house finch
(Carpodacus mexicanus), house sparrow (Passer domesticus), and Western fence
lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis). Other birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code, but without other special-status listing
such as killdeer (Charadrius vociferous), doves (Zenaida sp.), and sparrows (Passer
sp.) may nest in open areas and in unused structures on the HBEP site.

The adjacent marshes provide habitat for a greater diversity of common wildlife species.
Species observed in this habitat include American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), barn
swallow (Hirundo rustica), common yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas), double-crested
cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), great blue
heron (Ardea herodias), great egret (Ardea alba), gull (Larus sp.), killdeer (Charadrius
vociferous), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), rock pigeon (Columba liviall), snowy
egret (Egretta thula), and turkey vulture (Cathartes aura).

SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES

Special-status species are plant and wildlife species that have been afforded special
recognition by federal, state, or local resource agencies or organizations. Listed and

special-status species are of relatively limited distribution and typically require unique
habitat conditions. Special-status species are defined as meeting one or more of the

following criteria:

e Federally or state-listed, proposed, or candidate for listing, as rare, threatened or
endangered under the Endangered Species Act or California Endangered Species
Act;

e Protected under other state or federal regulations (e.g., Migratory Bird Treaty Act);
¢ Identified as a California Species of Special Concern by the CDFW,
e California Fully Protected Species;

e A plant species considered by the California Native Plant Society and CDFW to be
“rare, threatened, or endangered in California” (California Rare Plant Rank [CRPR]
1A, 1B, and 2) as well as CRPR 3 and 4 species;

e A plant listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act;

e A locally significant species, that is, a species that is not rare from a statewide
perspective but is rare or uncommon in a local context such as within a county or
region or is so designated in local or regional plans, policies, or ordinances; or

e Any other species receiving consideration during environmental review under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
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The project site and offsite laydown area are industrial brownfield sites with operating
power plants, and vegetation is limited to a few weedy species and maintained
landscaping. Rare plants and most special-status wildlife are not expected to occur
onsite at either location; however, nearby marshes, parks, and other natural areas
support special-status species that have the potential to be affected by construction and
operation of the proposed project. Biological Resources Table 2 identifies the nearest
occurrences of special-status species reported in the California Natural Diversity
Database (CDFW 2013) and California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS 2013) Inventory of
Rare and Endangered Plants, but the majority of the species would not be likely to

occur on site.

Biological Resources Table 2

Special-status Species Known to Occur or Potentially Occurring in the HBEP

Area and the Regional Vicinity

Common Name Status
(Scientific Name) Fed/State/CRPR/ Potential for Occurrence in Project Impact Area
G-Rank/S-Rank
PLANTS
Chaparral sand-verbena /__/1B.1/ Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
(Abronia villosa var. aurita) G5T3T4/S2 the proposed project site or offsite laydown area.
Historic CNDDB occurrence in Santa Ana River bed,
1.5 to 2 miles from the ocean.
Aphanisma (Aphanisma | 1B.2/ Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
blitoides) G3G4/S3 the proposed project site or offsite laydown area.

Historic CNDDB occurrence in Newport Beach and
Upper Newport Bay Regional Park.

Ventura Marsh milk-vetch

FE/SE/1B.1/

Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within

(Astragalus pycnostachyus var. G2T1/s1 the proposed project site or offsite laydown area.

lanosissimus) Nearest CNDDB occurrence is historic record from
Bolsa Bay; possibly extirpated.

Coulter's saltbush (Atriplex /__11B.2/ Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within

coulteri) G2/S2 the proposed project site or offsite laydown area.
Nearest CNDDB occurrence is historic record at the
Newport Bay approximately 5.3 miles from proposed
HBEP project site.

South coast saltscale (Atriplex _ | 1B.2/ Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within

pacifica) G3G4/S2 the proposed project site or offsite laydown area.
Nearest records are from 1932 at the Newport Bay
and 1998 at the Crystal Cove State Park, Pelican
Point Coastal Terrace.

Parish’s brittlescale /__/1B.1/ Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within

(Atriplex parishii) G1G2/s1 the proposed project site or offsite laydown area. One
record 9 miles northeast of the offsite laydown area;
this occurrence is from 1881 and the area is now
developed.

Davidson's saltscale (Atriplex | 1B.2/ Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the proposed

serenana var. davidsonii) G5T2?/ S27? project site or offsite laydown area. CNDDB
occurrence records are from Santa Ana River, Balboa,
Newport Lagoon, San Joaquin Marsh Preserve, and
UC National Preserve System. The nearest CNDDB
record is 1.7 mile from the proposed HBEP site.
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Common Name

Status

(Scientific Name) Fed/State/CRPR/ Potential for Occurrence in Project Impact Area
G-Rank/S-Rank
Intermediate mariposa-lily | 1B.2/ Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within

(Calochortus weedii var.
intermedius)

G3G4T2/S2.2

the proposed project site or offsite laydown area.
CNDDB record was in rock outcrop habitat in San
Joaquin Hills approximately 10 miles from the HBEP
site.

Southern tarplant (Centromadia
parryi ssp. australis)

_/_/1B./

G3T2/S2

Low. Only very poorly suitable habitat occurs within
the proposed project site or offsite laydown area. The
nearest CNDDB records are at Loynes Drive and
Studebaker Ave. (0.3 mile northwest of offsite laydown
area), Bixby Ranch Oil Field (0.5 mile south of offsite
laydown area), Talbert regional Park, Santa Ana River
Marsh, Upper Newport Back Bay, Bolsa Chica, and
Long Beach about 1 mile from the offsite laydown
area.

Salt marsh bird's-beak

FE/SE/1B.2/

Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within

(Chloropyron maritimum ssp. G47T1/S1 the proposed project site or offsite laydown area. Most
maritimum) of the nearest occurrences are historic records and
are noted in CNDDB as possibly extirpated. Nearest
presumed extant, recent record is in Upper Newport
Bay Ecological Reserve 5 miles east of the HBEP site.
Many-stemmed dudleya /__11B.2/ Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
(Dudleya multicaulis) G2/S2 the proposed project site or offsite laydown area.
Documented from a 1932 collection from Newport Bay
approximately 5 miles east of the HBEP site and a
1908 collection from Corona Del Mar over 7 miles
southeast of the project site. These occurrences are
believed to be extirpated.
Cliff spurge (Euphorbia misera) 2.2/ Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
G5/S1 the proposed project site or offsite laydown area. The
closest record is 7 miles southeast of the HBEP site
and this species has not been documented within 10
miles of the offsite laydown area.
Los Angeles sunflower [ 11A/ Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
(Helianthus nuttallii ssp. G5TH/SH the proposed project site or offsite laydown area. The
parishii) CNDDB documents two historic occurrences; 5 miles
north and 5 miles east of the HBEP site. This species
is presumed extirpated in California.
Mesa horkelia _ [/ 1B.1/ Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
(Horkelia cuneata var. G4T2/S2.1 the proposed project site or offsite laydown area. The
puberula) closest record is about 5 miles northwest of the HBEP
site at the Bolsa Chica Salt Marsh.
Southwestern spiny rush [ 14.2] Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the proposed
(Juncus acutus ssp. leopoldii) G5T5/S3.2 project site or offsite laydown area, but occurs in the
Huntington Beach Wetlands Conservancy'’s coastal
salt marsh preserved immediately adjacent to the
HBEP site.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 4.2-14 May 2014




Common Name

Status

(Scientific Name) Fed/State/CRPR/ Potential for Occurrence in Project Impact Area
G-Rank/S-Rank
Coulter's goldfields (Lasthenia | 1B.1/ Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within

glabrata ssp. coulteri) G4T3/S2.1 the proposed project site or offsite laydown area.
Documented CNDDB occurrences within 5 miles of
the HBEP site or laydown area are from Los Alamitos,
Bryant Ranch, Seal Beach National Wildlife Refuge,
Costa Mesa, and Bolsa Chica Salt Marsh. All are
historic records, and most are listed by the CNDDB as
possibly extirpated.

Robinson's pepper-grass 1143/ Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within

(Lepidium virginicum var. G5T3/S3 the proposed project site or offsite laydown area.

robinsonii) There is one CNDDB record from the UC Irvine Open
Space preserve about 7 miles from the HBEP site.

Mud nama (Nama | [2B.2/ Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within

stenocarpum) G4G5/S1S2 the proposed project site or offsite laydown area.

Nearest occurrences are a historic record from the
Seal Beach National Wildlife Refuge 2 miles from the
offsite laydown area and a 1998 record from vernal
pools in the Fairview Regional Park approximately 3
miles from the HBEP site.

Gambel's water cress
(Nasturtium gambelii)

FE/ST/1B.1/
G1l/s1

Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
the proposed project site or offsite laydown area.
Nearest record is from 1908 collection at Huntington
Beach approximately 1.5 miles from the HBEP site;
this occurrence has likely been extirpated by
development.

Prostrate vernal pool navarretia
(Navarretia prostrata)

/__/1B.1/

T G2/s2

Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the proposed
project site or offsite laydown area. Known from vernal
pools in the Fairview Regional Park approximately 2
miles from the HBEP site.

Coast woolly-heads
(Nemacaulis denudata var.
denudata)

_|_NB.2
G3GA4T37?/ S2.2

Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the proposed
project site or offsite laydown area. There are nearby
observations at Seal Beach, Newport Bay and
Peninsula, Bolsa Chica, the mouth of the Santa Ana
River, and the southern end of the Huntington State
Beach. Closest CNDDB occurrences are about 1.7
miles from the HBEP site and about 1.25 miles from
the offsite laydown area.

California Orcutt grass (Orcuttia
californica)

FE/SE/1B.1/G1/S
1

Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
the proposed project site or offsite laydown area.
Species was documented approximately 5 miles
northwest of the offsite laydown area, but this
occurrence is presumed extirpated.

Lyon's pentachaeta
(Pentachaeta lyonii)

FE/SE/1B.1/G2/S
2

Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
the proposed project site or offsite laydown area. The
nearest record is approximately 4.5 miles northeast of
the project area and approximately 6 miles southeast
of the offsite laydown area.
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Common Name
(Scientific Name)

Status

Fed/State/CRPR/

G-Rank/S-Rank

Potential for Occurrence in Project Impact Area

Nuttall's scrub oak (Quercus
dumosa)

_|_N1B./
G2/S2

Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
the proposed project site or offsite laydown area, and
not observed during surveys of the project site.
Nearest occurrence record is approximately 6 miles
southeast of the HBEP and no records have been
documented within 10 miles of the offsite laydown
area.

Sanford's arrowhead (Sagittaria
sanfordii)

_|_/1B.2/

G3/S3

Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
the proposed project site or offsite laydown area. This
species has been documented about 5.7 miles
northwest of the HBEP site. There are no records
within 10 miles of the offsite laydown areas.

Chaparral ragwort (Senecio
aphanactis)

_|_[2.B2/
G37/S2

Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
the proposed project site or offsite laydown area. The
nearest record is approximately 7 miles east northeast
of the HBEP site.

Salt spring checkerbloom
(Sidalcea neomexicana)

_|_I2B.2/
G47/S2S3

Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
the proposed project site or offsite laydown area. This
species has been recorded approximately one-half
mile north of the offsite laydown area; however, this
record is from 1936 and the area is now developed.

Estuary seablite (Suaeda
esteroa)

/__/1B.2/

© G3/S2

Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
the proposed project site or offsite laydown area.
Historic occurrences have been reported at the Bolsa
Chica Ecological Reserve, near the Seal Beach
National Wildlife Refuge, and Newport Slough east of
the Santa Ana River (approximately 5 miles from
HBEP site).

San Bernardino aster
(Symphyotrichum defoliatum)

/__/1B.2/

G2/S2

Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
the proposed project site or offsite laydown area.
Closest CNDDB occurrence record is near Newport
Bay approximately 5.1 miles from the HBEP site.

WILDLIFE

Invertebrates

San Diego fairy shrimp
(Branchinecta sandiegonensis)

FE/_/ |

Gl/s1

Low. No suitable vernal pool habitat occurs within the
HBEP site or offsite laydown area. Recorded in
Fairview Park, 2.3 miles from the HBEP site. There is
designated critical habitat about 1.5 miles east and 2.3
miles northeast of the HBEP site.

Western tidal-flat tiger beetle
(Cicindela gabbii)

_ISAl_J
G4/S1

Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
the HBEP site or offsite laydown area. Area
occurrences are historic and most are considered
extirpated. Inhabits estuaries and mudflats along the
Southern California coast.

Sandy beach tiger beetle
(Cicindela hirticollis gravida)

_ISAI_J
G5T2/S1

Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
the HBEP site or offsite laydown area. Area
occurrences are historic and are presumed extirpated
by development. Inhabits areas adjacent to non-
brackish water along the California coast.
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Status
(gcc:)irgnnt]i?irc]: Ngmi) Fed/State/CRPR/ Potential for Occurrence in Project Impact Area
G-Rank/S-Rank
Western beach tiger beetle __ISA/__] Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
(Cicindela latesignata GA4T1T2/S1 the HBEP site or offsite laydown area. Area
latesignata) occurrences are historic and are extirpated. Inhabits
mudflats and beaches in Southern California.
Senile tiger beetle __ISA/__] Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
(Cicindela senilis frosti) G4T1/S1 the HBEP site or offsite laydown area. One regional
historic record, presumed extirpated. Species inhabits
marine shoreline, from central California coast south
to salt marshes of San Diego. It is also found at Lake
Elsinore.
Globose dune beetle __ISA/_ ] Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP site
(Coelus globosus) G1/s1 or offsite laydown area. Recorded in 2008 at
Huntington Beach less than one mile southeast of the
HBEP site. Species inhabits coastal sand dunes.
Monarch butterfly __ISA/__| Moderate. Although not recorded on site, could roost
(Danaus plexippus) G5/S3 in landscape trees throughout the HBEP. Records
from the 1980s and 1990s Bolsa Chica Ecological
Reserve, El Dorado Nature Center, Gum Grove Park,
Huntington Beach Central Park, and Norma B. Gibbs
Regional Park. Nearest record is one mile southeast
of the offsite laydown area. Roosts in wind-protected
tree groves along the California coast in winter.
Wandering (saltmarsh) skipper __ISA/_] Moderate. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP
(Panoquina errans) G4G5/s1 site or offsite laydown area. Records from 1989 at the
Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve are about 5 miles
southeast of the offsite laydown area. Recorded in
2004 at Newland Marsh less than one-half mile
northwest of the HBEP site and in the Brookhurst
Marsh less than one mile southeast of the HBEP site.
Inhabits coastal salt marshes in Southern California;
requires moist saltgrass for larval development.
Dorothy's El Segundo Dune __ISA/__| Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
weevil G1T1/s1 the HBEP site or offsite laydown area. Records from
(Trigonoscuta dorothea 1989 at the Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve, about 5
dorothea) miles southeast of the offsite laydown area. Inhabits
coastal sand dunes in Los Angeles County.
Mimic tryonia (=California __ISA/__] Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP site
brackishwater snail) G2G3/S2S3 or offsite laydown area. Records from 1996 at Upper
(Tryonia imitator) Newport Bay and 1968 at Bolsa Chica Ecological
Reserve. Inhabits coastal lagoons, estuaries, and salt
marshes along California coast.
Reptiles
Orange-throated whiptail __Icsc/_ | Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP site
(Aspidoscelis hyperythra) G5/S2 or offsite laydown area. Nearest occurrence is historic
record from Corona Del Mar, over 6 miles from the
HBEP site, and is extirpated. Inhabits low elevation
coastal scrub, chaparral, and valley-foothill hardwood
habitats.
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Common Name

Status

(Scientific Name) Fed/State/CRPR/ Potential for Occurrence in Project Impact Area
G-Rank/S-Rank

Green turtle FT/_ [ | Low. No aquatic habitat occurs within the HBEP site

(Chelonia mydas) G3/s1 or offsite laydown area. Nearest occurrence is in the
San Gabriel River between East 2nd Street and Hwy
22 adjacent to power generating plant at offsite
laydown area location.

Red-diamond rattlesnake __Icsc/_ | Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP site

(Crotalus ruber) G4/S2? or offsite laydown area. Nearest record approximately
9 miles from the HBEP site. Suitable habitats include
arid scrub, coastal chaparral, oak and pine woodlands,
rocky grassland, and cultivated areas.

Western pond turtle _Icsc/ Not Likely to Occur. No aquatic habitat occurs at the

(Emys marmorata) G3G4/S3 HBEP site or offsite laydown area. All nearby records
possibly extirpated.

Coast horned lizard __/cscl |/ Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP site

(Phrynosoma blainvillii) G4G5/S354 or offsite laydown area. Inhabits open areas of sandy
soil and low vegetation in valleys, foothills and
semiarid mountains from sea level to 8,000 ft. Nearest
CNDDB occurrences are all extirpated by
development.

Birds

Tricolored blackbird BCC/CSC/_/ Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP site

(Agelaius tricolor) G5T2T4/S2S3 or offsite laydown area. Recorded approximately 0.5
mile from the offsite laydown area.

Southern California rufous- _IwLu/_ Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP site

crowned sparrow (Aimophila G5T2T4/S2S3 or offsite laydown area. The only record within 10

ruficeps canescens) miles of the project area was on the west slope of
Muddy Canyon, approximately 1 mile south of Signal
Peak, San Joaquin Hills (2.5 miles east of Newport
Beach).

Grasshopper sparrow __Icsc/_ | Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP site

(Ammodramus savannarum) G5/S2 or offsite laydown area. Closest occurrence is
approximately 7 miles from the proposed HBEP site.
Inhabits coastal sage scrub.

Burrowing owl BCC/CSC/__/ Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP site

(Athene cunicularia) G4/Ss2 or offsite laydown area. Closest record is about 2.6
miles from the proposed project at Fairview Park in
Costa Mesa,; also recorded at Bolsa Chica Ecological
Reserve.

