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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Keith Winstead

INTRODUCTION

This Final Staff Assessment (FSA) of the Alamitos Energy Center, LLC’s, Supplemental
Application for Certification (13-AFC-01) contains staff's final, independent, objective
evaluation and testimony for the proposed Alamitos Energy Center (AEC), a nominal
1,040-megawatt electrical generating facility. The FSA examines engineering,
environmental, public health, and safety aspects of the proposed AEC 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 evaluating a proposed project and making a
determination on issuing a license, the Energy Commission is the lead state agency
under CEQA and its certified regulatory program functions as a CEQA equivalent
process.

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.

On October 26, 2015, AES Southland Development, LLC (AES) submitted a
Supplemental Application for Certification (SAFC) to the California Energy Commission
for the AEC project. The SAFC replaces the original Application for Certification (AFC)
filed on December 27, 2013.
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PROPOSED PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The AEC would be constructed on the site of the Alamitos Generating Station (AGS), an
existing and operating power plant located at 690 North Studebaker Road in the city of
Long Beach, Los Angeles County, California. The AEC project would be located on an
approximately 21-acre site within the larger 71-acre AGS site. The project site is
approximately 10 to 15 feet above mean sea level. The proposed project site is
bounded to the north by Southern California Edison’s (SCE) Alamitos switchyard and
State Route 22 (East 7th Street); to the east by the San Gabriel River and, beyond that,
the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power Haynes Generating Station; to the
south by the former Plains West Coast Terminals petroleum storage facility and
undeveloped property; and to the west by the Los Cerritos channel, AGS cooling-water
canals, and the residences west of the channel. Land use in the region primarily
includes urban development, industrial areas, undeveloped land, parklands, open
space, and wetlands preserves. The AGS facility was built between 1955 and 1967. The
facility included natural gas/oil, steam-turbine power generating units and was originally
owned and operated by SCE. During the late 1990s, the electric industry was
restructured, and SCE sold most of its generating facilities. In 1998, AES Southland
purchased AGS from SCE.

The project site comprises Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APN) 7237-017-805, 7237-017-
806, 7237-017-807, 7237-017-808, 7237-017-809, 7237-018-807, 7237-018-808, 7237-
019-005 and 7237-019-808, and the construction lay down area consists of 10-acres of
an adjacent parcel to the south (APN 7237-019-006).

The project description in the SAFC for the proposed AEC has changed from what was
described in the AFC filed on December 27, 2013. The revised AEC would be a nominal
1,040-MW, natural-gas-fired, combined-cycle and simple-cycle, air-cooled electrical
generating facility consisting of two power blocks to provide fast starting and stopping,
reliable, and flexible multistage generating resources. Power Block 1 would consist of
two natural-gas-fired combustion turbine generators (CTG) in a combined-cycle
configuration (collectively AEC CCGT), with two unfired heat recovery steam generators
(HRSG), one steam turbine generator (STG), an air-cooled condenser, an auxiliary
boiler, and related ancillary equipment for a nominal 640 MW. Power Block 2 would
consist of four natural gas-fired, simple-cycle CTGs with fin-fan coolers and ancillary
facilities (collectively AEC SCGT) for a nominal 400 MW. The AEC is proposed to use
potable water provided by the city of Long Beach Water Department (LBWD) for
construction, operational process, and sanitary uses. This water would be supplied
through existing onsite potable water lines.

The AEC would interconnect to the existing SCE 230-kilovolt (kV) switchyard adjacent
to the northern side of the property. No new offsite natural gas lines would be necessary
for the project. AEC would be supplied via the existing service pipeline for AGS Units 5
and 6 from the offsite 30-inch-diameter, high-pressure pipeline owned and operated by
Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas). Natural gas compressors, water
treatment facilities, emergency services, and administration and maintenance buildings
would be constructed within the existing site footprint. Storm water would be discharged
into two retention basins and then ultimately to the San Gabriel River via existing storm
water outfalls.
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As described in the SAFC, the AEC CCGT would be located on the southern-most
portion of the AEC site, on the former AGS fuel oil-storage site. AEC CCGT would
include the following principal design elements:

e Two General Electric (GE) 7FA.05 CTGs with a nominal rating of 227 MW each.
The CTGs would be equipped with evaporative coolers on the inlet air system
and dry low oxides of nitrogen (NOx) combustors;

e Two HRSGs with no supplemental firing, each equipped with a selective catalytic
reduction (SCR) unit in the ductwork for the control of NOx emissions, and an
oxidation catalyst to control carbon monoxide (CO) and volatile organic
compound (VOC) emissions;

e One, single-flow, impulse, down-exhaust-condensing STG with a nominal rating
of approximately 229 MW;

e One air-cooled condenser;
e A new natural gas compressor and compressor building for the CCGT;

e One generator step-up (GSU) transformer per each GE 7FA combustion turbine
generator and one for the steam turbine generator; and

e One 230-kV interconnection to the existing SCE switchyard, which is adjacent to
the site.

The AEC SCGT would be located on the northern portion of the AEC site, adjacent to
the San Gabriel River. The AEC SCGT would include the following principal design
elements:

e Four GE Energy LMS 100 PB natural gas-fired CTGs with a nominal rating of
100 MW each;

e Each CTG would be equipped with SCR equipment containing catalysts to
further reduce NOx emissions, and an oxidation catalyst to reduce CO
emissions;

e Auxiliary equipment associated with each CTG would include an inlet-air-filter
house with evaporative cooler, turbine intercooler and associated intercooler
circulating pumps;

e Each pair of CTGs would share one fin-fan heat exchanger and one GSU
transformer;

e A new natural gas compressor and compressor building for the SCGT; and
e One 230-kV interconnection to the existing onsite SCE 230-kV switchyard.

The two power blocks would share the following design elements:

e Direct connection to an existing SoCalGas 30-inch-diameter natural gas pipeline
and metering station;

e Connection to existing onsite municipal and industrial water lines;

e Fire water and suppression systems;
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e A new 1,000-linear-foot process/sanitary wastewater pipeline to the first point of
interconnection with the existing LBWD sewer system at the east end of East
Vista Street in Long Beach;

e An existing storm water retention pond; and

e Water treatment and storage systems.

OFFSITE INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS

The AEC would include a new 1,000 linear-foot process/sanitary wastewater pipeline to
the first point of interconnection with the existing LBWD sewer system and would
eliminate the current practice of treatment and discharge of process/sanitary
wastewater to the San Gabriel River. The upgrading of approximately 4,000 linear feet
of the existing offsite LBWD sewer line downstream of the first point of interconnection
discussed in the SAFC is no longer necessary and has been removed from the project
design.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The applicant’'s SAFC identifies the project’s primary objective to design a project that
provides local area capacity at the existing AGS site. In addition to the primary
objective, these are the basic project objectives:

e Develop a project capable of providing energy, generating capacity, and ancillary
electrical services (voltage support, spinning reserve, inertia) to satisfy Los
Angeles Basin Local Reliability Area requirements and transmission grid support,
particularly in the western subarea of the Los Angeles Basin.

¢ Provide fast starting and stopping, flexible, controllable, generation with the
ability to ramp up and down through a wide range of electrical output to allow the
efficient integration of renewable energy sources into the electrical grid, and
replace older, once-through cooled and less efficient generation.

e Develop on a brownfield power plant site and use existing infrastructure,
including the existing switchyard and related facilities, the SCE switchyard and
transmission facilities, the SoCalGas natural gas pipeline system, the LBWD
water connections, process water supply lines, and existing fire suppression and
emergency service facilities.

e Use qualifying technology under the South Coast Air Quality Management
District’'s Rule 1304(a)(2) exemption that allows for the replacement of older,
less-efficient electric utility steam boilers with specific new generation
technologies on a megawatt-to-megawatt basis (that is, the replacement
megawatts are equal or less than the megawatts from the electric utility steam
boilers).

Staff’s alternatives analysis broadly interprets the applicant’s project objectives to foster

a complete and robust discussion of potential alternatives to the applicant’s proposed
project.
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PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

As required by CEQA staff evaluated a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed
project that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project and would
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. As a starting
point, staff reviewed the alternatives analysis provided by the applicant in the SAFC.
The applicant found that the alternatives considered in the SAFC were either infeasible,
unable to reduce or avoid any adverse environmental impacts, or would not attain most
of the basic objectives of the project; staff concurs with the applicant’'s assessment of
their alternatives. The alternatives considered by staff in the FSA include one off-site
alternative and the no-project alternative. The No-Project Alternative presented in staff's
analysis evaluated a no-build scenario at the project site. Subsequently, the off-site
alternative was eliminated from further consideration as infeasible, while the no-project
alternative was carried forward for further evaluation. Staff also considered “preferred
resources” (energy efficiency, demand response, utility-scale and distributed renewable
generation, and storage) as alternatives to dispatchable natural gas-fired generation
such as the proposed AEC. Staff has not identified a feasible alternative that would be
environmentally superior to the proposed AEC.

PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION

On January 15, 2014, the Energy Commission staff issued a notification of receipt of the
Application for Certification, together with a project description, to property owners
within 1,000 feet of the proposed project and those located within 500 feet of the linear
facilities (such as transmission lines, gas lines and water lines. See California Code of
Regulations Title 20 section 1709.7(a)). These notices informed the public and agencies
of the Commission’s receipt and availability of the Supplemental 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 provided a brief
description of the project, and a link to a Commission-maintained project website
http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/alamitos/index.html

LIBRARIES

On January 15, 2014, the Energy Commission staff also sent copies of the Alamitos
Energy Center AFC to the following libraries:

Long Beach Main Library Los Alamitos-Rossmoor Library
101 Pacific Avenue 12700 Montecito Road

Long Beach, CA 90822 Seal Beach, CA 90740

Long Beach Public Library — Los Altos Brewitt Neighborhood Library
Neighborhood 4036 E. Anaheim

5614 E Britton Drive Long Beach, CA 95801 Long Beach, CA 90804
Bay Shore Neighborhood Library

195 Bay Shore Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90803
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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 engages in continuous public outreach that has included placing
a notice in the April 19, 2014 issue of the Long Beach Press-Telegram and Impacto
USA newspapers announcing the Informational Hearing and Site Visit for this project
that was held on April 29, 2014. The PAO also issued public notices informing the public
of the availability of the project website where the public can obtain more information.
The PAO requested public service announcements at a variety of organizations and
distributed notices informing the public of the Commission’s receipt of the AEC AFC.

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 AEC area. This
correspondence served as an invitation for tribes to consult on the project. Please see
the CULTURAL RESOURCES section of this staff assessment for details of staff's
consultation with Native American tribes to date.

SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS, MITIGATION, AND LORS
COMPLIANCE

Staff concludes that with implementation of staff’'s recommended mitigation measures
described in the conditions of certification, the AEC would comply with all applicable
laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS). Staff also concludes that for all
areas, significant adverse direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts would not occur. In
the technical area of Air Quality, additional information is needed to demonstrate that all
applicable LORS would be met, and all impacts would be mitigated to less than
significant.

The conclusions reached in each technical area (chapter) are summarized in the table
and discussed below. For a detailed review of potentially significant impacts, related
mitigation measures, and LORS compliance, please refer to each chapter of the FSA.
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Executive Summary - Table 1
Summary of Environmental and Engineering Assessment

. . Additional

Technical Area Complies with Im_pacts Information
LORS Mitigated :

Required

Air Quality/Greenhouse gases Yes
Biological Resources Yes Yes No
Cultural Resources Yes Yes No
Facility Design Yes Yes No
Geology and Paleontology Yes Yes No
Hazardous Materials Management Yes Yes No
Land Use Yes Yes No
Noise and Vibration Yes Yes No
Power Plant Efficiency Yes Yes No
Power Plant Reliability N/A N/A No
Public Health Yes Yes No
Socioeconomics Yes Yes No
Soil and Water Resources Yes Yes No
Traffic and Transportation Yes Yes No
Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance Yes Yes No
Transmission System Engineering Yes N/A No
Visual Resources Yes Yes No
Waste Management Yes Yes No
Worker Safety and Fire Protection Yes Yes No

AIR QUALITY/GREENHOUSE GASES

Mitigation for operations would be provided in the form of Regional Clean Air Incentives
Market (RECLAIM) Trading Credits and emission reduction credits to fully mitigate the
project’s emissions of all nonattainment pollutants and their precursors at a minimum
ratio of one-to-one. These mitigation measures are expected to reduce potential
operational impacts of the proposed project to less than significant. However, staff
cannot conclude whether or not the proposed project would comply with all applicable
LORS. The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has not yet
published a Final Determination of Compliance (FDOC) and air quality impacts have not
been fully mitigated because the applicant has not yet identified the source of offset
credits for sulfur dioxide. Once these two items are addressed and assuming the FDOC
contains sufficient information, staff concludes that with the adoption of the proposed
conditions of certification, the AEC would not result in significant air quality related
impacts during project construction or operation, and the project would comply with all
applicable federal, state and SCAQMD air quality LORS.