Ferruginous hawk BCC/WL/_/ Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP site

(Buteo regalis) G4/S3s4 or offsite laydown area. Nearest CNDDB record is
approximately 11 miles from the proposed project site
and 2.5 miles from the offsite laydown area in Los
Alamitos.

Coastal cactus wren BCC/CSC/_/ Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP site

(Campylorhynchus G5T3Q /S3 or offsite laydown area. Nearest occurrences for this

brunneicapillus sandiegensis) species have been recorded approximately 8-10 miles
of the proposed HBEP site.
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Common Name

Status

(Scientific Name) Fed/State/CRPR/ Potential for Occurrence in Project Impact Area
G-Rank/S-Rank
Western snowy plover FT/ICSC/_/ High. Reported less than one mile from the proposed

(Charadrius alexandrinus G4T3/S2 HBEP site utilizing the coastal salt marshes in the
nivosus) vicinity of the site for foraging and loafing, including
the Talbert Marsh. Nests at Huntington State Beach,
approximately 1.3 miles from the HBEP site. Requires
sandy, gravelly, or friable soils for nesting. There is
designated critical habitat about 1.5 miles southeast of
the HBEP site at the mouth of the Santa Ana River
and about 5 miles northwest of the HBEP site at the
Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve and State Beach.
Western yellow-hilled cuckoo FCISE/ [ Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
(Coccyzus americanus G5T3Q/S3 the HBEP site or offsite laydown area. Only record
occidentalis) from the area, at San Gabriel River near Artesia,
reported in 1912 and now presumed extirpated.
White-tailed kite (Elanus __[FPI_/ Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP site
leucurus) G5/S3 or offsite laydown area, but it could forage in adjacent
marshes. Documented in multiple locations east to
northeast of the project area. The closest occurrence
is in Upper Newport Bay approximately 6.5 miles from
the project area.
California horned lark _ WL/ Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP site
(Eremophila alpestris actia) G5T3Q/S3 or offsite laydown area. Documented approximately 7
miles southeast of the HBEP site.
Yellow-breasted chat (Icteria __IcscC/_ | Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
virens) G5/S3 the HBEP site or offsite laydown area. Documented in

multiple
locations approximately 8 miles northeast to southeast
of the HBEP site.

California black rail (Laterallus

BCC/ST,FP/__/

Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP site

jamaicensis coturniculus) G4T1/S1 or offsite laydown area. Historic CNDDB occurrence
records are from 1970 and 1971 in the Upper Newport
Bay approximately 5 miles from the proposed project
site.

Osprey _IwL/_/ Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP site

(Pandion haliaetus) G5/S3 or offsite laydown area, but could forage in open
waters near the project. The nearest CNDDB nesting
occurrence is approximately 5.2 miles from the
proposed HBEP site at the upper Newport Bay
Ecological Reserve.

Belding's savannah sparrow __ISEl_/ High. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP site

(Passerculus sandwichensis G5T3/S3 or offsite laydown area, but occurs in adjacent

beldingi) marshes. Occurs in several of the wetland preserves
in the vicinity, including the adjacent Magnolia and
Upper Magnolia marshes. The nearest CNDDB
occurrence is at the Newland Marsh approximately 0.5
mile from the proposed HBEP site.

California brown pelican FD/SD, FP/__/ | High. No suitable feeding or nesting habitat occurs

(Pelecanus occidentalis G4T3/S1S2 within the HBEP site or offsite laydown area.

Californicus) Recorded at the Santa Ana River Marsh and offshore
approximately 6 miles southwest of the offsite laydown
area. Routinely observed throughout the area.
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Common Name
(Scientific Name)

Status
Fed/State/CRPR/
G-Rank/S-Rank

Potential for Occurrence in Project Impact Area

Coastal California gnatcatcher
(Polioptila californica
californica)

FT/cCSCl_/
G3T2/S2

Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP site
or offsite laydown area. The nearest CNDDB
occurrence records are approximately 4 to 10 miles
from the HBEP site, including several from around
Upper Newport Bay. There is designated critical
habitat about 1.5 mile east of the HBEP site on the
east side of Talbert Channel.

Light-footed clapper rail (Rallus
longirostris levipes)

FE/SE, FP/__/
G5T1T2/S1

High. Not likely to occur at the HBEP site or offsite
laydown area, but could occur in adjacent marshes.
Nests at the nearby Brookhurst and Santa Ana River
Marshes and possibly the Talbert Marsh, the closest
of which is less than one mile from the HBEP site. It is
expected to forage within Magnolia Marsh (Zembal
2013), adjacent to the HBEP site. When restoration is
complete (within a few years), Magnolia Marsh is
expected to provide suitable breeding habitat.

Bank swallow
(Riparia riparia)

ST/
G5/S2S3

Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
the HBEP site or offsite laydown area. The last CNDDB
occurrence record was from 1937 in Huntington Beach
approximately 1.6 miles from the proposed HBEP site.
Nesting populations are considered extirpated in
southern California.

Black skimmer
(Rynchops niger)

BCC/CSC/__/

G5/S1S3

Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP site o
offsite laydown area; possible foraging habitat in open
water habitats in the immediate vicinity of HBEP. The
nearest nesting record is from 1990 at the Bolsa Chica
Ecological Reserve.

California least tern (Sternula
antillarum browni)

FE/SE, FP/
G4T2T3Q/S2S3

Moderate. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP
site or offsite laydown area. Nests at Huntington State
Beach, approximately 1.3 miles from the HBEP site,
and at the Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve
approximately 4.75 miles from the HBEP site. It forageg
at the Talbert Marsh as well as along the lower portions
of the Talbert and Huntington Channel.

Least Bell's vireo
(Vireo bellii pusillus)

FE/SE/_/
G5T2/S2

Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs within
the HBEP site or offsite laydown area. The nearest
record is from Talbert Nature Preserve, approximately
1.75 miles from the project site. Habitat consists of
southern willow riparian scrub with mulefat scrub
understory.

Mammals

Western mastiff bat (Eumops
perotis californicus)

__/cscl_/
G5T4/S3?

Moderate. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP
site or offsite laydown area, but may forage over the
open water and wetlands and around the HBEP site.
CNDBB records include Huntington Beach Central
Park, 4 miles from the HBEP site (date of record not
provided by CNDDB), and a record from Buena Park
in 1990, approximately 9 miles from the offsite
laydown area.
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Common Name
(Scientific Name)

Status
Fed/State/CRPR/
G-Rank/S-Rank

Potential for Occurrence in Project Impact Area

Silver-haired bat (Lasionycteris
noctivagans)

_ISAI_J
G5/S354

Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP site
or offsite laydown area. There is one historic record
from Bellflower in 1978, approximately 6.6 miles north
of the offsite laydown area. This species forages over
streams, ponds, and open brushy areas and roosts
primarily in trees.

Hoary bat
(Lasiurus cinereus)

_ISAI_J
G5/S4?

Moderate. No suitable habitat occurs within the
HBEP site or offsite laydown area, but may forage in
wetland areas adjacent to and near the project. There
is one historic record from Newport Beach in 1990,
approximately 4 miles southeast of the HBEP site.
This species utilizes open habitats or habitat mosaics,
and feeds near habitat edges. Requires trees for
roosting and water.

Western yellow bat (Lasiurus
xanthinus)

_/cscl_|
G5/S3

Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP site
or offsite laydown area. A CNDBB record from 1990
in Garden Grove is approximately 4.6 miles northeast
of the offsite laydown area. The species is found in
valley foothill riparian, desert riparian, desert wash,
and palm oasis habitats. Roosts in trees and forages
over water.

South coast marsh vole
(Microtus californicus
stephensi)

_Jjcscl_|
G5T1T2/S1S2

Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP site
or offsite laydown area. The CNDDB records
occurrences at Sunset Beach (1916) and the Seal
Beach Wildlife Refuge (1988) approximately 7 and 9
miles, respectively, from the HBEP site. It occurs in
tidal marshes in Los Angeles, Orange, and Southern
Ventura counties.

Big free-tailed bat
(Nyctinomops macrotis)

_/cscl_|
G5/S2

Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs
within the HBEP site or offsite laydown area. Nearest
record is from Corona Del Mar (1988), approximately
7 miles southeast of the HBEP site. This species
inhabits low-lying arid areas in Southern California
and requires high cliffs or rocky outcrops for roosting.

Pacific pocket mouse
(Perognathus longimembris
pacificus)

FE/CSC/__/

G5T1/S1

Not Likely to Occur. No suitable habitat occurs
within the HBEP site or offsite laydown area.
Presumed extinct in the area. Suitable habitats for the
contains fine-grain sandy substrates on the coastal
strand, coastal dunes, river alluvium and coastal sage
scrub.

Southern California saltmarsh
shrew
(Sorex ornatus salicornicus)

__/cscl_/
G5T1? /S1

Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP site
or offsite laydown area. Historic CNDDB records are
from 1933 in the Newport Lagoon, approximately 5
miles east-southeast of HBEP and 1968 in the
general vicinity of Seal Beach, approximately 2 miles
southwest of the offsite laydown area. Occurs in
coastal marshes and requires dense vegetation and
woody debris for cover.
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Status
Fed/State/CRPR/ Potential for Occurrence in Project Impact Area
G-Rank/S-Rank

Common Name
(Scientific Name)

American badger (Taxidea __Icsc/ Low. No suitable habitat occurs within the HBEP site
taxus) G5/S4 or offsite laydown area. One local CNDDB record
from 1998 in the Newport Beach, approximately 3
miles southeast of the HBEP site, was of a badger
killed on Superior Avenue. Inhabits most shrub,
forest, and herbaceous habitats, primarily in drier
open areas. Requires friable soil for burrow
construction.

Sources: CDFW 2013a; CNPS 2013

Biological Resources Table 2 — Notes
STATUS CODES:
State
ICSC: California Species of Special Concern. Species of concern to CDFW because of declining population levels, limited ranges, and/or
continuing threats have made them vulnerable to extinction.
SE: State listed as endangered
SR: State listed as rare
ST: State listed as threatened
ISFP: Fully protected
L: Watch List: includes species formerly on California Species of Special Concern List (Remsen 1978) but which did not meet the criteria
for the current list of special concern bird species (Shuford and Gardali 2008).
ISA: Special Animal. Species is tracked in the CNDDB (due to rarity, limited distribution in California, declining throughout the range, etc.)
but holds no other special status at the state or federal level.
Federal
FE: Federally listed endangered: species in danger of extinction throughout a significant portion of its range
FT: Federally listed, threatened: species likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future
BCC: Fish and Wildlife Service: Birds of Conservation Concern: Identifies migratory and non-migratory bird species (beyond those already
designated as federally threatened or endangered) that represent highest conservation priorities
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/NewReportsPublications/Special Topics/BCC2008/BCC2008.pdf
D: Delisted taxon that is considered recovered
California Native Plant Society (CNPS)
List 1B: Rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere
List 2: Rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere
List 3 = Plants which need more information
List 4 = Limited distribution — a watch list
0.1: Seriously threatened in California (high degree/immediacy of threat)
0.2: Fairly threatened in California (moderate degree/immediacy of threat)
0.3: Not very threatened in California (low degree/immediacy of threats or no current threats known)
Global Rank/State Rank
Global rank (G-rank) is a reflection of the overall condition of an element throughout its global range. Subspecies are denoted by a T-
Rank; multiple rankings indicate a range of values
G1 = Less than 6 viable element occurrences (EOs) OR less than 1,000 individuals
G2 = 6-20 EOs OR 1,000-3,000 individuals
G3 =21-100 EOs OR 3,000-10,000 individuals
G4 = Apparently secure; this rank is clearly lower than G3 but factors exist to cause some concern; i.e., there is some threat, or somewhat
narrow habitat.
G5 = Population or stand demonstrably secure to ineradicable due to being commonly found in the world.
State rank (S-rank) is assigned much the same way as the global rank, except state ranks in California often also contain a threat
designation attached to the S-rank. An H-rank indicates that all sites are historical
S1 = Less than 6 element occurrences (EOs) OR less than 1,000 individuals
S1.1 = very threatened
S1.2 = threatened
S1.3 = no current threats known
S2 = 6-20 EOs OR 1,000-3,000 individuals
S3 = 21-100 EOs or 3,000-10,000 individuals
IS4 = Apparently secure in California; this rank is clearly lower than S3 but factors exist to cause some concern, i.e., there is some threat or
somewhat narrow habitat. No threat rank.
S5 = Demonstrably secure or ineradicable in California. No threat rank.
ISH = All California occurrences historical (i.e., no records in > 20 years).
Potential Occurrence:
High — Suitable habitat is present within or near the proposed site: occurrence records exist for species in proximity to the site; species
lexpected to occur on or near site
Moderate — Low quality habitat is present within or near the proposed site; species was not identified during reconnaissance surveys of the
site; species may occur on or near site
Low — Marginal habitat is present on or adjacent to site; no recent records within 10 miles of the site
Not Likely to Occur — No recent records within 10 miles, no suitable habitat occurs on or near site
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Special-Status Plant Species

The HBEP site and offsite laydown areas are entirely developed with no natural habitats
present. The vegetation observed during the September 2011 and July 2012
reconnaissance surveys and staff site visits was limited to landscaping trees and shrubs
and a few scattered weedy plants. As the potential for special-status plants to occur at
the HBEP site and offsite laydown area is low, rare plant surveys were not conducted.
However, several special-status plant species have been documented in the regional
vicinity of the proposed project, including at the adjacent marshes. It is unlikely that
special-status plants would colonize the project site or the offsite laydown area, but
even in the event that would occur on unpaved or landscaped areas, vegetation and
weed management practices at both sites would preclude persistence.

Special-Status Wildlife

The applicant conducted general reconnaissance surveys of the project site in
September 2011 and 2012. No protocol or focused surveys were performed as the
potential for special-status wildlife species to occur within the proposed project site and
offsite laydown and parking areas is low. The following accounts focus on species with
a moderate or high potential to occur on or near the site, and that could be affected by
project construction and operation. Additional accounts for species with a low potential
to occur on site are included in Section 5.2.2.8, Special-Status Wildlife Species, of the
AFC (HBEP 2012a).

Birds

The project region supports a wide range of both resident and migratory bird species.
The area is located within the Pacific Flyway, a very broad migration corridor stretching
along the Pacific Coast from Mexico north to Alaska and into Siberia, Russia. Birds
utilizing the area surrounding the project site and the regional vicinity include year-round
resident breeding birds, migratory birds that breed in the region but winter elsewhere,
birds that forage and rest in the area during migration between breeding and wintering
grounds, and species that winter in the project region. Nesting habitat on the site is
limited to landscaped areas including trees, and open gravely substrates where ground-
nesting birds such as killdeer could nest on site. Small mammals and reptiles as well as
landscape plants provide some foraging opportunities for birds on site. Although the site
itself provides relatively little nesting and foraging habitat for native birds, the adjacent
wetlands are regionally important for some bird species. Native birds, regardless of any
additional conservation status at the local, state, or federal level, are afforded protection
by the federal MBTA and California Fish and Game Code.

Belding’s Savannah Sparrow

The Belding’'s savannah sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis beldingi) is a state-listed
endangered species. This subspecies is distinguished from the more common northern
subspecies by a longer and thicker bill, darker and thicker streaks on the underside,
darker and coarser streaks on the upper side, and darker marks on the face. The
Belding’'s savannah sparrow is one of few species of birds that reside year-round in the
coastal salt marshes of southern California, where it is endemic. This subspecies
ranged historically from Goleta in Santa Barbara County in California south to El
Rosario, Baja California, Mexico.
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Belding’'s savannah sparrow is found in tidal and non-tidal, coastal pickleweed
(Salicornia virginica) marshes. Breeding territories can be very small and the birds nest
semi-colonially or in localized concentrations within a larger block of habitat, all of which
may appear generally suitable. The species forages on the ground for insects, snails
and other invertebrates, and seeds. Breeding appears to begin in early March. Within
wetlands, the distribution of the species generally follows that of the pickleweed. The
Belding’'s savannah sparrow occupies the Huntington Beach Wetland marsh complexes
and breeds in the coastal salt marsh wetlands in the immediate vicinity of the HBEP site
(Merkel & Associates 2004; CDFW 2013a). This species is also found in the Bolsa
Chica wetlands, at the Seal Beach National Wildlife Refuge, the Upper Newport Bay
Ecological Reserve, and the USACE salt marsh restoration site on the east side of the
Santa Ana River. Recent surveys in the Huntington Beach Wetlands documented 26
Belding’'s savannah sparrow territories in Magnolia Marsh, 37 territories in Brookhurst
Marsh, and 4 territories in the Talbert Marsh (Zembal and Hoffman 2010).

No suitable habitat for the species occurs within the proposed HBEP, and no Belding’s
savannah sparrows were observed during the 2011 and 2012 surveys of the project
site.

California Brown Pelican

The California brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis) is a California state “fully
protected species” pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 3511(b)(2). It is a large
water bird with a dark brownish body, a long pouched bill, and long broad wings. This
species was formerly state and federally listed as endangered, but was de-listed in 2007
due to recovery of the population (Burkett et al. 2007). Brown pelicans feed on a variety
of fish species which they catch by diving from the air into the water. This species nests
in colonies usually on offshore islands.

California brown pelicans have been observed foraging within the tidal channels in the
vicinity of the HBEP site and utilize the adjacent coastal salt marsh habitat for resting
and loafing (Merkel & Associates 2004). Pelicans are routinely observed in the area and
have been documented offshore approximately 6 miles southwest of the offsite laydown
area (CDFW 2013).

The open space and wetland habitats surrounding the site provide resting and loafing
habitat for the species in the immediate vicinity of the site; however, there is no natural
habitat on the HBEP site and the potential for occurrence on site is low. Additionally,
California brown pelican is not expected to breed in adjacent marshes due to lack of
typical breeding habitat.