The applicant expects to operate the proposed gas turbines below an annualized plant
capacity factor of 60 percent. Therefore the proposed AEC would not be considered a
base load facility and the turbines would not be subject to California’s Greenhouse
Gases Emission Performance Standard. The project would emit over 25,000 metric
tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent emissions and therefore would be subject to
mandatory state and federal greenhouse gas reporting and state cap-and-trade
requirements.
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Vegetation in the project area is limited to weedy species and landscaping, and there is
no natural wildlife habitat on site. Rare plants and special-status wildlife are not
expected to occur on the site; however, nearby marshes and other natural areas
support special-status species including the Pacific green sea turtle (federally listed
threatened), Belding’s savannah sparrow (state listed endangered), western snowy
plover (federally listed threatened), California least tern (federally and state listed
endangered), and California brown pelican (state fully protected). Staff concludes that
the project, with implementation of proposed conditions of certification, would comply
with all applicable LORS and direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts would be avoided,
minimized, or mitigated to less than significant levels.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Staff concludes that the proposed AEC could result in significant, direct impacts on
buried archaeological resources, which may qualify as historical or unique
archaeological resources under CEQA. The adoption and implementation of staff's
proposed conditions of certification would ensure that the applicant would be able to
respond quickly and effectively in the event that archaeological resources are found
buried beneath the project site during construction-related ground disturbance, and
ensure the project complies with applicable LORS. In regard to historic built
environment resources, staff concludes that two historical resources are present in the
project area of analysis: the San Gabriel River and Los Cerritos channels. Both are
historic-age engineered structures that figured prominently in regional flood control
management. Staff concludes, however, that the proposed project would not affect
either channel. In regard to ethnographic resources, staff concludes that a tribal cultural
resource, the Puvunga Ceremonial Site Complex, is present in the project area of
analysis. The Puvunga Ceremonial Site Complex is recommended as eligible for the
California Register of Historical Resources under criteria 1-3. However, staff's analysis
concludes that the construction and operation of the proposed project would not have a
direct or indirect impact on this ethnographic tribal cultural resource.

FACILITY DESIGN

Staff has evaluated the proposed engineering LORS, design criteria, and design
methods in the SAFC, and concludes that the design, construction, and eventual
closure of the proposed project would comply with applicable engineering LORS. Staff's
proposed conditions of certification would ensure that AEC is designed and constructed
in accordance with applicable engineering LORS. This would be accomplished through
design review, plan checking, and field inspections that would be performed by the
Delegate Chief Building Official (CBO). Energy Commission staff would audit the CBO
to ensure satisfactory performance.
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GEOLOGY AND PALEONTOLOGY

Staff concludes that the proposed AEC can be designed and constructed in accordance
with all applicable LORS and in a manner that both protects environmental quality and
assures public safety. The site is located in a geologically active area along the right
bank of the San Gabriel River in coastal Southern California that could be subject to
very strong levels of earthquake-related ground shaking. Therefore the effects of this
shaking on structures must be mitigated. In addition to strong seismic shaking, the
project may be subject to soil failure caused by liquefaction and/or dynamic compaction.
A design-level geotechnical investigation required for the project by the California
Building Code and staff's proposed conditions of certification would present standard
engineering design requirements for mitigation of strong seismic shaking, liquefaction
and potential excessive settlement due to dynamic compaction.

While not likely to occur during the project design life, the site is subject to inundation by
tsunami. Sea level rise could exacerbate the potential for inundation. Staff recommends
conditions of certification that would require the applicant to consider potential impacts
from tsunami inundation on facility design and require the applicant to develop a
tsunami hazard mitigation plan for preparedness and evacuation methods that would
ensure public health and safety.

Fossils have not been found in close proximity to the project site. Potential impacts to
paleontological resources due to construction activities are not likely. However if
discovered during construction, they would be mitigated through worker training and
monitoring by qualified paleontologists, as required by staff's proposed conditions of
certification.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT

Staff concludes that the proposed project’s storage and use of hazardous materials at
the site would not present a significant impact to the public and the project would
comply with all applicable LORS. In response to California Health and Safety Code, the
applicant would be required to develop a risk management plan. To ensure the
adequacy of this plan, staff's proposed conditions of certification require that the risk
management plan be submitted for concurrent review by the Long Beach Environmental
Health Bureau and Energy Commission staff. In addition, staff's proposed conditions of
certification require staff review and approval of the risk management plan prior to
delivery of any hazardous materials to the AEC project site. Other proposed conditions
of certification address the issue of the transportation, storage, and use, of aqueous
ammonia and site security.

LAND USE

The proposed project would be consistent with the applicable state and local LORS
pertaining to land use planning, and would not cause a significant land use impact
under the CEQA Guidelines. With the implementation of staff's proposed condition of
certification, the applicant would be required to provide evidence that the project meets
the design standards of the General Industrial Zone District of the Long Beach Zoning
Code.
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NOISE AND VIBRATION

If built and operated in conformance with the proposed conditions of certification, it is
staff's position that AEC would comply with all applicable noise and vibration LORS.
Staff concludes that the project would produce no significant adverse noise impacts
under CEQA guidelines on people within the project area, directly, indirectly, or
cumulatively. Staff recommends conditions of certification addressing worker and
employee protection, measurement and verification that noise performance criteria are
met at project’s noise-sensitive residential receptors, and restrictions on construction
activities (i.e, construction noise restrictions, steam blow restrictions, and pile drive
management). Also, staff's proposed conditions of certification require that nighttime
concrete pouring activities remain within the required noise limits, and provide for a
process of noise complaint investigation and resolution.

POWER PLANT EFFICIENCY

Power Block 1 would be in a combined-cycle configuration with a maximum thermal
efficiency of 56 percent lower heating value (LHV) at maximum full load and average
design conditions. Power Block 2 would be a simple-cycle configuration with a
maximum thermal efficiency of 41 percent LHV at maximum full load at average design
conditions. While the project would consume substantial amounts of energy, it would do
so in a sufficiently efficient manner to satisfy the project’s objectives of providing fast-
ramping capabilities and ancillary load-following services. It would not create significant
adverse effects on energy supplies or resources, would not require additional sources of
energy supply, and would not consume energy in a wasteful or inefficient manner. No
energy standards apply to the project. Staff therefore concludes that the project would
present no significant adverse impacts upon energy resources.

POWER PLANT RELIABILITY

Staff concludes that AEC would be built to operate in a manner consistent with industry
norms for reliable operation and would be able to achieve the equivalent availability
factor of approximately 98 percent predicted in the AFC. (The equivalent availability
factor of a power plant is the percentage of time it is available to generate power,
accounting for both planned and unplanned outages.) No conditions of certification are
proposed for power plant reliability.

PUBLIC HEALTH

Staff has conducted a health risk assessment for the proposed AEC and found no
potentially significant adverse impacts for any receptors, including sensitive receptors.
In arriving at this conclusion, staff notes that its analysis complies with all directives and
guidelines from the California Environmental Protection Agency Office of Environmental
Health Hazard Assessment and the California Air Resources Board. Staff's assessment
is biased towards protection of public health and takes into account the most sensitive
individuals in the population. Using extremely conservative (health-protective) exposure
and toxicity assumptions, staff's analysis demonstrates that members of the public
potentially exposed to toxic air contaminant emissions of this project, including sensitive
receptors such as the elderly, infants, and people with pre-existing medical conditions,
would not experience any acute or chronic significant health risk or any significant
cancer risk as a result of that exposure.
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Staff incorporated every conservative assumption called for by state and federal
agencies responsible for establishing methods for analyzing public health impacts. The
results of that analysis indicate that there would be no direct or cumulative significant
public health impact on any population in the area. Therefore staff concludes that
construction and operation of the AEC would comply with all applicable LORS regarding
long-term and short-term project impacts in the area of public health.

SOCIOECONOMICS

Staff concludes that construction and operation of the AEC would not cause significant
direct, indirect, or cumulative adverse socioeconomic impacts on the project area’s
housing, schools, law enforcement services, or parks. Staff also concludes the project
would not induce a substantial population growth or displacement of population, or
induce substantial increases in demand for housing, parks, or law enforcement
services. Staff's proposed conditions of certification would ensure project compliance
with applicable LORS (i.e., school and police facility impact fees).

SOIL AND WATER RESOURCES

Staff concludes that the proposed project would not have significant impacts on water
quality and supply, and would comply with applicable LORS with the implementation of
staff's proposed conditions of certification. The AEC proposes to use potable water
during construction at an annual rate not to exceed approximately 22-acre-feet per year
(AFY) (about 100 AF total) and 130 AFY for process and sanitary uses during operation.
Once the Alamitos Generating Station ceases operation, after completion of
construction of the AEC, the reduction in potable water use would be about 272 AFY,
which would result in additional supplies for other beneficial uses.

Although the project would reduce potable water use relative to baseline conditions,
staff conducted additional analysis to evaluate whether reclaimed water from nearby
wastewater treatment plants or the city of Long Beach could be used as an alternative
supply. Staff concluded that due to the small volume of water needed for operation, long
distances to treatment plants and the nearest interconnection to the city’s reclaimed
water distribution system, it would be economically infeasible to use reclaimed water at
this time. The AEC would include use of air cooled condensers for cooling of the steam
cycle. This technology significantly reduces the potential for use of other water supplies
and is encouraged in accordance with the Energy Commission’s water policy.
Development of alternative water supplies for remaining industrial uses does not appear
to be feasible. Staff believes the project water use is consistent with Energy
Commission water policy.

In addition, the project would use a number of systems to reuse wastewater and reduce
wastewater volume. The proposed project would result in a reduction of 0.24 million
gallons per day (mgd) in industrial wastewater discharge to the San Gabriel River and
ultimately the Pacific Ocean and a similarly proportional decrease in pollutant loading
associated with industrial wastewater, which would improve the water quality in the
ocean and the Alamitos Bay.

The proposed project is located in Zone X and is separated from the 100-year flood
stage (flood with a 1 percent probability of occurrence in any year) by at least six feet.
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Recent Energy Commission studies show the project site and vicinity to be at increased
risk of flooding due to relative sea level rise. However the proposed site would be
sufficiently above sea level to ensure power plant reliability. Even with high-end
estimates of relative sea-level rise of 61 centimeters (2.0 feet) by 2050 (relative to
2000), the site would still be about 4.0 feet above the current (2012) 100-year
floodplain.

TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION

Staff concludes that the proposed project would comply with all applicable LORS and
impacts on the transportation system would be less than significant with the
implementation of staff's proposed conditions of certification. Conditions are proposed
to require the applicant to comply with applicable local and state agency requirements
for vehicle size and weights, vehicle licensing, truck routes, and other applicable
limitations, and to obtain all necessary permits for roadway use and encroachment. In
addition, the applicant would be required to prepare and implement a traffic control plan
to minimize the project’s effects on the levels of service of impacted roadways.

In regard to aviation safety, conditions of certification are proposed to require the
applicant to notify the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) prior to the use of tall
construction equipment at the site and to install aviation warning marking and lighting on
any construction equipment as required by FAA regulations. A condition of certification
is proposed to require the applicant to request that the FAA implement various
notifications advising pilots of the location of the power plant and the potential aviation
hazards associated with thermal plumes, and to avoid direct overflight of the facility,
consistent with the FAA’s Aeronautical Information Manual.

TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE

The applicant proposes to build two new single-circuit or double-circuit 230-kilovolt (kV)
lines to connect the proposed AEC to the existing California Independent System
Operator (California 1ISO)-operated and SCE-owned 230-kV substation located within
the AGS site. The proposed lines would lie entirely within the boundaries of the AGS
site and no offsite lines would be necessary. Since the proposed 230-kV lines would be
operated within the SCE service area, they would be designed, constructed, operated,
routed, and maintained according to SCE’s guidelines for line safety and field
management which conform to applicable LORS. The proposed lines would lie within
the boundaries of an existing, operating, power plant that would cease operations once
AEC construction is complete. Since this is an existing power plant site and the
connecting transmission lines would be short in length with no nearby residences, there
would be no potential for the residential electric and magnetic field exposures, which
have been of some health concern. With staff's proposed conditions of certification, any
safety and nuisance impacts from construction and operation of the proposed line would
be less than significant.
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TRANSMISSION SYSTEM ENGINEERING

The proposed project facilities from the generator to the interconnection with the SCE
Alamitos switchyard, including the step-up transformer, the project switchyards, the 230-
kV overhead transmission line, and the termination are acceptable, in accordance with
good utility practices, and would comply with LORS. Staff expects the California 1ISO will
find the AEC project to be substantially unchanged from the existing AGS plant and to
have no significant impacts on the existing transmission system. The applicant has
requested exemption from the California ISO generator interconnection study process in
accordance with section 25.1 of the California ISO tariff which allows the California ISO
to exempt a generator from the interconnection queue study process if the new
generator is found to be substantially unchanged from the generator it replaces. The
applicant is expected to submit the California ISO study report allowing exemption
before staff publishes the Final Staff Assessment.