California Least Tern

The California least tern (Sternula antillarum browni) is federally and state-listed as
endangered. The California least tern nests along the west coast of North America, from
Baja California, Mexico, north to the San Francisco Bay area (USFWS 1980). It was
listed as endangered by federal and state agencies due to a population decline resulting
from loss of habitat (Cogswell 1977). It has long narrow wings and a broad forked tail.
The body is white with pale gray and black-tipped wings. The head is black capped with
a white streak across the forehead and the bill is yellow with a black tip. This
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subspecies forages for fish in open water habitats including near shore ocean waters,
tidal channels, and estuaries. It breeds in open sandy areas, dirt, and dry mud near
suitable foraging habitat. The species establishes nesting colonies on sandy soils with
little vegetation along the ocean, lagoons, and bays. Their nests are shallow
depressions lined with shells or other debris (Massey 1974). Least terns are generally
present at nesting areas between mid-April and late September (Massey 1974,
Cogswell 1977; Patton 2002), often with two waves of nesting during this time period
(Massey and Atwood 1981).

In the project region, California least terns nest at Huntington State Beach, the Bolsa
Chica wetlands, Seal Beach National Wildlife Refuge, and the Upper Newport Bay
Ecological Reserve (CDFW 2013). They forage at the Talbert Marsh as well as along
the lower portions of the Talbert and Huntington Channel. According to the Long Beach
City Plan, Los Cerritos wetlands near the offsite laydown area have been preserved and
an additional 2 acres have been established as a California least tern nesting site.
Recent California least tern breeding surveys detected breeding pairs at the Huntington
State Beach, Seal Beach and the Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve (Marschalek 2008,
2009, and 2010).

There is no suitable nesting habitat for the California least tern at the HBEP site and it
has very limited potential to occur on the site. However, the species would likely use the
neighboring wetlands for foraging and loafing.

Light-footed Clapper Rail

The light-footed clapper rail (Rallus longirostris levipes) is federally and state-listed as
endangered. It occupies coastal salt marshes from Santa Barbara County, California, to
San Quintin Bay, Baja California, Mexico. Within its historical range the amount of
suitable habitat has been severely reduced by conversion of marshes for other uses.
This subspecies is one of three clapper rail subspecies in California formally recognized
as endangered by the federal government and endangered or rare by the State of
California.

The light-footed clapper rail has a tawny breast, gray-brown back, and vertical dusky
and white bars on flanks with a white patch under its short upcocked tail. The light-
footed clapper rail forages for mollusks and crustaceans in coastal salt marshes,
mudflats, and along tidal channels. Studies of Upper Newport Bay and Anaheim Bay,
(USFWS 1985) documented that the rail foraged throughout the salt marsh community
and occasionally in surrounding habitats. Considerable foraging was observed in
vegetation of the higher marsh in which Salicornia virginica, Limonium californicum, and
arrow-grass (Triglochin maritima) were prevalent. Foraging birds were also observed
along vegetation-mud flat interfaces, along mud banks of tidal creeks, in freshwater
vegetation and ditched/ponded water, and to a lesser extent on open mudflats and
upland hillsides. Nest sites are usually in areas of dense marsh vegetation including
pickleweed and cord grass (Schoenoplectus spp.). It breeds from early March through
August.
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The light-footed clapper rail has recently been documented breeding in the Brookhurst
Marsh in the immediate vicinity of the HBEP site (Zembal and Hoffman 2012). It also
breeds at the Santa Ana River Marsh at the southeastern end of the Huntington Beach
Wetlands complex (CDFW 2013). It may breed at Talbert Marsh, just northwest of the
HBEP site. It also breeds in other wetland habitats in the regional vicinity including the
Bolsa Chica wetlands, Seal Beach National wildlife refuge, the upper Newport Bay
Ecological Reserve, the San Joaquin Freshwater Marsh Reserve, and Huntington
Beach Wetlands Complex (Zembal et al. 2010; Zembal and Hoffman 2012).

The coastal wetland habitat in Magnolia Marsh, immediately adjacent to the proposed
project site, was recently restored in 2010 as part of the Huntington Beach Wetlands
Complex restoration plan. The light-footed clapper rail is expected to forage there, and
the restored marsh will gradually develop more suitable breeding habitat as dense
cordgrass and shallow water and mudflat foraging habitat are established within the
marsh (Zembal 2013). Although it is not likely to occur on the HBEP site, the local
breeding population is likely to expand into the adjacent Magnolia Marsh over the next
several years as the habitat continues to establish.

Western Snowy Plover

The western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus) is a federally listed
threatened species and a California Species of Concern. This small shorebird is about 6
inches long, it has a thin dark bill and is pale brown to gray above with a white or buff
colored underside with darker patches on its shoulders and head. It typically forages for
small invertebrates in wet or dry beach sand, in salt marshes, and within low foredune
vegetation. The range of the Pacific coast breeding population of the western snowy
plover extends along coastal beaches from the southern portion of Washington State to
southern Baja California, Mexico. This population breeds primarily above the high-tide
line on coastal beaches, sand spits, dune-backed beaches, sparsely vegetated dunes,
beaches at creek and river mouths, and salt pans at lagoons and estuaries. Less
common nesting habitats include bluff-backed beaches, dredged material disposal sites,
salt pond levees, dry salt ponds, and river bars. The snowy plover winters mainly in
coastal areas from southern Washington to Central America. In winter, snowy plovers
are found on many of the beaches used for nesting as well as on beaches where they
do not nest, in man-made salt ponds, and on estuarine sand and mud flats. The
breeding season for the western snowy plover normally extends from March 1 through
September 15, however the first nest at Bolsa Chica in 2009 occurred on February 23
and courting behavior has been observed as early as late January (Knapp and Peterson
2009).

Poor reproductive success resulting from human disturbance, predation, and inclement
weather, combined with permanent or long-term loss of nesting habitat to urban
development has led to the decline in active nesting colonies as well as an overall
decline in the breeding and wintering population of the western snowy plover along the
Pacific coast of the United States. In southern California, extensive recreational beach
use by humans has precluded the western snowy plover from breeding in several
historically used beach strand areas (USFWS 2007b).
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The final rule for USFWS revised designated critical habitat for western snowy plover
was published on June 19, 2012 (USFWS 2012), and includes the Bolsa Chica State
Beach (subunit CA 46A) and Bolsa Chica Preserve (subunits CA 46B-F), and the Santa
Ana River Mouth (Subunit CA 47A). The subunit CA 46A at Bolsa Chica State Beach
was occupied at the time of listing, is currently occupied, and supported an average
wintering flock of 27 western snowy plover from 2003 through 2010 (USFWS 2012).
The subunit annually supports a significant wintering flock of western snowy plover in a
location with high-quality breeding habitat. This location contains the physical or
biological features essential to the conservation of the species, including a wide sandy
beach with occasional surfcast wrack supporting small invertebrates.

The Bolsa Chica Reserve subunits (subunits CA 46B—F) are located east of the
Highway 1 in Orange County. They consist of 475 acres, all of which are owned by the
State of California. Bolsa Chica Reserve contains significant nesting areas, and this
location supported 47 breeding adult western snowy plover in 2009 (Knapp and
Peterson, 2009). These subunits were occupied at the time of listing, are currently
occupied, and annually support one of the largest breeding populations of western
snowy plover in the region. The Recovery Plan for the western snowy plover states that
this location contributes to the conservation goal for the region by providing a
management potential of 70 breeding birds (USFWS 2007b). This location supported an
average wintering flock of 14 western snowy plover from 2003 through 2010 (USFWS
2012). This reserve is an active oil field that underwent significant reconstruction and
restoration between 2004 and 2006, including the addition of three new nest sites and a
new ocean inlet that allows the water level to rise and fall resembling the irregular semi-
diurnal tidal range of southern California’s ocean waters (Knapp and Peterson 2009).
This location contains the physical or biological features essential to the conservation of
the species, including tidally influenced estuarine mud flats supporting small
invertebrates, and seasonally dry ponds that provide nesting and foraging habitat for
western snowy plover.

Unit CA 47 at the Santa Ana River Mouth is the closest critical habitat unit to the HBEP
site (1.5 miles away). This unit consists of 19 acres and was not occupied at the time of
listing. However, the USFWS considers this unit essential for the conservation of the
species based on the fluctuating use of areas by the species as a response to habitat
and resource availability. The unit is located adjacent to currently occupied areas and
provides dispersal habitat between units. It provides habitat to support breeding plovers
and will facilitate interchange between otherwise widely separated units (USFWS
2007b). This location has a wide sandy beach with surf-cast wrack supporting small
invertebrates, and tidally influenced estuarine mud flats that provide nesting and
foraging habitat for western snowy plover.

The western snowy plover is reported to regularly utilize coastal salt marsh habitats in
the vicinity of the HBEP site for foraging and loafing (Merkel & Associates 2004).
Historically, the western snowy plover bred along the beach from Upper Newport Bay to
Anaheim Bay. The species has been reported approximately 0.6 mile from the proposed
HBEP site utilizing the coastal salt marshes in the vicinity of the site for foraging and
loafing (CDFW 2013).
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Invertebrates

Wandering Skipper

The wandering skipper (Panoquina errans) is California Species Concern. It is a small
butterfly measuring approximately 0.5 inch, which is associated with moist salt grass
vegetation along the upper margins of coastal salt marshes. It is identifiable by its rich
dark brown color and cream-colored spots on the dorsal forewing. The wandering
skipper is found only along the coast in southern California, Baja California and
northwestern mainland Mexico. Populations have been recorded from Huntington
Beach, Upper Newport Bay, and Capistrano Beach. This species has been observed in
the coastal salt marshes in the immediate vicinity of the HBEP site (Merkel & Associates
2004).

Mammals

Western Mastiff Bat

The western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus) is a California Species of Special
Concern that roosts in high buildings, forages in a variety of habitats. Historic CNDDB
records were reported from 1949 in Santa Ana, approximately 9 miles from proposed
HBEP site. The species has a potential to forage over the open water and wetlands and
around the site and has been observed Huntington Beach Central Park.

Hoary Bat

The hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus) does not have a specific conservation status at the
federal, state, or local level, but it is tracked in the CDFW’s CNDDB. It occurs
throughout California, wintering along the coast and in southern California and breeding
inland and north of the winter range. The hoary bat primarily feeds on moths, and it
forages in a variety of habitats. It roosts in dense foliage of medium to large trees. The
hoary bat migrates over long distances, and the sexes migrate separately. During
migration, males are found in foothills, deserts, and mountains, and females are in
lowlands and coastal valleys (CDFG 2005). The hoary bat may forage over wetlands in
the project region, and there is one historic record of this species from Newport Beach
in the CNDDB.

JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDS AND WATERS

The project area is actively maintained to facilitate operation of existing power
generation and therefore does not support wetlands of other waters potentially under
the jurisdiction of USACE, CDFW, and/or the California Coastal Commission (CCC).
The fuel oil containment basin associated with Unit 5 of the existing Huntington Beach
Generating Station is identified by the National Wetland Inventory (NWI) as PUBFx, a
palustrine system with an unconsolidated bottom, which is semi-permanently flooded
and has been excavated (USFWS 2013). The applicant delineated the potential wetland
within the containment basin and found that it did not meet any of the three parameters
for classification as a wetland (i.e., presence of hydrophytic vegetation, substrate is
predominately undrained hydric soil, and substrate saturated with water or covered by
shallow water at some time during the growing season of each year) (HBEP 2013a).
Staff confirmed this condition during its site visit.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 4.2-28 May 2014



IMPACT ASSESSMENT

METHOD AND THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

A significant impact is defined under CEQA as “a substantial, or potentially substantial,
adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project”
(Cal Code Regs. tit. 14, [hereinafter CEQA Guidelines] section 15382). In this analysis,
the following impacts to biological resources are considered significant if the project
would result in:

a substantial adverse effect to wildlife species that are federally-listed or state-listed
or proposed to be listed; a substantial adverse effect to wildlife species of special
concern to CDFW, candidates for state listing, or animals fully protected in
California;

a substantial adverse effect to plant species considered by CDFW, USFWS, or
CNPS to be rare, threatened, or endangered in California or with strict habitat
requirements and narrow distributions; a substantial impact to a sensitive natural
community (i.e., a community that is especially diverse; regionally uncommon; or of
special concern to local, state, and federal agencies);

substantial adverse effects on habitats that serve as breeding, foraging, nesting, or
migrating grounds and are limited in availability or that serve as core habitats for
regional plant and wildlife populations;

interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites;

substantial adverse effect on important riparian habitats or wetlands and any other
“Waters of the U.S.” or state jurisdictional waters; or

conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan.

Direct and Indirect Impacts and Mitigation

The CEQA Guidelines define direct impacts as those impacts that result from the project
and occur at the same time and place. Indirect impacts are caused by the project, but
can occur later in time or farther removed in distance and are still reasonably
foreseeable and related to the operation of the project. Direct or indirect impacts on
biological resources could be permanent or temporary in nature. All impacts that result
in the irreversible removal of biological resources are considered permanent. Any
impact considered to have reversible effects on biological resources can be viewed as
temporary.

This section evaluates the potential direct, indirect, permanent, and temporary impacts
to biological resources from proposed HBEP construction and associated demolition
activities, operation, maintenance, and decommissioning, and provides mitigation, as
necessary, to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels.
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General Biological Resources Conditions of Certification

In order to avoid or minimize potentially adverse impacts to biological resources, staff
recommends that a Designated Biologist and Biological Monitor(s) be employed to
ensure impact avoidance and minimization measures described below and protection of
sensitive biological resources described above are implemented. The selection criteria
and minimum qualifications of the Designated Biologist and Biological Monitor(s) are
described in staff's proposed Conditions of Certification BIO-1 (Designated Biologist
Selection) and BIO-3 (Biological Monitor Selection). The duties and authority of the
Designated Biologist and Biological Monitor are described in staff's proposed Condition
of Certification BIO-4 (Designated Biologist and Biological Monitor Authority). The
Designated Biologist and/or Biological Monitor would be responsible, in part, for
developing and implementing the Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP)
(see Condition of Certification BIO-5), which is a mechanism for training the on-site
project construction and maintenance personnel and as well as project site visitors on
the how to protect sensitive biological resources and the consequences of non-
compliance.

Staff’'s proposed Condition of Certification BIO-6 (Biological Resources Mitigation
Implementation and Monitoring Plan (BRMIMP)) requires the preparation of the
BRMIMP, which consolidates all project resource mitigation, monitoring, and
compliance measures, as well as other information necessary to ensure compliance
with, and effectiveness of, all impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures.

CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

Construction and Demolition Impacts to Native Vegetation

Construction and demolition impacts to vegetation could occur through the direct
removal or crushing of plants by equipment or vehicles. As these impacts are generally
localized and are primarily temporary, they are not usually considered significant unless
the habitat type is regionally unique or is known to support special-status species.

The proposed project area is developed as industrial with disturbed habitat and
ornamental landscaping. Regionally unique habitat or habitat capable of supporting
special-status species is not present within the proposed project area. Construction and
demolition activities would require the removal of weedy vegetation. Some ornamental
plantings (landscaping) would be replaced by new plantings as part of a visual
screening landscape plan, which is currently being developed by the applicant and the
city of Huntington Beach in coordination with the Energy Commission (refer to the
VISUAL RESOURCES section for additional information). Significant impacts to native
vegetation would not occur and no mitigation is proposed.
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Construction and Demolition Impacts to Common Wildlife

Direct loss of small mammals, reptiles, and other less mobile species could occur during
construction of the proposed project and demolition of existing facilities. This would
result primarily from the use of vehicles and equipment at the HBEP site, which could
collapse underground burrows or drive over animals. Additionally, construction and
demolition activities and increased human presence may temporarily disrupt breeding or
foraging activities of some common wildlife species.

The proposed project area provides suitable nesting habitat for a variety of common bird
species. Birds could nest in the ornamental plantings along the perimeter of the HBEP
site. Additionally, some bird species adapted to disturbed environments could nest in
equipment or other available substrate in the areas within the HBEP site. The
compacted dirt and sparse vegetation associated with the barren areas of the HBEP
provide nesting substrate for small songbirds and some ground-nesting species (e.g.,
killdeer). Many adult birds would flee from equipment during project construction.
However, nestlings and eggs of ground-nesting birds or birds nesting on ornamental
trees, other landscaping, or equipment and facilities would be vulnerable to impacts
during project construction. Nests, nestlings, and eggs of native birds are also protected
by the MBTA and Fish and Game Code Sections 3503 and 3513. If initial site grading or
vegetation removal in landscaped areas were to occur during nesting season, then it
could destroy bird nests, including eggs or nestling birds.

The applicant has proposed to conduct a preconstruction active nest survey and, if
determined necessary, monitor active nests during construction/demolition activities
(HBEP 2012a; p. 5.2-38). Staff agrees with the need for preconstruction nest surveys
and has incorporated this into Condition of Certification BIO-8 (Preconstruction Nest
Surveys and Impacts Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Breeding Birds). This
condition would require a survey for birds in advance of work conducted between
February 1 and August 31 and establishment of a no-disturbance buffer if a nest is
identified. Additionally, general measures presented in Condition of Certification BIO-7
(Impact Avoidance and Minimization Measures) (e.g., limit disturbance areas) would
avoid and minimize impacts to nesting birds. With implementation of Conditions of
Certification BIO-7 and BIO-8, no significant impacts to nesting birds would result from
proposed project construction and demolition activities and the project would comply
with MBTA and California Fish and Game Code.

Wildlife could become entrapped in open trenches during construction, especially if
trenches remain open during inactive construction periods. Staff recommends Condition
of Certification BIO-7, which would require exclusion measures for open trenches (e.qg.,
fencing or covering), inspection of trenches prior to resuming construction activities
each day, and installation of escape ramps so that animals that fall in the trench could
escape. Implementation of this measure would mitigate adverse impacts to wildlife from
entrapment.

An analysis of impacts to wildlife from noise and lighting is presented under “General
Construction and Demolition Impacts”, below.
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Construction and Demolition Impacts to Special-Status Plant Species

Special-status plants recorded within one mile of the proposed HBEP site and offsite
laydown area include southern tarplant (CRPR 1B.1), southwestern spiny rush (CRPR
4.2), and Salt Spring checkerbloom (CRPR 2B.2); see Biological Resources Table 2.
Conditions in the proposed project area are not likely to support any special-status
plants, and none have been recorded at either site. The proposed HBEP site and the
offsite laydown area are within existing operating power generating plants, and are
entirely developed brownfield sites with no natural habitat. Rare plants occur in the
marshes adjacent to the HBEP site; however, recruitment into the project site would be
unlikely and limited to landscaped or unpaved areas. Ongoing maintenance of
landscaped areas, including weed eradication, would prevent any rare plants that did
recruit onto the site from persisting. Therefore, direct impacts to special-status plants
from construction would not occur and no mitigation is proposed.

Special-status plants that inhabit the adjacent Magnolia and Upper Magnolia marshes,
such as southwestern spiny rush and southern tarplant, could be indirectly impacted
from runoff of sediment or toxic substances from the project site, dust, or spread of
invasive weeds during construction and demolition. These potential impacts are
discussed under “General Construction and Demolition Impacts,” below.

Construction and Demolition Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife

Wildlife habitat in the project area has been significantly fragmented by urban
development. The HBEP site, offsite laydown area at the Alamitos Generating Station,
and the offsite parking areas near the HBEP site are located in developed areas;
therefore, there would be no direct impacts resulting from disruption of wildlife
movement, or habitat loss or fragmentation. Although not recorded on site, the monarch
butterfly could roost in landscaping trees on the HBEP site. However, given the low
probability of this occurring, impacts to monarch butterflies are less than significant and
mitigation is not warranted.

Although most special-status wildlife species are not expected to occur at the project
site or offsite parking and laydown areas, several may forage, roost, or breed in nearby
marshes including the wandering skipper, hoary bat, and western mastiff bat as well as
a variety of birds. Indirect impacts could occur to special-status wildlife in the marshes
adjacent to and near the HBEP site during construction and demolition. These include
disturbance from noise, and lighting, as well as degradation of habitat from invasive
weeds, stormwater runoff, or groundwater contamination. These impacts are discussed
under “General Construction and Demolition Impacts,” below.

Nesting special-status birds in the adjacent Upper Magnolia and Magnolia marshes
could be disturbed by construction and demolition impacts detailed in the following
subsections. The state-listed Belding’s savannah sparrow has been documented
breeding in adjacent marshes, and the local breeding population of light-footed clapper
rail (federally and state-listed) may expand its range from area marshes into the
adjacent Magnolia Marsh as the post-restoration marsh continues to establish and
develop. Condition of Certification BIO-8 applies specifically to breeding birds and
requires pre-construction surveys. Where pre-construction surveys identify breeding
birds, this condition of certification requires establishment of a buffer around the nest
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site(s). Focused surveys for light-footed clapper rail in Upper Magnolia and Magnolia
marshes would be required during the breeding season immediately preceding the
initiation of construction and demolition to identify whether the species has established
in the marsh. If light-footed clapper rail is present, the project owner would notify the
CPM and would consult with the USFWS for incidental take authorization.
Implementation of this condition of certification would reduce impacts to special-status
breeding birds to less than significant.

Construction and Demolition Impacts to Jurisdictional Wetlands and
Waters

The proposed HBEP would not result in direct loss or fill of any jurisdictional wetlands or
waters, as there are none present within the project area.

The proposed HBEP site and offsite laydown area are immediately adjacent to Magnolia
Marsh and Los Cerritos wetlands, respectively, which are jurisdictional estuarine and
marine wetlands as determined during permitting for prior restoration activities. Indirect
impacts may result if construction contaminants, sediment, or untreated stormwater
effluent from the proposed project area enter these sensitive areas. The applicant has
committed to implementing Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control site runoff
during construction and demolition activities in accordance with the project’s Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP); this requirement is subsumed as a requirement of
Condition of Certification SOIL&WATER-1. With implementation of these measures,
indirect water quality impacts to adjacent wetland habitats would be less than
significant.

General Construction and Demolition Impacts

Noise

Noise from construction and demolition activities could discourage sensitive wildlife from
foraging and nesting near the proposed project area, due to interference with
communication, disturbance or disruption of activities, or startling from loud noises.
Many bird species rely on vocalizations during the breeding season to attract a mate
within their territory, and noise from construction could adversely affect nesting behavior
and other activities. Special-status species present in the adjacent Huntington Beach
Wetlands Conservancy’s Coastal Marsh Restoration Complex (Magnolia Marsh,
Brookhurst Marsh, Talbert Marsh, and Newland Marsh) may be impacted by
construction and demolition noise. These marshes support a variety of special-status
birds including the Belding’s savannah sparrow (state-listed endangered), light-footed
clapper rail (federally and state-listed endangered, fully protected), western snowy
plover (federally listed threatened), California least tern (federally and state-listed
endangered), and California brown pelican (state fully protected). Another location with
noise-sensitive biological resources is the Wildlife Care Center, which houses
rehabilitating birds and wildlife in open air enclosures adjacent to the proposed HBEP
site.

Each of the aforementioned locations with noise-sensitive biological resources is listed
in Biological Resources Table 3, below, along with ambient noise levels and
estimated construction noise levels at each location.
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Biological Resources Table 3
Summary of Noise Levels at Locations with Noise-sensitive Biological Resources

Ambient Noise (ﬁpprommate
. istance from : : 1
Location Level (average Construction Noise Level
Leq) Power Block 1
(feet)

Wetland pier within 62° 300 Average: greater than 70 dBA (Leq)®,

Magnolia Marsh Lmax is unknown

(M5) Pile driving: mid-60 dBA (Leq), upper
60-dBA (Lmax)°

In Magnolia Marsh 54° 300 Average: greater than 70 dBA (Leq)®,

adjacent to HBEP Lmax is unknown

(M6) Pile driving: mid-60 dBA (Leq), upper
60-dBA (Lmax)°

Southeastern 45° 1200 Average: less than 60 dBA (Leq)’, Lmax

corner of Magnolia is unknown

Marsh Pile driving: less than 60 dBA %Leq),
likely less than 60 dBA (Lmax)

Wildlife Care 72* 300 (from Power | Average: greater than 70 dBA (Leq)®,

Center Block 2) Lmax is unknown
Pile driving: mid-60 dBA (Leq), upper
60-dBA (Lmax)®

Newland Marsh unknown 1355 Average: less than 60 dBA (Leq)’, Lmax
is unknown
Pile driving: less than 60 dBA (Leq and
Lmax)®

Brookhurst Marsh unknown 1355 Average: less than 60 dBA’, Lmax is
unknown
Pile driving: less than 60 dBA (Leq and
Lmax)®

Leq is the noise level averaged over the daytime period. Lmax is the maximum anticipated noise level.

YIt is anticipated that with noise reduction measures, average construction noise levels could be reduced. Staff requested revised
construction noise levels that assume implementation of noise reduction measures in the PSA and at the PSA workshop, but the
applicant declined to provide them. In the absence of this data, staff averaged the average construction noise levels from all
construction phases as provided in HBEP 2012a, Table 5.7-7.

*Calculated by noise staff using HBEP 2012d

3Extrapolated by staff from HHM 09 in HBEP 2012d

“Calculated by noise staff using HHM 10 and HHM2 in HBEP 2012d

°70 dBA (Leq) at 375 feet from noise source

®Assumes use of vibratory pile driving; 68 dBA (Leq) and 71 (Lmax) at 262 feet (80 meters) from noise source (HBEP 2013m Table
1); noise staff extrapolated noise levels to approximate location

57 dBA (Leq) at 1500 feet from noise source; noise staff extrapolated estimated noise levels to approximate location.

Studies have shown that elevated noise levels can affect the behavior of certain bird
species and could interfere with acoustic communication (e.g., Dooling and Popper
2007). Noise may affect birds in several ways, including reducing reproductive success;
raising the level of stress hormones; interfering with sleep; causing permanent injury to
the auditory system; and interfering with acoustic communication by masking important
sounds, such as an approaching predator (Halfwerk et al 2011; Dooling 2006; Kight and
Swaddle 2011). Many bird species rely on vocalizations during the breeding season to
attract a mate within their territory. Francis et al. (2009) showed that noise alone
reduced nesting species richness and led to a different composition of avian
communities. Although some birds are able to shift their vocalizations to reduce the
masking effects of noise, when shifts did not occur or were insignificant, masking could
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impair signaling and listening capabilities necessary for successful communication and
survival (Barber et al. 2010).

Construction and demolition noise would occur over 7 ¥z years in close proximity to the
Magnolia Marsh, Upper Magnolia Marsh, and Wildlife Care Center. As shown in
Biological Resources Table 3, average levels of construction and demolition noise
could exceed ambient noise levels throughout Upper Magnolia Marsh and most of
Magnolia Marsh. Although maximum construction noise levels are unknown, it is
assumed that they are above average (Leq) levels. Pile driving is an example of an
intermittent noise that would be particularly startling and disruptive to birds. Some areas
of the marshes currently experience ambient noise levels above 60 dBA (a level often
used by USFWS and CDFW as a threshold for disturbance to birds); it is expected that
birds present in these areas have acclimated to elevated noise. However, construction
and demolition would further increase noise levels in these areas, particularly sudden
loud startling noises, and could result in the effects described above. Sudden loud
noises such as the ones resulting from pile driving or other loud construction activities
could cause birds to flush. Flushing of nesting birds could increase the risk of predation
or cause nest failure if birds repeatedly leave the nest and eggs are not properly
incubated, or eggs or nestlings are knocked from the nest by a flushing parent. Foraging
birds are expected to have more flexibility in avoiding areas with disruptive noise, but
nesting birds would be vulnerable to these effects and take of nests protected under the
MBTA and California Fish and Game Code could occur. Construction and demolition
noise impacts to birds in Upper Magnolia Marsh and Magnolia Marsh could be
significant without mitigation. These noise impacts would not extend to the Talbert,
Newland, and Brookhurst marshes.

To mitigate noise impacts to birds, staff recommends that average construction and
demolition noise must not exceed 60 dBA or 8 dBA above ambient noise levels
(whichever is greater) within Upper Magnolia and Magnolia marshes during the nesting
season (February 1 to August 31). This threshold is consistent with those used by noise
staff to determine significance of project noise; biological resources staff believes that
this threshold would ensure that loud noises that could impact breeding birds are
minimized. Staff recommends Condition of Certification BIO-9, which requires the
project owner to monitor hourly average noise levels during all pile driving activities
throughout the site and all construction and demolition activities occurring within 400
feet of the fenceline between the project and the marshes during the bird breeding
season for the entire construction and demolition phase. Table 5.7-7 (Average
Construction Noise Levels at Various Distances) in the Noise analysis in the AFC
indicates the noisiest phases of construction would average 71 dBA at 375 feet
(HBEP2012a). The highest ambient noise level reported for the marshes is 62 dBA at
noise monitoring location M5 (Biological Resources Table 3). The noise threshold for
location M5 would be 70 dBA (62 dBA + 8 dBA). Because general construction and
demolition noise levels could exceed the threshold for this location, staff recommends
continuous noise monitoring during all construction and demolition activities occurring
within 400 feet of the fenceline.
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Table 5.7-8 (Noise Levels from Common Construction/Demolition Equipment at Various
Distances) in the Noise analysis in the AFC presents average noise levels from various
equipment that would be used during construction and demolition activities (HBEP
2012a). Pile driving is the loudest equipment identified, with typical noise levels of 104
dBA at 50 feet, 86 dBA at 375 feet, and 74 dBA at 1,500 feet. Therefore, staff
recommends continuous noise monitoring during pile driving anywhere on the project
site within the bird nesting season, as all work that would occur would be within 1,500
feet of the fenceline separating the project and the marshes. Continuous noise
monitoring would not be required outside of the bird nesting season or when both of the
following conditions are met: no pile driving is occurring and no work is occurring within
400 feet of the fenceline separating the project from Upper Magnolia and Magnolia
marshes.

If noise monitoring reveals that the noise levels during construction and demolition
exceed 60 dBA or ambient conditions plus 8 dBA (whichever is greater) in the Magnolia
and Upper Magnolia marshes, additional noise-reducing measures would be
implemented and additional noise monitoring would be conducted to verify the reduction
of noise below the thresholds. The project owner would submit monthly reports
throughout construction and demolition to document the results of the noise monitoring
and any remedial noise-reduction actions implemented to maintain hourly average noise
levels below the threshold. Implementation of this condition of certification would reduce
noise impacts to birds, including special-status species, in Upper Magnolia and
Magnolia marshes to less than significant.

Elevated construction and demolition noise would be a source of stress to rehabilitating
wildlife at the Wildlife Care Center. As shown in Biological Resources Table 3, the
ambient noise level at the Wildlife Care Center (300 feet from the noise source) is 72
dBA and average construction noise is expected to be 70 dBA Leq at 375 feet. Itis
anticipated that construction noise levels would not significantly increase above ambient
levels at this location. Further, the applicant has committed to installing temporary noise
shielding at the Wildlife Care Center to reduce construction noise impacts (HBEP
2013n). Impacts to rehabilitating wildlife at the Wildlife Care Center would be adverse,
but less than significant.

Lighting

HBEP construction and demolition activities would typically occur between 6:00 a.m.
and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday; however, some limited construction activities
could continue 24 hours a day and seven days a week. These would include steam
blow commissioning and continuous concrete pours. Bright lighting at night could
disturb the nesting, foraging, or mating activities of wildlife in the adjacent marshes and
make wildlife more visible to predators. Night lighting could be disorienting to migratory
birds and, if placed on tall structures, may increase the likelihood of collision. Although
existing operations at the Huntington Beach Generating Station and traffic on Highway 1
provide an elevated ambient level of lighting to which local species have acclimated,
potentially significant impacts to sensitive wildlife from increased night lighting could
occur.
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If night construction were required, the applicant proposes to use task-specific lighting
to the extent practicable, shield and direct lighting onsite, and use switched lighting
where possible (HBEP 2012a, p. 5.13-17). These measures are incorporated into
Condition of Certification VIS-2 (refer to the VISUAL RESOURCES section for the full
text of this condition). With implementation of these measures, impacts to wildlife from
construction night lighting would be less than significant.

Construction Dust

Active soil grading would occur over a four-month period within each unit after
demolition. The soil in these disturbed areas would then be exposed for an additional
38-month construction period, after which the majority of the site would be paved or
occupied by the new HBEP Block 1 and 2 facilities. It is estimated that approximately
one fourth of the project site would have bare soil exposure during the construction
period. Disturbance of the soil's surface caused by construction traffic and other
activities would result in increased wind erosion of the soil. Dust can have deleterious
physiological effects on plants in the Huntington Beach Wetland complex, especially the
adjacent Magnolia Marsh, and may affect their productivity and nutritional qualities.
Additionally, the Los Cerritos wetlands are adjacent to the unpaved offsite laydown
area, and dust generated at that site can impact plants in the wetlands. Erosion control
BMPs developed in accordance with the SWPPP will be used to minimize erosion at the
site during HBEP construction and demolition activities, pursuant to Condition of
Certification SOIL&WATER-1. These erosion-control measures would maintain water
quality, protect property from erosion damage, and prevent accelerated soil erosion or
dust generation that destroys soil productivity and soil capacity. Typically, these
measures include mulching, physical stabilization, dust suppression, berms, ditches,
and sediment barriers. Upon completion of HBEP construction and demolition activities,
land surfaces will be permanently stabilized.

The applicant has proposed mitigation measures to reduce the fugitive dust emissions
during construction of the project (HBEP 2012a). Staff has also proposed conditions of
certification to avoid and minimize impacts of dust generated by construction and
demolition activities. Condition of Certification AQ-SC3 requires specific measures to
minimize fugitive dust, and Condition of Certification AQ-SC4 requires construction
monitoring for visible dust plumes and remediation measures in the event visible dust
plumes are observed. With implementation of these conditions of certification, impacts
to adjacent wetlands from construction-related dust would be less than significant.

Invasive Weeds

The spread of invasive weeds destroys wildlife habitat and forage, threatens
endangered species and native plants, and increases soil erosion and groundwater
loss. Construction activities and soil disturbance could introduce new invasive weeds to
wetlands adjacent to the HBEP site, and could further spread weeds already present in
the project vicinity. Wetlands adjacent to and near the project site support special-status
species and other native plants and wildlife. The Magnolia Marsh, adjacent to the
southeastern boundary of the project site, is undergoing restoration, which began in
2010, and is therefore particularly vulnerable to weed infestations as it is not yet fully
established. Invasive weeds can easily colonize areas of disturbance and the spread of
invasive plants is a major threat to biological resources in the Huntington Beach
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Wetland Complex because non-native plants can displace native plants and supplant
wildlife foods that are important to herbivorous species, resulting in overall habitat
degradation.