VISUAL RESOURCES

The proposed project would be constructed at the site of the existing Alamitos
Generating Station. Staff did not identify significant visual resources impacts at three of
the four critical offsite viewpoints, referred to as key observation points or KOPs, used in
the analysis. Impacts at the fourth, KOP 4, were found to be less than significant with
mitigation. Staff evaluated the potential effects of the long-term schedule for the
proposed construction of the AEC. Staff concludes that construction and commissioning
activities would not substantially degrade the existing visual character and quality of the
site and its surroundings. In addition, staff analyzed the potential for lighting of the
project site and structures during construction, commissioning, and operation to create
new sources of substantial light or glare. Staff proposes conditions of certification to
reduce potential effects of lighting and glare on nighttime and daytime views to less than
significant.

The project site is in the state’s Coastal Zone. Section 30251 of the California Coastal
Act requires that the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas be considered and
protected as resources of public importance. Permitted development must be sited and
designed to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas where
feasible. The applicant has indicated that a landscape design plan would be prepared
for the AEC prior to commencement of construction. The plan would provide details as
to how the project owner intends to enhance visual quality at the project site. Staff
proposes a condition of certification to require preparation of landscaping plans prior to
project implementation to satisfy the requirements of the city of Long Beach’s South
East Area Development and Improvement Plan Specific Plan, the certified local coastal
program for this area of the state.

September 2016 1-13 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY



WASTE MANAGEMENT

The proposed project would be located on 21-acres within the existing Alamitos
Generating Station. The AGS site is a highly disturbed brownfield site that requires
remediation. AES, the current property owner, or Southern California Edison, the
previous owner, would ensure that impacted or contaminated areas on the AEC site are
remediated where necessary. The applicant would also implement a Soil Management
Plan to provide guidance for proper identification, handling, disposal, and containment
of contaminated soil during demolition, construction and ground-disturbing activities.
The AEC project’s proposed waste management methods and mitigation measures,
along with the proposed conditions of certification and demolition waste recycling and
diversion requirements, would ensure that wastes generated by the proposed project
would not result in a significant impact to local waste management and disposal
facilities.

WORKER SAFETY AND FIRE PROTECTION

Staff concludes that with the implementation of proposed conditions of certification there
would be adequate levels of worker safety and fire protection, and the proposed project
would comply with the applicable LORS. Staff recommends the applicant provide a
Project Construction Safety and Health Program and a Project Operations and
Maintenance Safety and Health Program to set forth the procedures to ensure worker
safety and fire protection at the AEC. Staff confirmed that the Long Beach Fire
Department would have the continued ability to provide emergency response for fires,
hazardous materials spills, rescue, and routine code inspections during the construction
and operation of the AEC.

CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

Preparation of a cumulative impact analysis is required under CEQA. In the CEQA
Guidelines, “a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of
the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing
related impacts” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15130(a)(1)). Cumulative impacts must be
addressed if the incremental effect of a project, combined with the effects of other
projects is “cumulatively considerable” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, 815130(a)(2)). Such
incremental effects are to be “viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects” (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, 815164(b)(1)). Together, these projects comprise the cumulative scenario
which forms the basis of the cumulative impact analysis.

CEQA also states that both the severity of impacts and the likelihood of their occurrence
are to be reflected in the discussion, “but the discussion need not provide as great detail
as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion of
cumulative impacts shall be guided by standards of practicality and reasonableness,
and shall focus on the cumulative impact to which the identified other projects contribute
rather than the attributes of other projects which do not contribute to the cumulative
impact” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, 8§15130(b)).
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DEFINITION OF THE CUMULATIVE PROJECT SCENARIO

Cumulative impacts analysis is intended to identify past, present, and probable future
actions that are closely related either in time or location to the project being considered,
and consider how they have harmed or may harm the environment. Most of the projects
on the Master Cumulative Project List presented in Executive Summary Table 2 have,
are, or will be required to undergo their own independent environmental reviews under
CEQA. Staff created the AEC Master Cumulative Project List by contacting planning
staff with the city of Long Beach, reviewing proposed project information from other
agencies, including the cities of Cypress, Huntington Beach, Los Alamitos, Paramount,
and Seal Beach, as well as the California Department of Transportation and the
CEQAnet database.

Under CEQA, there are two acceptable and commonly used methodologies for
establishing the cumulative impact setting or scenario: the “list approach” and the
“projections approach.” The first approach would use a “list of past, present, and
probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit.
14, 815130(b)(1)(A)). The second approach is to use a “summary of projections
contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior
environmental document which has been adopted or certified, which described or
evaluated regional or area wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact.” (Cal.
Code Regs., tit. 14, 815130(b)(1)(B)). This FSA uses the “list approach” for purposes of
state law to provide a tangible understanding and context for analyzing the potential
cumulative effects of the proposed project. All projects used in the cumulative impacts
analyses for this FSA are listed in the cumulative projects table (Executive Summary
Table 2), and locations are shown on Executive Summary Figure 1.

APPROACH TO CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

This FSA evaluates cumulative impacts within the analysis of each resource area,
following three steps:

e Define the geographic scope of cumulative impact analysis for each discipline,
based on the potential area within which impacts of the AEC could combine with
those of other projects.

e Evaluate the effects of the AEC in combination with past and present (existing)
projects within the area of geographic effect defined for each discipline.

e Evaluate the effects of the AEC with foreseeable future projects that occur within
the area of geographic effect defined for each discipline.
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Executive Summary Table 2
AEC Master List of Cumulative Projects

Distance
ID# | Project Name Project Description Location to AEC Status
(Miles)
Existing units to remain operational during
AEC construction. After construction of the
AEC, decommissioning of AGS is
Alamitos expected as the means to comply with the |690 N.
Generating state’s once-through-cooling policy. Studebaker
1 Station (AGS) Based on a memorandum of Rd., Long 02 Unknown
Units 1 through 6 |understanding with the City of Long Beach
Beach, demolition of the existing Units 1—
6 is to occur at a currently unknown time in
the future,
Synergy intends to establish a mitigation
bank and wetlands habitat restoration area [Between the
on the Synergy Oil Field. The mitigation |Pacific Coast
Los Cerritos bank would cover 76 acres. Restored Highway
Wetlands wetlands would cover 72 acres of the 152-|(PCH), Los
2 Conceptual acre Synergy Oil Field. Projectincludes  |Cerritos 0.2 Environmental
Restoration Plan |construction of public access Channel, ’ Review
and Mitigation improvements. Synergy would remove Studebaker
Bank approximately 37 oil wells from the Rd., and 2nd
restoration area. It would conduct oll St., Long
production activities, including drilling of 70 [Beach
new oil wells.
BESS project at the AGS to include three
100 MW containment buildings,
constructed in sequential phases from
east to west. Each would contain two
Alamitos battery storage levels, electrical controls, North side of
Generating Station|and HVAC units. Construction proposed to AEC project
3 |Battery Energy start 3rd quarter 2019, after major site, Long 0.3 Planning Phase
Storage System |mechanical completion of the AEC CCGT Bea'ch
(BESS) power block, with completion of the first
100-MW building planned for late 2020.
The second and third 100-MW buildings to
then be constructed and operational in
2021/2022.
Multiple
This project has been recognized to locations
J , along the Los
produce significant noise and ground Alamitos
disturbance. Project involves construction a
. . ; A Channel
Alamitos Barrier  |and operation of up to 20 injection wells, between San
4 |Improvement four monitoring wells, and four Gabriel River 0.4 Planning Phase
Project piezometers along the existing alignment | dorado Dr '
of the Alamitos Barrier. The project will be El dora '
and Canoe
conducted under Orange County Water Brook Dr
District Contract # AB-2014-1. "
Orange
County
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Distance

ID# | Project Name Project Description Location to AEC Status
(Miles)
Los Angeles Dept. Add_|t|on of six LMS100 S|mple' cycle gas
turbines and two emergency diesel-
of Water and T 6801 2nd St., .
5 Power Haynes povyered gen'ergtors. PI’OjeCt' isa Long Beach 0.6 Operational
Generating Station stationary emission source with active
emission permit.
Project
Alamitos Bay Improvements to the bridge are needed to gIOCS:Z?r?t(t)Ze
6 Bridge enhance the safety of the structure and to Channel on 0.9 Environmental
Improvement maintain the level of service. Project could Pacific Coast ' Review
Project result in new bridge.
Hwy., Long
Beach
Demolition of the existing Seaport Marina
Hotel and construction of a commercial
center totaling approximately 250,000 sq ft
. 6400 E
of retail and restaurant space and a three- Pacific Coast Environmental
7 |PCH and 2nd level enclosed parking structure. The H Lon 0.9 Review
proposed commercial structures would be B;Vgé’h 9
one- and two- story buildings with a
maximum height of 35 feet. The project is
on a 10.93-acre site.
I-405 Improvement Project would add one 1-405
CalTrans #12, San|general purpose lane in each direction on
) . between SR-
Diego Freeway I- [I-405 from Euclid Street to the 1-605 .
8 . 73 and 1-605, 1.0 Planning Phase
405 Improvement |interchange, plus add a tolled Express
. . S Costa Mesa,
Project Lane in each direction of I-405 from SR- Seal Beach
73 t0 SR-22 East.
Orange County Sanitation District Fggﬁzvrsi hts-
proposes to rehabilitate and/or replace gf-wa 9
entire lengths of the Orange Western Sub- (stree)t/s and
Trunk, Los Alamitos Sub-trunk, Westside easements)
Relief Interceptor, and the Seal Beach A
I . S o in cities of La
Rehabilitation of  |Interceptor regional pipelines. In addition Palma
9 Western Regional [to pipeline and manhole replacement Buena'Park 13 Environmental
Sewers, Project  |and/or rehabilitation, project includes CVDress ' ) Review
No. 3-64 rehabilitation/replacement of the Westside ypress,
; ; . Anaheim, Los
Pump Station force main, reconstruction of :
. . Alamitos,
the Westside Pump Station wet well, and
X . Seal Beach,
construction of a new vent line from the
and
wet well to the downstream manhole or .
. community of
construction of an odor control scrubber. R
0SSmoor.
Renovate the existing Marina facilities and
enhance existing recreational boating Alamitos Ba
facilities in the Marina. The project Marina Y
encourages boating use by providing adiacent to
Alamitos Bay upgraded ADA-compliant facilities, )
. . and
10 Marina upgraded restrooms, and dredged basins northwest of 13 Under
Rehabilitation to ensure safe navigation. Project would the mouth of ) Construction
Project provide longer average slip lengths. The
o S ! the San
existing 1,967 slips in Basins 1 through 7 . .
S Gabriel River,
would be replaced by 1,646 slips in these
Long Beach

Basins, at a loss of approximately 321

slips.
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Distance

ID# | Project Name Project Description Location to AEC Status
(Miles)
Construct single-family homes and open Areg south of
Marina Dr.
Ocean Place space park on about 11 acres (6-acre
. . between 1st :
11 |Residential park). Approval of proposed 32 lots St and San 1.6 Planning Phase
Development merged into a single lot for overnight .b il Ri
lodging Gabriel River,
' Long Beach
The lagoon is an approximately 11.7-acre |Southeast
tidal water body that is connected to portion of
Alamitos Bay and the ocean through an |Long Beach,
underground tidal culvert to Marine northwest of
Colorado Lagoon |Stadium. Project is to create habitat that |San Gabriel
: ; . Under
12 |Restoration can successfully establish and support River mouth, 1.9 .
. : . DA Construction
Project native plant and animal communitiesin  |and upstream
the long term, implement long-term water |from Marine
quality control measures, and enhance  |Stadium and
the Lagoon’s value as a recreational Alamitos Bay,
resource. Long Beach
Leeway Sailing Rebuild Leeway Sailing Center with 5,300 (5437 E
13 |Center Pierand |sq ft of office and facilities, and 3,200 sq ft |Ocean Blvd., 2.0 Planning Phase
Dock D3 of boat storage. Long Beach
Project involves destroying three wells that
have reached the end of their lifespans
. . Near Case
Sunset Gap and constructing six new wells. New wells
o : : Rd. and Under
14 |Monitoring Well |will be installed on the Naval Weapons 2.5 .
: ) : . |Bolsa Ave., Construction
Project Station Seal Beach. Only off-site work is Seal Beach
destruction of two wells to the south in
Huntington Beach.
Demolition of the existing Belmont Pool
complex (the njdoo][ and olutdoor features) 4000 East
Belmont Pool gnd construction of a replacement Olympic Under
15 R indoor/outdoor pool complex. Spectator 2.7 :
Revitalization . . Plaza, Long Construction
seating for approximately 3,500 people
o Beach
through a combination of permanent and
portable seating.
Conversion of the Immanuel Community
Church into a senior housing project
consisting of 24 independent low- or very-
low-income senior dwelling units, a
Safran Senior manager's unitand associated 3215E. 3rd Under
16 X : amenities/common areas in 31,006 sq ft of |St., Long 3.1 :
Housing Project L Construction
floor area. Project includes demo of the |Beach
existing single-family home and detached
garage at 304 Obispo Avenue, for
construction of a surface parking lot to
serve the project.
Sunset / Edinger Ave
Huntington Harbor|The City of Huntington Beach and the 9 '
. . and Sunset
Maintenance County of Orange are responsible for Under
17 . ) . Way, 3.2 .
Dredging and proposed Maintenance Dredging and ! Construction
. . . - Huntington
Waterline Waterline Installation project components. Beach