No substantial invasive weed populations exist within the proposed project area.
However, to avoid and minimize the spread of existing weeds and the introduction of
new ones, weed management measures are proposed. Staff’'s proposed Condition of
Certification BIO-7 includes a number of weed prevention measures, including the
requirement that vegetation and ground disturbance be limited to the minimum required
for construction of the project, and that ingress/egress be only along defined routes.
Stormwater runoff would be contained and prevented from draining to adjacent sensitive
habitats; therefore weed propagules would be prevented from washing into the
wetlands. Further, straw bales and other sediment control features will be weed free,
and invasive non-native species are prohibited from being used as landscape plantings.
Implementation of Condition of Certification BIO-7 would reduce potential impacts from
introduction and spread of invasive weeds into sensitive habitat to less than significant.

Stormwater Runoff

There are no creeks, drainages, wetlands, or other aquatic resources on the project
site, offsite laydown area, or offsite parking areas. However, marshes adjacent to the
proposed HBEP site could be impacted from stormwater runoff during construction and
demolition if appropriate measures are not taken to prevent water from draining off site.
Toxic materials washed from the site into adjacent marshes can injure or kill wildlife and
vegetation, and degrade habitat. During construction and demolition, the existing
stormwater collection system would collect process stormwater from the project site and
route it to the oil/water separator before discharge to the Pacific Ocean via an existing
NPDES permitted outfall. The applicant has committed to the following measures to
avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential impacts from construction and operational
stormwater runoff (HBEP 2012c):

e The project owner shall not allow water containing mud, silt, or other pollutants from
grading, aggregate washing, or other activities to enter the adjacent wetlands or be
placed in locations that may be subjected to high storm flows.

e Spoil sites shall not be located within drainages or locations that may be subjected
to high storm flows, where spoil has the potential to be washed back into the
adjacent wetlands.

e Raw cement/concrete or washings thereof, asphalt, paint or other coating material,
oil or other petroleum products, or any other substances that could be hazardous to
vegetation or wildlife resources, resulting from project-related activities, shall be
prevented from contaminating the soil and/or entering the adjacent wetlands. These
materials, placed within or where they may enter the adjacent wetlands by the
project owner or any party working under contract or with the permission of the
project owner shall be removed immediately.
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e No broken concrete, debris, soil, silt, sand, bark, slash, sawdust, rubbish, cement or
concrete or washings thereof, oil or petroleum products, or other organic or earthen
material from any construction or associated activity of whatever nature shall be
allowed to enter into, or placed where it may be washed by rainfall or runoff into, the
adjacent wetlands.

e When construction is completed, any excess materials or debris shall be removed
from the work area. No rubbish shall be deposited within 200 feet of the adjacent
wetlands.

e No equipment maintenance shall occur within 200 feet of the adjacent wetlands
where petroleum products or other pollutants from the equipment may enter these
areas under any flow condition.

In addition, staff's proposed Condition of Certification BIO-7 (Impact Avoidance and
Minimization Measures) would require standard BMPs from the project SWPPP to be
implemented during all phases of the proposed project to control storm water runoff.
BMPs include installation of silt fencing, berms, hay bales, and detention basins to
control runoff from construction and demolition areas. Sediment barriers such as straw
bales or silt fences would be installed to slow runoff and trap sediment. Only certified
weed free materials will be used for erosion control. Staff also proposes Condition of
Certification SOIL&WATER-1, in which the project owner would be required to develop
and implement a site-specific construction SWPPP. With implementation of these
measures and the applicant's commitment to the impact minimization measures listed
above, project impacts to biological resources from stormwater runoff would be less
than significant.

Groundwater Contamination

Groundwater was observed during exploratory borings for the project at a depth of
approximately 14 feet. The observed groundwater depths are not considered stabilized
groundwater depths. The California Geologic Survey Seismic Hazard Zone report for
this area indicates that the historic high groundwater in the vicinity of the site is
approximately 3 feet below the ground level. Groundwater underlying the project site
has been documented to be impacted by metals, volatile organic compounds, and 1,4-
dioxane from current and past industrial operations at this location (HBEP 2012c).
Therefore, marshes adjacent to the proposed HBEP may already be exposed to this
contamination. If groundwater were contaminated by HBEP construction activities
(including spills of toxic materials from equipment leakage), adverse effects to
vegetation and wildlife in the adjacent Magnolia and Newland Marshes could occur.
Such construction impacts would be minimized through implementation of a SWPPP
and associated BMPs (pursuant to Condition of Certification SOIL&WATER-1).
Implementation of Condition of Certification SOIL&WATER-1 would minimize or avoid
the potential for adverse impacts to vegetation and wildlife in adjacent marshes from
groundwater contamination and this impact would be less than significant.
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OPERATION IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

Noise

The proposed HBEP is on an industrial site that is currently occupied by the Huntington
Beach Generating Station and is near other industrial land uses and Highway 1.
However, it is also located adjacent to sensitive biological resources including marshes
supporting special-status birds, and the Wetlands and Wildlife Care Center, which
houses rehabilitating wildlife in open air enclosures. The existing Huntington Beach
Generating Station, urban development, and roadways in the area are existing sources
of noise.

Excessive noise masks auditory cues from other birds, including potential mates, and
approaching predators. Chronic exposure to excessive noise has been demonstrated to
negatively affect foraging behavior, reproductive success, population density, and
community structure (Habib et al. 2007; Bayne et al. 2008; Barber et al. 2010).

Based on the applicant’s Figure DR PYLE 6-1 (Estimated HBEP Operational Sound
Level Contours), which was independently verified by Energy Commission noise staff,
estimated operational noise from the HBEP would be between 65 and 47 dBA at Upper
Magnolia and Magnolia marshes (HBEP 2012d). At the wetland pier within Magnolia
Marsh (sound monitoring location M5) operational noise is estimated to be 59 dBA. At
the HBEP boundary adjacent to the marsh (sound monitoring location M6) operational
noise is estimated to be 57 dBA. This represents a three dBA decrease at M5 and a
three dBA increase at M6 above ambient conditions, although neither would be above
60 dBA which is a threshold often used by USFWS and CDFW for impacts to listed
species. In the marsh area immediately adjacent to the HBEP boundary, operational
noise would be above 60 dBA but below current ambient levels. Staff's proposed
Condition of Certification VIS-2 would require an 8-foot-tall solid masonry wall to be
constructed along the project boundaries adjacent to the marshes and the Wetlands
and Wildlife Care Center, with additional vegetation screening to 12 to 15 feet high. This
would further reduce operational noise impacts from the project. Operational noise
impacts to wildlife within Upper Magnolia and Magnolia marshes would be less than
significant.

The operational noise level at the Wildlife Care Center is estimated to be between 67
and 69 dBA. As presented in Biological Resources Table 3, the ambient noise level is
estimated to be 72 dBA. Because the operational noise level is less than the ambient
noise level, operational noise impacts to rehabilitating wildlife at the Wildlife Care Center
would be less than significant. In addition, staff's recommended Condition of
Certification NOISE-2 would establish a noise complaint registration and resolution
process that can be used by the Wildlife Care Center personnel.
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Lighting

The existing Huntington Beach Generating Station and vehicles traveling on Highway 1
provide an elevated ambient level of light to which local wildlife have adapted. However,
excessively bright lighting at night could disturb the nesting, foraging, or mating
activities of wildlife in the adjacent marsh and make wildlife more visible to predators.
Also, night lighting could be disorienting to migratory birds and, if placed on tall
structures, may increase the likelihood of collision, as discussed below.

The applicant states that operational lighting for the proposed HBEP may be slightly
less than that of the existing Huntington Beach Generating Station (HBEP 2012a; p
5.13-17). To minimize backscatter of light to the sky and ensure that lighting does not
obtrude beyond the project site, staff proposes Condition of Certification VIS-3 (refer to
the VISUAL RESOURCES section for the full text of this condition). Impacts to wildlife
from proposed operation night lighting are potentially adverse, but less than significant.

Avian Collision and Electrocution

The marshes adjacent to the HBEP site are concentration areas for resident and
migratory birds because of abundant foraging opportunities and proximity to the Pacific
Ocean. This concentration of birds creates the potential for direct impacts through
collision or electrocution with proposed HBEP facilities and appurtenant structures
including transmission lines and transmission support structures.

Birds can collide with transmission lines, exhaust stacks, and other structures
associated with the proposed project, causing injury or mortality. Bird collisions with
power lines and structures generally occur when a power line or other structure
transects a daily flight path used by a concentration of birds and these birds are
traveling at reduced altitudes and encounter tall structures in their path (Brown 1993).
Collision rates generally increase in low light conditions, during inclement weather,
during strong winds, and during panic flushes when birds are startled by a disturbance
or are fleeing danger. Collisions are more probable near wetlands, within valleys that
are bisected by power lines, and within narrow passes where power lines run
perpendicular to flight paths (APLIC 2012).

Although collision may occur, it is not likely that bird mortality due to collision with HBEP
transmission lines and facilities would significantly reduce the population numbers of
any bird species or that the reduction in numbers within any population would impair its
function within the local ecosystem. The proposed HBEP exhaust stacks would be
much shorter than 350 feet (the height above which is considered dangerous to
migrating birds), and shorter than the existing built environment (e.g., Huntington Beach
Generating Station exhaust stacks). The reduction in height of the exhaust stacks would
result in a lower risk of bird collision with this project feature compared with existing
conditions.
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HBEP would connect to the regional electrical grid using the existing SCE 230-kV
switchyard located on a parcel owned by SCE within the existing Huntington Beach
Generating Station site. No new offsite transmission lines are proposed. HBEP Blocks 1
and 2 would connect into the existing SCE switchyard via new double-circuit 230-kV
lines. Direct and indirect impacts to birds from collision with structures are expected to
be minimal and consistent with baseline conditions, given the project location and
existing power lines, tall structures, and facilities on the site.

Osprey and other large aerial perching birds, including those afforded state and/or
federal protection, are susceptible to transmission line electrocution. Because raptors
and other large perching birds often perch on tall structures that offer views of potential
prey, the design characteristics of transmission towers and poles are a major factor in
raptor electrocutions (APLIC 2012). Electrocution occurs when a bird simultaneously
contacts two energized phase conductors or an energized conductor and grounded
hardware. This happens most frequently when a bird attempts to perch on a
transmission tower or pole with insufficient distance between these elements.

Raptor species that use the transmission structures for nesting could be electrocuted
upon landing. Further, nests may be built in areas that are susceptible to electrical
charges that may result in fire as well as electrical outage. The majority of raptor
electrocutions are caused by lines that are energized at voltage levels between 1-kV
and 60-kV. The likelihood of electrocutions occurring at voltages greater than 60-kV is
low because phase-to-phase and phase-to-ground clearances for lines greater than 60-
kV are typically sufficient to prevent bird electrocution (APLIC 2006). Therefore, the new
230-kV onsite transmission lines that would connect HBEP Blocks 1 and 2 to the onsite
SCE substation have a low likelihood to result in bird electrocution.

The new onsite generation tie lines, while posing a collision risk to birds, would be
entirely within the developed site, near the existing transmission lines and tall
generation facility structures. The new HBEP generation tie lines would not appreciably
increase collision risk over baseline conditions. Additionally, the reduced height of the
HBEP exhaust stacks would result in reduced collision potential. Nonetheless, because
of the presence of listed species in the adjacent marshes, and the likelihood that they
and other special-status birds fly over the project site en route to the marshes, staff
proposes that the project owner construct the generation tie lines in accordance with
Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC) standards to minimize or avoid
collisions and electrocutions associated with the proposed project. With implementation
of this component of Condition of Certification BIO-7 (Impact Avoidance and
Minimization Measures), this impact would be less than significant.

Stormwater Runoff

Stormwater runoff from open areas on the proposed HBEP site during operation would
be conveyed to an onsite detention basin before discharge to the Pacific Ocean via an
existing NPDES permitted outfall. Stormwater runoff would be conveyed in accordance
with NPDES General Industrial Permit requirements. For more information on water
quality impacts, please see the SOIL AND WATER RESOURCES section.
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There are no creeks, drainages, wetlands, or other aquatic resources on the site.
Adjacent wetlands could be impacted from stormwater runoff if appropriate measures
are not taken to prevent water from draining off site. Toxic materials washed from the
site into adjacent sensitive marsh lands can injure or kill wildlife and vegetation, and
degrade habitat. The applicant has committed to BMPs to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
potential impacts from construction and operational stormwater runoff (HBEP 2012c).
These measures are described above under “General Construction and Demolition
Impacts — Stormwater Runoff”. In addition, staff's Condition of Certification BIO-7
(Impact Avoidance and Minimization Measures) would require BMPs from the project
SWPPP to be implemented during all phases of the proposed project to control
stormwater runoff. BMPs include installation of silt fencing, berms, hay bales, and
detention basins to control runoff from the project area. Sediment barriers such as straw
bales or silt fences would be installed to slow runoff and trap sediment where
necessary. Only certified weed free materials will be used for erosion control. Staff also
proposes Condition of Certification SOIL&WATER-4, which would require the project
owner to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit for industrial
waste and stormwater discharge to the Pacific Ocean through the existing outfall
currently utilized by the Huntington Beach Generating Station. With implementation of
these measures and the applicant’s commitment to the BMPs described above,
potential project impacts from stormwater runoff during operation would be less than
significant.

Air Emissions — Nitrogen Deposition

Nitrogen deposition is the input of nitrogen oxide (NOx) and ammonia (NH3) derived
pollutants, primarily nitric acid (HNO3), from the atmosphere to the biosphere. Nitrogen
deposition sources are primarily vehicle and industrial emissions, including power
plants. Mechanisms by which nitrogen deposition can lead to impacts on sensitive
species include direct toxicity, changes in species composition among native plants,
and enhancement of invasive species (Fenn et al. 2003; Weiss 2006). The increased
dominance and growth of invasive annual grasses is especially prevalent in low-
biomass vegetation communities that are naturally nitrogen-limited. In the project
vicinity, these communities include coastal dunes, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, oak
woodlands, and vernal pools (Weiss 2006).

Critical habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher, San Diego fairy shrimp, and
western snowy plover are located in the vicinity of the HBEP. Protected areas and
wetlands also occur in the region, including the Huntington Beach Wetlands
Conservancy, Talbert Nature Preserve, Laguna Coast Wilderness Park, San Joaquin
Freshwater Marsh Reserve, Seal Beach National Wildlife Refuge, and Bommer Canyon
Open Space Preserve. These protected areas support state and federally listed
species, including San Diego fairy shrimp (federally listed endangered), western snowy
plover (federally listed threatened), light-footed clapper rail (federally and state-listed
endangered), Belding’s savannah sparrow (state-listed endangered), and California
least tern (federally and state-listed endangered).

May 2014 4.2-43 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES



Nitrogen deposition, primarily from industrial and vehicle emissions, artificially fertilizes
the soil and creates better conditions for non-native species to persist and to ultimately
displace the native species, resulting in type conversion (conversion of one habitat type
to another). Proliferation of weedy species and type conversion of coastal sage scrub to
nonnative grasslands are factors that have contributed to the coastal California
gnatcatcher’s decline, and prevention of type conversion and habitat degradation are
priorities for the recovery of the species (USFWS 2007a). San Diego fairy shrimp are
vulnerable to grass invasions that shorten the inundation periods of vernal pools (Weiss
2006).

Excessive nitrogen deposition is strongly correlated with the growth of non-native
vegetation (Huenneke et al. 1990; Inouye and Tilman 1995; Weiss 1999; Bowman and
Steltzer 1998; Brooks 2003) and field studies have found that nitrogen fertilization in
sites with elevated nitrogen deposition will enhance grass invasion (Rillig et al 1998;
Brooks 2003). Several recent studies have attempted to quantify the “critical load” (i.e.,
the threshold nitrogen deposition rate which causes adverse effects to nitrogen-
sensitive ecosystems). Studies in the United Kingdom suggest that the critical load
ranges from 10 to 20 kilograms of nitrogen per hectare per year (kg/ha/yr) for mobile
and fixed sand dune ecosystems (Jones et al. 2004; Plassmann et al. 2009). Fenn et.
al. (2003) counter that estimated nitrogen deposition thresholds for ecological effects for
other geographic regions are frequently not applicable to the western United States.
Research conducted in the South San Francisco Bay area on grasslands in nutrient-
poor serpentinic soils indicates that intensified annual grass invasions can occur in
areas with nitrogen deposition levels of 11 to 20 kg/halyr, with relatively limited
invasions at levels of 4 to 5 kg/ha/yr (Weiss 2006). Critical loads in habitats affected by
HBEP emissions may range from 7.8 to more than 100 kg/ha/yr (Pardo et al. 2011).
However, critical loads are difficult to determine for a variety of reasons, including a
wide range of values that are reported in the literature for various vegetation types; and
data from regions that are not comparable to the project region in terms of climate
regime, other unrelated disturbance and stressors on target habitats, and other
confounding factors.

An Energy Commission Public Interest Energy Research study modeled total nitrogen
deposition throughout California using data from 2002 (Tonneson et. al. 2007); results
showed that most of California experiences elevated rates of annual nitrogen
deposition, especially near urban areas. Modeled baseline nitrogen deposition rates in
protected areas in the project region range from 1.65 to over 15 kg/ha/yr. Baseline
nitrogen deposition rates in critical habitat in the region were estimated to be as follows
in 2002 (GIS data from Tonneson et. al. 2007).

e California gnatcatcher critical habitat: 2.07 to 15.01 kg/ha/yr
e San Diego fairy shrimp critical habitat: 2.07 to 13.45 kg/ha/yr
e Western snowy plover critical habitat: 1.66 to 11.09 kg/hal/yr
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In its revised response to Data Requests 23-26, the applicant modeled project-specific
and cumulative nitrogen deposition rates (HBEP 20130). Staff performed an
independent assessment of the data’s accuracy, including modeling, to verify the
applicant’s results. In the Focused Supplemental Analysis to the PSA, staff presented
its preliminary analysis of nitrogen deposition impacts from the proposed HBEP. Staff
determined that significant impacts would occur in limited protected areas in the project
vicinity, but disclosed that the evaluation included several conservative estimates.
Namely, staff made the following conservative assumptions:

e In protected areas that support a variety of vegetation types, staff applied the critical
load (CL) of the most sensitive vegetation type (lowest applicable CL) as the
threshold for determining significance of impacts. However, the vegetation type with
the lowest CL may only be a small percentage of a given protected area evaluated
although this level was applied to the entire area as the threshold for significance.

e Where arange of CL values were reported in the literature for a given vegetation
type, staff used the lowest reported CL.

e The current operating Huntington Beach Generating Station emissions are not
known, and were therefore not subtracted from the predicted emissions of the
proposed HBEP.