Installation Project
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Distance

ID# | Project Name Project Description Location to AEC Status
(Miles)
Replacing and adding new buildings to the
Los Alamitos existing facility on an 18-acre site, 3751 Katella
. including constructing two four-story Under
18 |Medical Center ; o . Ave., Los 3.2 .
o hospital buildings. Planned in three phases . Construction
Specific Plan ; L : . Alamitos
with anticipated construction period of 25
years.
City of Long Beach is seeking a transfer of
land under the Base Realignment and
. Closure (BRAC) program (or a transition
City of Long of surplus military property to civilian 3800 East
Beach East ! . X . g
19 |20 . uses); the project is also subject to Willow St., 3.7 Completed
Division Police . . .
Substation env[ronmental review under the National |Long Beach
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (to be
reviewed and approved by the U.S.
Department of the Army).
Humboldt Dr.
bridge, west
. of Humboldt
nggﬂg:sgdge Maintenance activities on the existing Dr. and
20 . Humboldt Drive bridge to restore the Wimbledon 3.8 Planning Phase
Maintenance . . . - .
. integrity of its original design. Lane
Project . .
intersection,
Huntington
Beach
Project includes two components: a senior Northeast
. X . corner of
residential community and Katella Ave
21 |Barton Place commercial/retail improvements along ' 3.8 Planning Phase
X S and
Katella Ave. It includes the subdivision of E .
the site into nine separate lots nterprise
) Dr., Cypress
Analyzes environmental impacts
associated with a proposal to permit the
establishment of a Tree Trimming and 16380
Tennis Estates Management Plan for the Tennis Estates ;
o - ; Wimbledon
Tree Trimming Homeowners Association property in the Under
22 ; Lane, 3.9 .
and Management |Coastal Zone. Addresses maintenance ; Construction
Huntington
Plan and management procedures of trees that
; ) ; Beach
have provided heronry functions for birds
protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act.
16926 Park
23 Rofael Marina and |Construction of marina on a 6,179 sq ft Ave., 3.9 Under
Caretaker Facility |property. Huntington ' Construction
Beach
Amend the city's zoning map on the
project site to allow the development of a {3901 Warner
Harmony Cove : . )
. 23-boat slip marina, an eating and Ave., .
24 |Marina L . - - ! 4.4 Planning Phase
drinking establishment with outdoor dining |Huntington
Development .
area and alcoholic beverage sales, and |Beach

ancillary uses to the marina.
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Distance

ID# | Project Name Project Description Location to AEC Status
(Miles)
Project involves construction of three
industrial buildings on an approximately  |Southeast
. . 25-acre site with a paved surface parking |corner of
Pacific Pointe East lot. Buildings would have an open floor Lakewood
25 |Development X : N . 4.6 Planning Phase
Project plan and are mt_ended for light mdu_strlal, Blvd. and
light manufacturing, warehouse, office, Conant St.,
and/or research and developmentland |Long Beach
uses.
General plan amendment and zoning map
amendment to change existing
designations to Residential Medium High
. . Density on a 2.5 acre site. Development of (16911 Airport
Airport Circle L7 S :
) . the site includes 45 condominium Circle,
26 |[Residential L ; ; 4.9 Plan Check
Project subd|y|5|on and assc_)mated open space. |Huntington
The site layout consists of 8 detached Beach
three-story buildings with four to eight
attached dwelling units. Units are
approximately 1,250-1,940 sq ft.
925 East Pacific  |Demoalition or rehabilitation of the existing |925-945 E.
Coast Highway |project site building for the purposes of Pacific Coast .
21 Lease Acquisition |blight removal. The project site totals Hwy., Long 4.9 Planning Phase
Project 15,795 sq ft (about 0.36 acre). Beach
Bound by
Carson St. on
Based on 2009 project description from  [the north, the
addendum to the final Environmental Airport south
Impact Report (EIR): Revised project to and
include up to approximately 3.75 million sq |[southwest,
28 gg;glﬂa; Ilzrac:jkect ft of commercial/light industrial uses Lakewood 5.0 Cor?srt]rciljirtion
(research and development uses), Blvd. on the
250,000 sq ft of retail uses, and a hotel east, and
with 400 rooms. 10 acres of open space |Lakewood
planned. The site covers 261 acres. Country Club
Golf Course
on the west.
3828
29 Douglas Park Construction of three new industrial Schaufele 50 Under
Medical Office buildings with new parking stalls. Ave., Long ’ construction
Beach
Construction of 347 single-family units, a (4884
community pool and clubhouse, and over |Brightwater Under
30 |Brightwater 37 acres for habitat restoration and trails. |Dr., 5.1 construction
105.3 acres of the upper bench portion of [Huntington
the Bolsa Chica mesa. Beach
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Distance

ID# | Project Name Project Description Location to AEC Status
(Miles)
Construction of 113-unit multi-family
apartment complex on the 0.67-acre site.
Project would include a single structure
consisting of eight levels (one
subterranean level and seven
_ aboveground levels). Bottom three levels |>g7 E .
31 [207 Seaside Way \would provide 144 on-site parking spaces. |Seaside Way | 5.2 Environmental
Project Apartment structure would be 85 feet Long Beach Review
above the East Seaside Way grade.
Apartment units would include a mix of
studios, and one- and two-bedroom
configurations. Amenities include a cafe,
fithess center, retail space, and a lobby.
Project would improve three abutting
Urban Village on parcels with a five-story building containing({1081 Long
32 Lon Beac% 129 condominium units and 175 parking |Beach Blvd., 5.3 Planning Phase
9 stalls located in an integrated five-level Long Beach
parking garage.
Construct 42,000 sq ft of ground floor
1235 Long Beach |commercial space, 186 senior rental 1235 Long
33 |Boulevard Mixed- |housing units, and 170 condominium Beach Blvd., 5.3 Complete
Use Project units. Requires demo of two existing Long Beach
commercial buildings.
West side of
Graham St.,
Includes 111 single family residences, 23 south of
Warner Ave.,
acres of preserved, restored and
along East
enhanced open space, 1.6-acre
. neighborhood park, public trails, creation Garden .
34 |Parkside Estates AN ' Grove 5.3 Planning Phase
of a water quality treatment system that .
. Wintersburg
will treat over 25% of the dry-weather flow
Flood
from Slater watershed that currently flows
; Channel
untreated to Bolsa Chica and the ocean.
17221,
Huntington
Beach
Oceanaire Construction of a 216-unit multi- 150 West Under
35 family/mixed-use apartment complex on  |Ocean Blvd., 5.3 .
Apartment . Construction
the 1.76-acre site. Long Beach
Pine Square ' _ . 250-270
Theater Conversion of movie theater into 69 L Under
36 . . . . Pacific Ave., 54 :
Conversion to residential apartment units. Construction
: . Long Beach
Residential
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Distance