In areas where the assumed CL was predicted to be exceeded, the project’s relative
contribution to nitrogen deposition was calculated to determine mitigation in the form of
weed abatement funding. In all areas where the CL was determined to be exceeded,
this was because the estimated baseline nitrogen deposition levels were already above
the assumed CL. The project’s modeled contribution to nitrogen deposition did not
cause the CL to be exceeded in any areas; instead, the modeled contribution was
identified as additional nitrogen contribution to areas where modeled nitrogen deposition
was already above the CL.

The applicant submitted comments on the Focused Supplemental Analysis regarding
the conservative nature of staff's analysis of impacts from nitrogen deposition (HBEP
2014a). In addition to concerns about the estimates made by biological resources staff
identified above, the applicant described conservative estimates incorporated in the
modeling used to generate predicted emissions from the proposed HBEP and argued
that impacts would actually be less than significant. Air quality staff prepared a technical
analysis of the nitrogen deposition modeling for the project and the baseline data, see
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES APPENDIX BIO-1 of this FSA. Air quality staff determined
that while AERMOD is the best available model compared to other available models
such as CALPUFF, it is a conservative model that overestimates the predicted HBEP
nitrogen deposition impacts. Staff has provided additional analysis regarding the
conservative nature of AERMOD impact analysis as well as other assumptions which
further overestimate impacts in the nitrogen deposition analysis. Staff's assessment
concluded that the project’s modeled nitrogen deposition using AERMOD were
overestimated by 10-fold when compared to the results of the CALPUFF model, based
on conservatisms incorporated into the AERMOD modeling tool. It also concluded that
the baseline values at present are likely to be half of what they were in 2002 (the year of
the baseline data used in staff’s original nitrogen deposition analysis).
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The conservatisms layered into staff's significance threshold resulted in an inaccurate
conclusion that nitrogen deposition may significantly affect native vegetation and
habitat. Based on the numerous factors discussed above, including the conservative
nature of the nitrogen deposition modeling, reductions in background nitrogen
emissions, and the continuing decreasing trend in nitrogen emissions inventory, staff
concludes that the best available information does not support a conclusion of
significant nitrogen deposition impacts from the project and that the HBEP’s impacts
from nitrogen deposition to federally and state-listed species are less than significant.
Therefore, staff has removed the recommendation for weed abatement funding
(Condition of Certification BIO-10 in the Focused Supplemental Analysis).

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Cumulative effects are those that result from the incremental effects of a proposed
action considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions
taking place over time.

A project may result in a significant adverse cumulative effect if its effects contribute
considerably to an overall cumulatively significant impact. There are currently proposed
projects near the HBEP that may impact local biological resources, especially those in
and near the Huntington Beach Wetlands Complex and other regional wetlands. These
projects include the Poseidon Desalination Plant, Ascon Landfill Site, Newland Street
widening project, P2-92 Sludge Dewatering and Odor Control, and the Brightwater
Project.

Due to ongoing operation of the Huntington Beach Generating Station, the proposed
HBEP site is highly disturbed, is devoid of natural vegetation, and does not provide
suitable habitat for special-status species. The Poseidon Desalination Plant is an
unrelated project that is planned on a portion of the Huntington Beach Generating
Station property. As with the HBEP, the Poseidon Desalination Plant would not be likely
to have direct effects to special-status species or other biological resources, as special-
status species are unlikely to occur on this industrial brownfield site. However,
construction of the proposed project and the Poseidon project may overlap, and
cumulative indirect effects to sensitive biological resources and special-status species
could occur. These cumulative effects could include disruption from lighting, spread of
invasive weeds, and stormwater runoff. Implementation of Conditions of Certification
BIO-1 through BIO-7 would minimize or avoid construction-related impacts from
lighting, spread of invasive weeds, and stormwater runoff from the HBEP, and the
Poseidon project would be required to implement similar measures (City of Huntington
Beach 2005). Once operational, the HBEP would not result in a substantial change from
baseline conditions for most biological resources. Operational noise and nitrogen
deposition impacts would not differ substantially from baseline conditions, and the
HBEP’s contribution to these would not be cumulatively considerable.
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Noise from the aforementioned projects may combine with HBEP construction and
demolition noise to result in cumulative impacts to birds within the Upper Magnolia and
Magnolia marshes. Condition of Certification BIO-9 requires the project owner to take
noise measurements during construction and demolition activities. Pursuant to this
condition, noise reduction measures must be implemented to reduce project noise to
acceptable levels (i.e., 60 dBA or ambient plus 8 dBA, whichever is greater, in the
adjacent marshes). With implementation of Condition of Certification BIO-9, the
proposed HBEP’s contribution to noise impacts at locations with noise-sensitive
biological resources would not contribute considerably to cumulative effects.

In conclusion, the proposed HBEP would not contribute considerably to cumulative
effects to biological resources.

FACILITY CLOSURE

When the HBEP is closed in the future, whether planned or unexpected, it must be done
so that closure activities protect the environment and public health and safety. A closure
plan would be prepared by the project owner prior to any planned closure. To address
unanticipated facility closure, an “on-site contingency plan” would be developed by the
project owner and approved by the Energy Commission compliance project manager
(CPM). Facility closure requirements are discussed in more detail in the GENERAL
CONDITIONS section. Facility closure mitigation measures would also be included in
the Biological Resources Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring Plan (BRMIMP)
prepared by the project owner and described in staff's proposed Condition of
Certification B1O-6.

Upon decommissioning and permanent facility closure, reclamation would be necessary
to prevent adverse effects such as contamination from hazardous substances, erosion,
dust, invasion and spread of weeds, and hazards to wildlife from abandoned project
infrastructure. Staff concludes that these potential effects of facility closure and
decommissioning would be a significant impact absent mitigation. Decommissioning
activities are likely to cause similar indirect impacts to adjacent sensitive biological
resources as described above for the construction and demolition phases of the
proposed project.

To ensure that public health and safety and the environment are protected during
decommissioning, the applicant has committed to developing a decommissioning plan
that would be submitted to the Energy Commission for approval prior to
decommissioning (HBEP 2012a). If possible, unused chemicals would be sold back to
the suppliers or other purchasers or users. All equipment containing chemicals would be
drained and shut down to ensure public health and safety and to protect the
environment. All nonhazardous wastes would be collected and disposed of in
appropriate landfills or waste collection facilities. All hazardous wastes would be
disposed of according to all applicable LORS.

As described above, decommissioning and site closure would be likely to result in
similar types of impacts to biological resources as construction and demolition. It is
anticipated that conditions of certification similar to BIO-1 through BIO-9 would minimize
or avoid these impacts to biological resources, and impacts to biological resources
would be less than significant.
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COMPLIANCE WITH LORS

The proposed project must comply with LORS that address state and federally listed
species, as well as other sensitive biological resources. Applicable LORS are described
in Biological Resources Table 1.

With implementation of staff’'s proposed conditions of certification, the proposed HBEP
would comply with LORS pertaining to biological resources. Condition of Certification
B10O-8 would require focused surveys for the state and federally listed endangered light-
footed clapper rail in the adjacent Magnolia and Upper Magnolia marshes, and
consultation with USFWS if found. The clapper rail has not been observed in the area,
had not been reported there as of the date of the AFC, and therefore clapper rail
presence is not a part of the baseline condition according to CEQA. Project-related
impacts (if any) to light-footed clapper rail would not be significant as defined under
CEQA. However, if it inhabits the marsh prior to project commencement it could be
adversely affected by construction and demolition noise; these impacts, should they
occur, could constitute take as defined by the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA).
Condition of Certification BIO-8 would avoid impacts such that unauthorized take would
not occur and compliance with the federal ESA would be ensured. While the light-footed
clapper rail is also listed under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), take is
defined differently under CESA and project-related disturbance and noise would not
constitute take. Take is defined in Section 86 of the Fish and Game Code as "hunt,
pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or Kill," but
does not include indirect effects such as harassment.

The proposed project would not result in loss or fill of wetlands or waters of the U.S or
state, as there are none present on site. Indirect impacts resulting from degradation of
adjacent wetlands and coastal waters from construction runoff or operational discharges
would be less than significant with implementation of Conditions of Certification
SOIL&WATER-1, SOIL&WATER-3, SOIL&WATER-4, and BIO-7. These conditions
would ensure compliance with the federal Clean Water Act, California Fish and Game
Code 1600 et seq., California Coastal Act, and the Porter Cologne Water Quality Act by
requiring control of runoff from the project area and operational discharges to be treated
in accordance with NPDES permit requirements.

NOTEWORTHY PUBLIC BENEFITS

The HBEP would not use ocean water for cooling, as is currently in use for the
Huntington Beach Generating Station. Therefore, the HBEP would eliminate the
potential for entrainment of aquatic species. In addition, there would be a decrease in
discharge via the existing NPDES-permitted outfall compared with current levels. For
the site monthly maximum average ambient temperature conditions, discharge to the
existing outfall would be approximately 29 gallons per minute or approximately 11.6
million gallons per year, compared to approximately 98 billion gallons per year from the
existing Huntington Beach Generating Station. The reduction in outfall discharge into
the Pacific Ocean and the elimination of impingement and entrainment of marine
organisms are noteworthy environmental public benefits.
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PUBLIC AND AGENCY COMMENTS

SCOPING COMMENTS

The following is a summary of scoping comments addressing biological resources
received on the HBEP from interested agencies and the public. These comments aided
in defining the scope and content of the analysis of impacts to biological resources, and
are incorporated herein.

California Coastal Commission: August 3, 2012: TN#66483

The Coastal Commission requested additional information on biological resources
beyond what was included in the AFC, as well as additional information about project-
related noise on nearby sensitive species. It also recommended exploring alternative
site layout arrangements to locate high noise-generating equipment farther from the
adjacent wetlands to minimize impacts to sensitive birds that breed nearby.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; September 10, 2012: TN#67075

The USFWS commented on listed and other sensitive species that utilize the
Huntington Beach Wetlands, including the light-footed clapper rail and Belding’s
savannah sparrow. The USFWS identified potential impacts to sensitive species and
suggested measures to avoid or minimize impacts from construction disturbance, noise,
lighting, dust, trash (especially attraction of crows, which are predators of the least tern
that nests nearby), site runoff, and nitrogen deposition.

Residents for Responsible Desalination, Huntington Beach, CA;
September 17, 2012; TN#67170
The commenter expressed concern that noise generated by the HBEP, combined with

noise from the Poseidon Desalination Plant proposed at the same site, would affect
nesting birds.

Huntington Beach Wetlands Conservancy: December 3, 2012;
TN#68793

The Conservancy explained that its Wetlands & Wildlife Care Center is immediately
south of the proposed project. The property houses an interpretive and education center
and a regional wildlife care facility for the treatment of sick and injured wildlife. The
Conservancy expressed concern that noise and vibration from the demolition and
reconstruction of the HBEP would adversely affect wildlife at the facility, which is
housed in outdoor cages, and may disrupt use of its interpretive center. The
Conservancy requested that noise be minimized and that mitigation measures should
be required to address these concerns. The Conservancy also described the future
condition at Upper Magnolia Marsh (when it is fully restored) and requested that impacts
on this wetland area be addressed.
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City of Huntington Beach:; December 6, 2012;: TN#68804

The City of Huntington Beach clarified details about the California least tern nesting
location at Huntington Beach State Park, stated that the list of LORS in AFC Table 5.2-1
does not mention the required 100-foot buffer from environmentally sensitive habitat,
and corrected the site designation in the Huntington Beach General Plan that was
misidentified in the AFC Biological Resources chapter. The City also identified several
policies, standard plans, and development and use requirements excerpted from the
City of Huntington Beach Zoning & Subdivision Ordinance and Municipal Codes and
noted that this list is in addition to any "conditions of approval" that might be adopted by
the City Planning Commission but for the California Energy Commission's permit
process.

COMMENTS ON THE PSA AND SUPPLEMENTAL FOCUSED ANALYSIS

Staff received comments on the Biological Resources sections of the Preliminary Staff
Assessment and the Supplemental Focused Analysis for the proposed HBEP. The
following provides a summary of pertinent comments and staff's response to each.

Stoel Rives, LLP: November 7, 2013: TN#201142 — Comments on the
PSA Part A

Comment: The applicant raised multiple concerns with the analysis of noise-related
impacts to wildlife in the adjacent wetlands and the Wildlife Care Center. These include
improper use of the term “sensitive receptor” with regard to the Wetlands and Wildlife
Care Center and the applicant’s assertion that project noise will not significantly affect
wildlife in the adjacent wetlands because the wetlands are recently restored and few
special-status species have been documented there to date, high levels of ambient
noise currently exist, and noise minimizing strategies will be employed during
construction.

Response: Staff has removed reference to the Wetlands and Wildlife Care Center as a
“sensitive receptor”; however, staff believes that wildlife in the adjacent wetlands are
sensitive to noise. The analysis of construction and demolition noise impacts to
biological resources has been revised in this FSA to reflect public workshop discussions
with the applicant regarding this issue.

Comment: The applicant suggested several revisions to staff's proposed Conditions of
Certification.

Response: These proposed revisions were generally minor clarifications that did not
change the intent of the conditions, and staff accepted most of the proposed revisions.

Stoel Rives, LLP; December 13, 2013; TN#201437 — Applicant’s
Follow-up to PSA Part A Workshop

Comment: The applicant commented that construction and demolition noise is not
expected to significantly impact light-footed clapper rail because it has not been
documented in the adjacent Magnolia Marsh, and proposed avoidance measures for
this species in the event it is documented nesting within the marsh.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 4.2-50 May 2014



Response: Staff has incorporated the requirement for pre-construction surveys for the
light-footed clapper rail in the adjacent marsh, and consultation with the USFWS if it is
found, into Condition of Certification B1O-8.

Comment: The applicant stated that ambient noise levels in the adjacent marshes are
relatively high, and that construction noise is variable. The applicant is willing to
construct temporary noise shielding to further reduce sound levels at the Wildlife Care
Center during demolition and construction activities, and to develop additional noise-
reduction measures as necessary.

Response: Staff has incorporated the requirement for temporary construction and
demolition noise-reducing measures into Condition of Certification B1O-9.

Comment: The applicant suggested revisions to Condition of Certification BIO-8 to
identify specific nest buffer distances for various avian species.

Response: Staff has incorporated the requested revisions into Condition of Certification
B10-8.

Stoel Rives, LLP; January 21, 2014; TN#201582 — Comments on Staff’s
Supplemental Focused Analysis, PSA Part A

Comment: The applicant commented on several issues related to noise impacts to
wildlife, including noise thresholds and measurement types identified in conditions of
certification, ambient noise levels in the adjacent Magnolia Marsh, and other issues
already identified in previous comment letters and public workshops.

Response: Staff and the applicant discussed these issues at the PSA Part B Workshop
on April 3, 2014, and these issues have generally been resolved. The analysis of noise
impacts to wildlife and the associated conditions of certification have been revised in
this FSA.

Comment: The applicant argued that impacts to biological resources from nitrogen
deposition are less than significant because staff's analysis in the Focused
Supplemental Analysis was overly conservative, and mitigation should not be required.
The applicant presented substantial evidence regarding the conservative nature of the
air emissions modeling used in staff's analysis.

Response: Air Quality staff prepared a technical analysis of the nitrogen deposition
modeling; see Biological Resources Appendix BIO-1 of this FSA. Staff concurs with
the applicant’s assertion that impacts from nitrogen deposition were substantially
overestimated in the Focused Supplemental Analysis, and that actual impacts would be
less than significant. The analysis of nitrogen deposition impacts to biological resources
has been revised in this FSA, and proposed Condition of Certification BIO-10 has been
removed.

Comment: The applicant suggested revisions to several conditions of certification.

Response: Staff reviewed each proposed revision, and accepted the ones that did not
change the intent of the conditions or their effectiveness for reducing impacts.
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Stoel Rives, LLP; April 18, 2014; TN#202108 — Applicant’s Letter to
Felicia Miller re Follow-Up to PSA Part B Workshop
Comment: The applicant described the results of the workshop discussion of noise

impacts to wildlife and provided suggested revisions to staff's proposed Condition of
Certification BIO-8.

Response: Staff reviewed each proposed revision, and accepted the ones that did not
change the intent of the conditions or their effectiveness for reducing impacts. The
applicant recommends nesting bird surveys within 100 feet of the project site; however,
in its comments on the Supplemental Focused Analysis the applicant suggested a
survey area of 300 feet from the project site (HBEP 2014a). Staff incorporated the 300-
foot survey area into Condition of Certification BIO-8 because staff also accepted the
applicant’s suggested buffers for specific common avian groups (HBEP 2013n). Some
of the applicant’s suggested nest buffer sizes exceed 100 feet from the nest, so surveys
conducted within 100 feet of the project may miss nests that would require a larger
buffer, and work may inadvertently occur within those buffers. Therefore, the 300-foot
survey area would identify nests of birds that require larger buffers.

Staff's proposed Condition of Certification BIO-8 pertains to nesting birds, and staff has
proposed Condition of Certification BIO-9 to address noise-related issues. Staff agrees
with the applicant that 8 dBA above ambient average noise levels is a feasible and
appropriate noise threshold, and has incorporated that threshold into the condition.

California Department of Fish and Wildlife: November 12, 2013:
TN#201169
Comment: The CDFW concurred with staff's conclusions in the PSA that additional

information is required from the applicant to assess the significance of noise and
nitrogen deposition impacts on biological resources.

Response: This information has been received and is incorporated into the noise and
nitrogen deposition analyses herein.

Comment: The CDFW recommended that biological mitigation monitoring and reporting
should be of sufficient detail and resolution to satisfy the requirements of a CESA
Incidental Take Permit if the project would result in take of a state-listed species.

Response: Staff has determined that the proposed HBEP would not result in take of
any state-listed species. Staff's proposed impact avoidance and minimization measures
for wildlife would minimize potential adverse impacts to state-listed species, even for
impacts that do not meet the definition of “take” under the CESA.

Comment: The CDFW recommended considering the Remedial Action for ASCON
Landfill Site in the cumulative analysis.

Response: The referenced project is considered in the cumulative impact analysis to
biological resources.
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City of Huntington Beach, Dept. of Planning and Building; November
13, 2013: TN#201173

Comment: The biological resources analysis should be more specific that potential 24-
hour construction periods would only occur for necessary steam blow commissioning
and continuous concrete pours. No other construction activity should be permitted
beyond normal construction hours identified in the Noise section.

Response: The requested clarification has been made to the analysis of construction
impacts above.

Huntington Beach Wetlands Conservancy; December 20, 2013;
TN#201459
Comment: The Conservancy supports the proposed 8-foot masonry wall separating the

Wetlands and Wildlife Care Center from the project site and temporary noise measures
to lessen construction noise at the facility.

Response: The Noise and Visual Resources sections of this FSA have additional
details regarding landscape plans (including a wall along the project perimeter adjacent
to the Wetlands and Wildlife Care Center) and construction noise reduction measures.
Staff's proposed Condition of Certification VIS-2 would require an 8-foot-tall solid
masonry wall to be constructed along the project boundary adjacent to the Wetlands
and Wildlife Care Center, with additional vegetation screening to 12 to 15 feet high. The
applicant’'s commitment to temporary noise reduction techniques at the Wetlands and
Wildlife Care Center were stated in the applicant’s follow-up comments to the PSA Part
A Workshop (HBEP 2013n).

CONCLUSIONS

The project site and offsite laydown area are industrial brownfield sites with operating
power plants, and vegetation is limited to weedy species and landscaping. Rare plants
and special-status wildlife are not expected to occur on the site; however, nearby
marshes and other natural areas support special-status birds including the Belding’s
savannah sparrow (state-listed endangered), light-footed clapper rail (federally and
state-listed endangered), western snowy plover (federally listed threatened), California
least tern (federally and state-listed endangered), and California brown pelican (state
fully protected). Another location with sensitive biological resources is the Wildlife Care
Center, which houses rehabilitating birds and wildlife in open air enclosures adjacent to
the proposed HBEP site. Given the proximity of the proposed project to the
aforementioned biological resources, construction and operation would result in the
direct and indirect effects presented in Biological Resources Table 4.
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Biological Resources Table 4
Summary of Impacts to Biological Resources from the HBEP

Impact

Condition of Certification

Significance
Determination

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

Native vegetation: removal of native
vegetation

None

Less than significant

Common wildlife: disturbance and
injury or mortality to common wildlife,
including nesting birds

BIO-7 limits disturbance area;
BIO-8 requires pre-construction nest
surveys and impact avoidance.

Less than significant with
implementation of
conditions of certification

Special-status plants: degradation
from runoff of sediment or toxic
substances from the project site,
damage from dust, spread of invasive
weeds

BIO-7 controls invasive weeds;

e SOIL&WATER-1 requires a
SWPPP to control runoff and
prevent contamination;

e AQ-SC3 requires measures to
minimize fugitive dust;

e AQ-SC4 requires construction
monitoring for visible dust plumes
and remediation measures in the
event visible dust plumes are
observed.

Less than significant with
implementation of
conditions of certification

Special-status wildlife:
disturbance from noise and lighting,
habitat degradation from invasive
weeds, stormwater runoff, or
groundwater contamination

e BIO-7 confines work to delineated

areas and controls invasive weeds;

e BIO-8 requires pre-construction nest
surveys and impact avoidance,
including focused surveys for light-
footed clapper rail;

e SOIL&WATER-1 requires a
SWPPP to control runoff and
prevent contamination;

e VIS-2 minimizes offsite lighting;

e BIO-9 prohibits excessive noise in
adjacent marshes and requires
reporting to document compliance
with noise thresholds.

Less than significant with
implementation of
conditions of certification

Jurisdictional wetlands and waters:
degradation from runoff of sediment or
toxic substances from the project site

SOIL&WATER-1 requires a
SWPPP to control runoff and
prevent contamination.

Less than significant with
implementation of
condition of certification

Noise: disturbance resulting in
mortality or decreased productivity of
special-status birds and rehabilitating
wildlife

BI10O-8 requires pre-construction nest
surveys and impact avoidance;

BI0O-9 prohibits excessive noise in
adjacent marshes and requires
reporting to document compliance
with noise thresholds;

NOISE-2 establishes a noise
complaint registration and
resolution process that can be
used by the Wildlife Care Center.

Less than significant with
implementation of
conditions of certification

Lighting: disturbance resulting in
altered behavior or increased
predation

VIS-2 minimizes offsite lighting.

Less than significant with
implementation of
condition of certification
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Impact

Condition of Certification

Significance
Determination

Dust: decreased plant productivity or
nutritional quality

e SOIL&WATER-1 prevents soil
erosion;

e AQ-SC3 requires measures to
minimize fugitive dust;

e AQ-SC4 requires construction
monitoring and remediation in the
event visible dust plumes are
observed.

Less than significant with
implementation of
conditions of certification

Invasive weeds: threaten marsh
restoration, destroy wildlife habitat and
forage, increase soil erosion

e BIO-7 controls invasive weeds.

Less than significant with
implementation of
condition of certification

Stormwater runoff: degradation of
adjacent habitat

e BIO-7 minimizes runoff;
e SOIL&WATER-1 requires a
SWPPP to control runoff.

Less than significant with
implementation of
conditions of certification

Groundwater contamination:
degradation of adjacent habitat

o SOIL&WATER-1 prevents
contamination.

Less than significant with
implementation of
condition of certification

OPERATION IMPACTS

Noise: disturbance resulting in
mortality or decreased productivity of
special-status birds and rehabilitating
wildlife

None

Less than significant

Lighting: disturbance resulting in
altered behavior or increased
predation

VIS-3 minimizes offsite lighting.

Less than significant
implementation of
condition of certification

Avian collision and electrocution:
injury or mortality

BIO-7 minimizes risk by complying
with APLIC design standards.

Less than significant with
implementation of
condition of certification

Stormwater runoff: degradation of
adjacent habitat

B10-7 minimizes runoff;
SOIL&WATER-4 requires
compliance with NPDES permit
requirements for discharge.

Less than significant with
implementation of
conditions of certification

Nitrogen deposition: degradation of
habitat by enhancing invasive weeds

None

Less than significant

OVERALL CONCLUSION

With implementation of proposed conditions of certification, compliance with LORS
would be achieved and direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts would be avoided,
minimized, or mitigated to less-than-significant levels.
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PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

Staff proposes the following Biological Resources conditions of certification:

DESIGNATED BIOLOGIST SELECTION

BIO-1 The project owner shall assign at least one Designated Biologist to the project.
The project owner shall submit the resume of the proposed Designated Biologist,
with at least three references and contact information, to the Energy Commission
Compliance Project Manager (CPM) for approval in consultation with CDFW
and USFWS.

The Designated Biologist must meet the following minimum qualifications:

1. Bachelor's degree in biological sciences, zoology, botany, ecology, or a
closely related field;

2. Three years of experience in field biology or current certification of a
nationally recognized biological society, such as The Ecological Society of
America or The Wildlife Society; and

3. At least one year of field experience with biological resources found in or
near the project area.

In lieu of the above requirements, the resume shall demonstrate to the
satisfaction of the CPM, in consultation with CDFW and USFWS, that the
proposed Designated Biologist or alternate has the appropriate training and
background to effectively implement the conditions of certification.

Verification: The project owner shall submit the specified information at least 75 days
prior to the start of site mobilization or construction-related ground disturbance activities.
No pre-construction site mobilization or construction related activities shall commence
until a Designated Biologist has been approved by the CPM, in consultation with CDFW
and USFWS.

If a Designated Biologist is replaced, the specified information of the proposed
replacement must be submitted to the CPM at least ten working days prior to the
termination or release of the preceding Designated Biologist. In an emergency, the
project owner shall immediately notify the CPM to discuss the qualifications and approval
of a short-term replacement while a permanent Designated Biologist is proposed to the
CPM for consideration.

DESIGNATED BIOLOGIST DUTIES

BIO-2 The project owner shall ensure that the Designated Biologist performs the
following during any site (or related facilities) mobilization, ground disturbance,
grading, construction, operation, closure, and restoration activities. The
Designated Biologist may be assisted by the approved Biological Monitor(s)
but remains the contact for the project owner and CPM. The Designated
Biologist Duties shall include the following:

1. Advise the project owner's Construction and Operation Managers on the
implementation of the biological resources conditions of certification;
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2. Consult on the preparation of the Biological Resources Mitigation
Implementation and Monitoring Plan (BRMIMP) to be submitted by the
project owner;

3. Be available to supervise, conduct and coordinate mitigation, monitoring,
and other biological resources compliance efforts, particularly in areas
requiring avoidance or containing sensitive biological resources, such as
special status species or their habitat;

4. Clearly mark sensitive biological resource areas and inspect these areas
at appropriate intervals for compliance with regulatory terms and conditions;

5. Inspect active construction areas where animals may have become trapped
prior to construction commencing each day. Inspect or direct the site
personnel how to inspect the installation of structures that prevent
entrapment or allow escape during periods of construction inactivity.
Periodically inspect areas with high vehicle activity (e.g., parking lots) for
animals in harm’s way;

6. Notify the project owner and the CPM of any non-compliance with any
biological resources condition of certification;

7. Respond directly to inquiries of the CPM regarding biological resource
issues;

8. Maintain written records of the tasks specified above and those included in
the BRMIMP. Summaries of these records shall be submitted in the
monthly compliance report and the annual compliance report;

9. Train the Biological Monitors as appropriate, and ensure their familiarity
with the BRMIMP, Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP)
training, and all permits; and

10. Maintain the ability to be in regular, direct communication with
representatives of CDFW, USFWS, and CPM, including notifying these
agencies of dead or injured listed species and reporting special status
species observations to the California Natural Diversity Database.

Verification:  The Designated Biologist shall submit in the monthly compliance report
to the CPM copies of all written reports and summaries that document construction
activities that have the potential to affect biological resources. If actions may affect
biological resources during operation the Biological Monitor(s), under the supervision of
the Designated Biologist, shall be available for monitoring and reporting. During project
operation, the Designated Biologist(s) shall submit record summaries in the annual
compliance report unless their duties cease, as approved by the CPM.
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BIOLOGICAL MONITOR SELECTION

BIO-3 The project owner’'s CPM-approved Designated Biologist shall submit the
resume, at least three references, and contact information of the proposed
Biological Monitors to the CPM for approval. The resume shall demonstrate, to
the satisfaction of the CPM, the appropriate education and experience to
accomplish the assigned biological resource tasks.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit the specified information to the CPM for
approval at least 30 days prior to the start of any project-related site disturbance
activities. The Designated Biologist shall submit a written statement to CPM confirming
that individual Biological Monitor(s) have been trained including the date when training
was completed. If additional biological monitors are needed during construction, the
specified information shall be submitted to the CPM for approval at least 10 days prior to
their first day of monitoring activities.

DESIGNATED BIOLOGIST AND BIOLOGICAL MONITOR AUTHORITY

BIO-4  The project owner's construction/operation manager shall act on the advice of
the Designated Biologist and Biological Monitor(s) to ensure conformance
with the biological resources conditions of certification.

If required by the Designated Biologist and Biological Monitor(s) the project
owner's construction/operation manager shall halt all site mobilization, ground
disturbance, grading, construction, and operation activities in areas specified
by the Designated Biologist. The Designated Biologist shall:

1. Require a halt to all activities in any area when determined that there would
be an unauthorized adverse impact to biological resources if the activities
continued,;

2. Inform the project owner and the construction/operation manager when to
resume activities; and

3. Notify the CPM if there is a halt of any activities and advise the CPM of
any corrective actions that have been taken or would be instituted as a
result of the work stoppage.

If the Designated Biologist is unavailable for direct consultation, the Biological
Monitor shall act on behalf of the Designated Biologist.

Verification:  The project owner shall ensure that the Designated Biologist or Biological
Monitor notifies the CPM immediately (and no later than the morning following the
incident, or Monday morning in the case of a weekend) of any non-compliance or a halt of
any site mobilization, ground disturbance, grading, construction, and operation activities.
The project owner shall notify the CPM of the circumstances and actions being taken to
resolve the problem.
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Whenever corrective action is taken by the project owner, a determination of success or
failure would be made by the CPM within five working days after receipt of notice that
corrective action is completed, or the project owner would be notified by the CPM that
coordination with other agencies would require additional time before a determination
can be made.

WORKER ENVIRONMENTAL AWARENESS PROGRAM (WEAP)

BIO-5  The project owner shall develop and implement HBEP-specific Worker
Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) and shall secure approval for the
WEAP from the CPM in consultation with USFWS and CDFW. The WEAP
shall be administered to all onsite personnel including surveyors, construction
engineers, employees, contractors, contractor's employees, supervisors,
inspectors, and subcontractors. The WEAP shall be implemented during site
mobilization, ground disturbance, grading, construction, operation, and
closure. The WEAP shall:

1. Be developed by or in consultation with the Designated Biologist and
consist of an on-site or training center presentation in which supporting
electronic media and written material, including wallet-sized cards with
summary information on special status species and sensitive biological
resources, is made available to all participants;

2. Discuss the locations and types of sensitive biological resources on the
project site and adjacent areas, explain the reasons for protecting these
resources, and the function of flagging in designating sensitive resources
and authorized work areas;

3. Discuss federal and state laws afforded to protect the sensitive species
and explain penalties for violation of applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards (e.g., federal, and state endangered species
acts);

4. Place special emphasis on the light-footed clapper rail, western snowy
plover, California least tern and Belding’s savannah sparrow, including
information on physical characteristics, distribution, behavior, ecology,
sensitivity to human activities, legal protection and status, penalties for
violations, reporting requirements, and protection measures;

5. Include a discussion of fire prevention measures to be implemented by
workers during project activities; request workers to dispose of cigarettes
and cigars appropriately and not leave them on the ground or buried;

6. Present the meaning of various temporary and permanent habitat
protection measures;

7. ldentify whom to contact if there are further comments and questions
about the material discussed in the program; and
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8. Include a training acknowledgment form to be signed by each worker
indicating that they received the WEAP training and shall abide by the
guidelines.

The specific WEAP shall be administered by a competent individual(s)
acceptable to the Designated Biologist.

Verification: At least 45 days prior to the start of any project-related site disturbance
activities, the project owner shall provide to the CPM a copy of the draft WEAP and alll
supporting written materials and electronic media prepared or reviewed by the Designated
Biologist and a resume of the person(s) administering the program. The CPM shall
approve the WEAP materials prior to their use.

The project owner shall provide in the monthly compliance report the number of persons
who have completed the training in the prior month and a running total of all persons who
have completed the training to date. At least 10 days prior to site and related facilities
mobilization, the project owner shall submit two copies of the CPM-approved final
WEAP.

Training acknowledgement forms signed during construction shall be kept on file by the
project owner for at least six months after the start of commercial operation.

Throughout the life of the project, the worker education program shall be repeated
annually for permanent employees, and shall be routinely administered within one week
of arrival to any new construction personnel, foremen, contractors, subcontractors, and
other personnel potentially working within the project area. Upon completion of the
orientation, employees shall sign a form stating that they attend the program and
understand all protection measures. These forms shall be maintained by the project
owner and shall be made available to the CMP upon request. Workers shall receive and
be required to visibly display a hardhat sticker or certificate indicating that they have
completed the required training.

During project operation, signed statements for operational personnel shall be kept on
file for six months following the termination of an individual's employment.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES MITIGATION IMPLEMENTATION AND
MONITORING PLAN (BRMIMP)

BIO-6  The project owner shall develop a BRMIMP and submit two copies of the
proposed BRMIMP to the CPM (for review and approval) and to CDFW and
USFWS (for review and comment), if applicable, and shall implement the
measures identified in the approved BRMIMP. The BRMIMP shall be prepared
in consultation with the Designated Biologist and shall and shall include the
following:

1. all biological resource mitigation, monitoring, and compliance measures
proposed and agreed to by the project owner;

2. all biological resource conditions of certification identified in the
Commission Decision as necessary to avoid or mitigate impacts;
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3. All biological resource mitigation, monitoring, and compliance measures
required in other state agency terms and conditions, such as those
provided in the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Construction Activities Stormwater General Permit;

4. all sensitive biological resources to be impacted, avoided, or mitigated by
project construction, operation, and closure;

5. all required mitigation measures for each sensitive biological resource;

6. a detailed description of measures that shall be taken to avoid or mitigate
disturbances from construction and demolition activities;

7. all locations on a map, at an approved scale, of sensitive biological
resource areas subject to disturbance and areas requiring temporary
protection and avoidance during construction;

8. Aerial photographs, at an approved scale, of all areas to be disturbed
during project construction activities; include one set prior to any site or
related facilities mobilization disturbance and one set subsequent to com-
pletion of project construction.

9. Duration for each type of monitoring and a description of monitoring
methodologies and frequency;

10. Performance standards to be used to help decide if/when proposed
mitigation and conditions are or are not successful;

11. All performance standards and remedial measures to be implemented if
performance standards are not met;

12. A discussion of biological resources-related facility closure measures
including a description of funding mechanism(s);

13. A process for proposing plan modifications to the CPM and appropriate
agencies for review and approval; and

14. A requirement to submit any sightings of any special-status species that
are observed on or in proximity to the project site, or during project
surveys, to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) per CDFW
requirements.

Verification:  The project owner shall provide the specified document at least 45
days prior to start of any project-related ground disturbing activities.

The CPM shall determine the BRMIMP’s acceptability within 30 days of receipt. If there
are any permits that have not yet been received when the BRMIMP is first submitted,
these permits shall be submitted to the CPM, the CDFW, and USFWS within 5 days of
their receipt, and the BRMIMP shall be revised or supplemented to reflect the permit
condition within 10 days of their receipt by the project owner. Ten days prior to site (and
related facilities) mobilization, the revised BRMIMP shall be resubmitted to the CPM.
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The project owner shall notify the CPM no less than 5 working days before
implementing any modifications to the approved BRMIMP to obtain CPM approval.

Any changes to the approved BRMIMP must also be approved by the CPM in
consultation with CDFW, the USFWS, and appropriate agencies to ensure no conflicts
exist.

Implementation of BRMIMP measures shall be reported in the monthly compliance
reports by the designated biologist (i.e., survey results, construction activities that were
monitored, species observed). Within 30 days after completion of project construction,
the project owner shall provide to the CPM, for review and approval, a written
construction closure report identifying which items of the BRMIMP have been
completed; a summary of all modifications to mitigation measures made during the
project's site mobilization, ground disturbance, grading, and construction phases; and
which mitigation and monitoring items are still outstanding.

GENERAL IMPACT AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES

BIO-7 The project owner shall implement the following measures during site
mobilization, construction, operation, and closure to manage their project site
and related facilities in a manner to avoid or minimize impacts to biological
resources:

1. The boundaries of all areas to be temporarily or permanently disturbed
(including staging areas, access roads, and sites for temporary placement of
spoils) shall be delineated with stakes and flagging prior to construction
activities in consultation with the Designated Biologist. Spoils shall be
stockpiled in disturbed areas, which do not provide habitat for special-status
species. Parking areas, staging and disposal site locations shall similarly be
located in areas without native vegetation or special-status species habitat.
All disturbances, vehicles, and equipment shall be confined to the flagged
areas.

2. Atthe end of each work day, the Designated Biologist, Biological Monitor,
and/or site personnel shall ensure that all potential wildlife pitfalls
(trenches, bores, and other excavations) have been backfilled. If site
personnel are inspecting trenches, bores, and other excavations and
wildlife is trapped, they will immediately notify the Designated Biologist
and/or Biological Monitor. If backfilling is not feasible, all trenches, bores,
and other excavations shall be sloped at a 3:1 ratio at the ends to provide
wildlife escape ramps, or covered completely to prevent wildlife access.
Should wildlife become trapped, the Designated Biologist or Biological
Monitor shall remove and relocate the individual to a safe location. Any
wildlife encountered during the course of construction shall be allowed to
leave the construction area unharmed.
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. Transmission lines and all electrical components shall be designed, installed,

and maintained in accordance with the Avian Power Line Interaction Com-
mittee’s (APLIC’s) Suggested Practices for Avian Protection on Power Lines
(APLIC 2006) and Reducing Avian Collisions with Power Lines (APLIC
2012) to reduce the likelihood of large bird electrocutions and collisions.

. Spoils shall not be stockpiled adjacent to the southeastern fence line to

minimize potential for spoils to enter into adjacent wetlands.

. Soil bonding and weighting agents used on unpaved surfaces shall be

non-toxic to wildlife and plants.

. Facility lighting shall be designed, installed, and maintained to prevent

side casting of light towards the project boundaries. Lighting shall be
shielded, directional, and at the lowest intensity required for safety.
Lighting shall be directed away from biologically sensitive areas (e.g.,
Magnolia Marsh). FAA visibility lighting shall employ only strobed, strobe-
like or blinking incandescent lights, preferably with all lights illuminating
simultaneously. Minimum intensity, maximum “off-phased” duel strobes
are preferred, and no steady burning lights (e.g., L-810s) shall be used.

. Water applied to dirt roads and construction areas (trenches or spoil piles)

for dust abatement shall use the minimal amount needed to meet safety
and air quality standards in an effort to prevent the formation of puddles,
which could attract California least tern predators to construction sites.
During construction, site personnel shall patrol these areas to ensure
water does not puddle and attract crows and other wildlife to the site, and
shall take appropriate action to reduce water application rates where
necessary.

. Report all inadvertent deaths of special-status species to the appropriate

project representative, including road kill. Species name, physical
characteristics of the animal (sex, age class, length, weight), and other
pertinent information shall be noted and reported in the monthly
compliance reports. For special-status species, the Designated Biologist
or Biological Monitor shall contact CDFW and USFWS within 1 working
day of receipt of the carcass for guidance on disposal or storage of the
carcass. Injured animals shall be reported to CDFW and/or USFWS and
the CPM, and the project owner shall follow instructions that are provided
by CDFW or USFWS. During construction, injured or dead animals
detected by personnel in the project area shall be reported immediately to
a Biological Monitor or Designated Biologist, who shall remove the
carcass or injured animal promptly. During operations, the Project
Environmental Compliance Monitor shall be notified.
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9. All vehicles and equipment shall be maintained in proper working condition
to minimize the potential for fugitive emissions of motor oil, antifreeze,
hydraulic fluid, grease, or other hazardous materials. The Designated
Biologist shall be informed of any hazardous spills immediately as directed
in the project Hazardous Materials Plan. Hazardous spills shall be immediately
cleaned up and the contaminated soil will be properly disposed of at a
licensed facility. Servicing of construction equipment shall take place only
at a designated area. Service/maintenance vehicles shall carry a bucket
and pads to absorb leaks or spills.

10. During construction all trash and food-related waste shall be placed in
self-closing containers and removed weekly or more frequently from the
site. Workers shall not feed wildlife, or bring pets to the project site.

11. Except for law enforcement personnel, no workers or visitors to the site
shall bring firearms or weapons.

12. Standard best management practices (BMPs) from the project Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan shall be implemented during all phases of the
project (construction, demolition, operation, and decommissioning) where
stormwater run-off from the site could to enter adjacent marshes or
channels. Sediment and other flow-restricting materials shall be moved to
a location where they shall not be washed back into the jurisdictional
waters. All disturbed soils within the project site shall be stabilized to
reduce erosion potential, both during and following construction.

13.The project owner shall implement the following measures during
construction and operation to prevent the spread and propagation of
nonnative, invasive weeds:

a. Limit the size of any vegetation and/or ground disturbance to the
absolute minimum and limit ingress and egress to defined routes;

b. Use only weed-free straw, hay bales, and seed for erosion control and
sediment barrier installations. Invasive non-native species shall not be
used in landscaping plans and erosion control. Monitor and rapidly
implement control measures to ensure early detection and eradication
of weed invasions.

14.During construction and operation, the project owner shall conduct
pesticide management in accordance with standard BMPs. The BMPs
shall include non-point source pollution control measures. The project
owner shall use a licensed herbicide applicator and obtain
recommendations for herbicide use from a licensed Pest Control Advisor.
Herbicide applications must follow EPA label instructions. Minimize use of
rodenticides and herbicides in the project area and prohibit the use of
chemicals and pesticides known to cause harm to non-target plants and
wildlife. The project owner shall only use pesticides for which a “no effect”
determination has been issued by the EPA’s Endangered Species
Protection Program for any species likely to occur within the project area
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Verification:

or adjacent wetlands. If rodent control must be conducted, zinc phosphide
or an equivalent product shall be used.

All mitigation measures and their implementation methods shall be

included in the BRMIMP and implemented. Implementation of the measures would be
reported in the monthly compliance reports by the Designated Biologist. Within 30 days
after completion of project construction, the project owner shall provide to the CPM, for
review and approval, a written construction termination report identifying how measures
have been completed.

PRE-CONSTRUCTION NEST SURVEYS AND IMPACT AVOIDANCE
AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES FOR BREEDING BIRDS

BIO-8

May 2014

Pre-construction nest surveys shall be conducted if construction or demolition
activities will occur from February 1 through August 31. The Designated
Biologist or Biological Monitor shall perform surveys in accordance with the
following guidelines:

1.

2.

Surveys shall cover all potential nesting habitat and substrate within the
project site and areas surrounding the project site within 300 feet of the
project boundary.

At least two pre-construction surveys shall be conducted, separated by a
minimum 10-day interval. Pre-construction surveys shall be conducted no
more than 14 days prior to initiation of construction activity. One survey
needs to be conducted within the 3-day period preceding initiation of
construction activity. Additional follow-up surveys may be required if
periods of construction inactivity exceed three weeks in any given area, an
interval during which birds may establish a nesting territory and initiate
egg laying and incubation.

If active nests are detected during the survey, a no-disturbance buffer
zone (protected area surrounding the nest) shall be established around
each nest. Specific buffer distances are provided below for applicable
avian groups (Biological Resources Table 5). For special-status species,
if an active nest is identified, the size of each buffer zone shall be
determined by the Designated Biologist in consultation with the CPM (in
coordination with CDFW and USFWS). Nest locations shall be mapped
using GPS technology.
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Biological Resources Table 5
HBEP Construction and Demolition Buffers for Active Nests

Avian Group

Species Potentially Nesting in the
Project Vicinity

Buffer for Construction and
Demolition Activities (feet)

Black-crowned night heron, great

MBTA

Bitterns and herons blue heron, great egret, green heron, 250
snowy egret
Cormorants Double-crested cormorant 100
Doves Mourning dove 25
American widgeon, blue-winged teal,
Geese and ducks cinnamon teal, Canada goose, 100
gadwall, mallard, northern pintail,
ruddy duck
Clark's grebe, eared grebe, horned
Grebes grebe, pied-billed grebe, western 100
grebe
Allen’'s hummingbird, Anna’s
Hummingbirds hummingbird, black-chinned 25
hummingbird
Plovers Black-bellied plover, killdeer 50
Raptors American kestrel, barn owl, red-tailed 50
(Category 1) hawk
Raptors Cooper’s hawk, red-shouldered 150
(Category 2) hawk, sharp-shinned hawk
Raptors These are special-status
(Caﬁe ory 3) Northern harrier, white-tailed kite species; buffer determined in
gory consultation with CPM
Stilts and Avocets American avocet, black-necked stilt 150
Terns Elegant tern, Forster's tern, royal tern 100
Passerines (cavity and House wren, Say’s phoebe, western o5
crevice nesters) bluebird
Passerines (bridge, culvert, Black phoebe, cliff swallow, house o5
and building nesters) finch, Say’s phoebe
Passerlne_s (ground nesters, Horned lark 100
open habitats)
American goldfinch, blue-gray
Passerines (understory and gnatcatcher, bushtit, California
i y towhee, common yellowthroat, red- 25
thicket nesters) . .
winged blackbird, song sparrow,
Swainson'’s thrush
American crow, American goldfinch,
American robin, blue-gray
Passerines (scrub and tree gnatcatcher, Bullock’s oriole, bushtit, o5
nesters) Cassin's kingbird, common raven,
hooded oriole, house finch, lesser
goldfinch, northern mockingbird
Passerines (tower nesters) Common raven, house finch 25
Passerines (marsh nesters) Commp n yellowthroat, red-winged 25
blackbird
Domestic waterfowl, including
Species not covered under domesticated mallards, feral (rock) N/A

pigeon, European starling, and
house sparrow
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4. If active nests are detected during the survey, the Designated Biologist or
Biological Monitor shall monitor all nests with buffers at least once per
week, to determine whether birds are being disturbed. If signs of
disturbance or distress are observed, the Designated Biologist or
Biological Monitor shall immediately implement adaptive measures to
reduce disturbance in coordination with the CPM. These measures could
include, but are not limited to, increasing buffer size, halting disruptive
construction activities in the vicinity of the nest until fledging is confirmed,
or placement of visual screens or sound dampening structures between
the nest and construction activity.

5. If active nests are detected during the survey, the Designated Biologist or
Biological Monitor shall monitor the nest until he or she determines that
nestlings have fledged and dispersed or the nest is no longer active.
Activities that might, in the opinion of the Designated Biologist or
Biological Monitor, disturb nesting activities (e.g., exposure to exhaust),
shall be prohibited within the buffer zone until such a determination is
made.

6. Focused surveys for light-footed clapper rail will be conducted in Magnolia
and Upper Magnolia Marshes by qualified biologists during the breeding
season (March 1 to August 1) immediately preceding the commencement
of construction and demolition activities. If breeding clapper rails are
detected, the CPM will be notified and the project owner will consult with
the USFWS for incidental take authorization, if required.

Verification:  The project owner shall provide notification to the CPM, CDFW, and
USFWS at least 2 weeks prior to initiating surveys for light-footed clapper rail;
notification will include the name and resume of the biologist(s) conducting the surveys
and the timing of the surveys. Prior to the start of any pre-construction site mobilization,
the project owner shall provide the CPM, CDFW, and USFWS a letter-report describing
the findings of the preconstruction nest surveys and the light-footed clapper rail survey,
including the time, date, methods, and duration of the surveys; identity and
gualifications of the surveyor(s); and a list of species observed. If active nests are
detected during the surveys, the reports shall include a map or aerial photo identifying
the location of the nest(s) and shall depict the boundaries of the proposed no
disturbance buffer zone around the nest(s). Additionally, a nest monitoring plan shall be
submitted to the CPM for review and approval. Additional copies shall be provided to
the CDFW and USFWS for review and comment; agency comments on the nest
monitoring plan must be provided to the CPM in a timely manner. If light-footed clapper
rails are documented breeding in Upper Magnolia or Magnolia Marshes, the project
owner will notify the CPM and will consult with the USFWS for incidental take
authorization. Approval of the plan is required before construction may commence. All
impact avoidance and minimization measures related to nesting birds shall be included
in the BRMIMP and implemented. Implementation of the measures shall be reported in
the monthly compliance reports by the Designated Biologist.
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NOISE IMPACT MINIMIZATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING

BIO-9 The project owner shall prepare and implement a Wildlife Noise Monitoring
Plan throughout construction and demolition activities taking place during the
bird breeding season (February 1 to August 31). Sound levels in Upper
Magnolia and Magnolia marshes shall not exceed 8 dBA above ambient
levels or 60 dBA (hourly average Leq), whichever is greater. Ambient levels
will be established prior to initiation of construction and demolition, using the
same methodology that will be used to take noise measurements during
monitoring. The project owner shall document ambient noise conditions at
three locations: the wetland pier in Magnolia Marsh (sound monitoring
location M5), within the marsh (sound monitoring location M6), and an
additional sound monitoring location to be established at the fenceline
between the project site and the western boundary of the Upper Magnolia
Marsh. These and prior noise data will be included in the Wildlife Noise
Monitoring Plan.

Continuous noise monitoring devices will be established at each of the three
(3) noise monitoring locations and will be checked daily by the Biological
Monitor, Designated Biologist, or other monitor as approved by the CPM
under the following conditions:

e During all construction and demolition occurring within 400 feet of the
fenceline separating the project site from Upper Magnolia and Magnolia
Marshes, and

e During all pile driving activities at any location on the project site.

The monitor will review the data from each noise monitoring device daily
during these times and will compare it to the project’s construction schedule
from the time period under review. If the hourly average noise threshold is
exceeded at any of the three (3) monitoring locations, and the exceedance
coincides with noisy project activities, the CPM will be notified immediately
and additional noise reduction techniques shall be implemented as soon as
possible, in coordination with the CPM, to reduce project noise below the
thresholds. Additional noise monitoring will be conducted to verify the
reduction of noise levels below the thresholds. Noise reduction techniques
can include, but are not limited to:

e Temporary noise barriers, sound walls;
e Use of pads or dampers;

e Reduce speed limits;

¢ Replace and update noisy equipment;

e During the nesting season, avoid pile driving or confine pile driving to
areas of the project site furthest from the marshes;

e Moveable task noise barriers;
e Queue trucks to distribute idling noise;
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Locate vehicle access points and loading and shipping facilities away from
the southern and eastern project boundaries;

Reduce the number of noisy construction and demolition activities that
occur simultaneously;

Place noisy stationary construction equipment in acoustically engineered
enclosures or relocate them away from the southern and eastern project
boundaries;

Reorient or relocate construction equipment to minimize noise at the
Magnolia Marsh; and

Perform pile driving with quieter equipment.

Noise monitoring is not required outside of the bird nesting season. During
the bird nesting season, noise monitoring is not required if (1) no pile driving
is occurring anywhere on site, and (2) no construction or demolition activities
are occurring within 400 feet of the fenceline separating the project and the
marshes.

Verification:

No fewer than thirty (30) days prior to the start of construction and

demolition activities, the project owner shall provide the CPM with the final version of
the Wildlife Noise Monitoring Plan as reviewed and approved by the CPM. The project
owner shall implement the approved Wildlife Noise Monitoring Plan during the bird
breeding season (February 1 to August 31) for the duration of construction and
demolition activities, which will include documentation of the hourly average noise levels
(Leq) at each of the three sound monitoring locations during periods of noise
monitoring. Methods, results, and any corrective measures implemented shall be
reported in the monthly compliance reports by the Designated Biologist and submitted
to the CPM, CDFW, and USFWS.
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