ID# | Project Name Project Description Location to AEC Status
(Miles)
Downtown
Long Beach
on 15.87
acres.
Separated
Construction of new City Hall, new Port :;ts()cgntinuous
Building for Harbor Department Is
administration, new and relocated Main parce I
37 New Civic Center |Library, redeveloped Lincoln Park, ggzﬁ(rjaegby 55 Under
Project residential development, and commercial 3rd St to ' Construction
mixed use development. Includes north 'Pacific
demolition of the former Long Beach A t t
Courthouse. ve. 1o east,
Magnolia
Ave. to west,
and Ocean
Blvd. to
south., Long
Beach
Construction of a 23,330 sq ft addition to
an existing 166,447 sq ft aquarium. The
Aquarium of the  |project will be designed and built to the 100
38 Pacific "Pacific U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership [Aquarium 56 Under
Visions" in Energy and Environmental Design Way, Long ’ Construction
Expansion (LEED) Gold standards with “add- Beach
alternate” design plans to bring the project
to Platinum status if funding is available.
Construction of a 95-unit multi-family 442 West .
39 442 W. Ocean_ apartment complex on the 24,000 sq ft Ocean Blvd., 5.6 Enwron_mental
Boulevard Project | Review
site. Long Beach
Remodel and upgrade the shopping
Cypress Village center. Project incl_udes: demolition of 9515—9575 Environmental
40 Shopping Center 6,982 sq ft of retail area, exterior facade [Valley View 5.7 Review
remodel of existing buildings, and St., Cypress
improvements to existing parking lot.
Project includes three development
options, a Residential Option and two
Golden Shore Hotel Options, and all would be entitled ~ [6-9 Golden _
41 |\aster Plan through the city of Long Beach. The option [Shore, Long 5.9 Planning Phase
ultimately constructed would be selected [Beach
based on market conditions prevailing at
the time entitlement is complete.
Proposed to establish a community
oriented anchor use within the Beach and )
Edinger Corridors Specific Plan by 6856 Edinger
42 |Edinger Walmart |0ccupying existing 100,865-sq ftvacant ~ |AVe, 5.9 Complete
retail building within existing commercial guntlﬂgton
eac

center. Exterior building improvements
include new paint and new primary entry

doors.
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Distance

ID# | Project Name Project Description Location to AEC Status
(Miles)
Create 64-acre park from Cesar E. Chavez
Park to Drake Park and Loma Vista Park.
Two new soccer fields are part of the Along lower
project. Work primarily consists of Los Angeles
demolition and grading, installation of Riverin Long
drainage system, basketball court, Beach to link
43 |Prake Park Soccer|synthetic soccer field, constructing Cesar E. 5.9 Under
Field Portland cement concrete infrastructure, |Chavez Park Construction
installing asphalt paving, park furnishings, [t0 Drake Park
lighting and electrical, prefabricated and Loma
restroom installation, underground water, |Vista Park,
sewer pipelines, electrical service, and Long Beach.
landscape irrigation for approximate 8-acre
site.
Replace Shoemaker Bridge over the Los
Angeles River with a new bridge located
south of the existing bridge. Alternative 1
(no build), alternative 2 (re-purpose Southern end
Shoemaker Bridge existing bridge for non-motorized of I-710,
transportation and recreational use, and  |bisected by Environmental
44 |Replacement . . . 5.9 .
Project aIternatlye 3 (remova}l of existing bridge). qu Angeles Review
Alternatives 2 and 3 include street River, Long
improvements along West Shoreline Dr., [Beach
3rd St., 6" St., 7" St., Ocean Blvd., and
Broadway Ave. NOP was published April
of 2016.
East of
Construct 47 detached single-family Walker St.
Mackay Place homes around a central street system. and Delong .
45 Ispecific Plan |Demolish all on-site buildings, parking  |St. 6.0 | Planning Phase
lots, and grass and landscaped areas. intersection,
Cypress
Four-story with lofts apartment building:
510 dwelling units, 25,815 sq. ft. public
open space, 55,396 sq. ft. private open 7262 Edinger
Monogram .
space, and approximately 5,097 sq. ft. Ave.,
46 |Apartments leasi i d dasixlevel |Huntinaton 6.2 Plan Check
(formerly Pedigo) easing office wrapped aroun g
862-space parking structure. (5 parcels Beach
located at the SW corner of Edinger Ave
and Gothard St.)
385 luxury residential units in five 7400 Center
47 Huntington Beach |residential stories, located above Ave., 6.3 Under
Lofts approximately 10,000 square feet of Huntington ’ Construction
street level retail and commercial uses. Beach
Modify existing cement import facility,
including construction of four, 10,000-
Mitsubishi Cement |metric-ton storage and truck-loading silos; .
" L . 1150 Pier F
Facility upgrade existing facilities and ship .
48 ) ) . ) . Ave., Long 6.4 Planning Phase
Modification unloading equipment; and modify Beach
Project operating permit issued by South Coast

Air Quality Management District for the
facility.
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Distance

ID# | Project Name Project Description Location to AEC Status
(Miles)
Project is a chassis facility for the
distribution, storage and maintenance of
Pacific Crane chassis used to move cargo containers.
Maintenance Facility components include: ingress and {1402 Pier B
49 |Company Chassis|egress gates, admin and staff trailers, on- |St., Long 6.4 Planning Phase
Support Facility  |site parking spaces and designated areas |Beach
Project for chassis storage, chassis maintenance,
parts/miscellaneous storage, and tire
support.
. . . 7461 Edinger
The Boardwalk Construction of 487 d\_/vellmg units and Ave.. Under
50 14,500 sq ft commercial area. First two ! 6.4 .
(Murdy Commons) Huntington Construction
phases have opened for occupancy.
Beach
Planning Commission approved General
Plan Amendment No. 10-001, Zoning Text
Amendment No. 10-001, and Site Plan
Review No. 10-001 for The Village at Bella
Terra-Costco Wholesale, facilitating
development of a regional commercial big-
box retail with gasoline service station and
a mixed-use retail and residential project.
Construction of 154,113 sq ft Costco .
. Wholesale store with tire sales/installation 7777 Edinger
The Village at . L |Ave.,
51 center, 16-pump gas station, and addition ! 6.6 Completed
Bella Terra . Huntington
of two elevators on west side of the
. . . . Beach
existing public parking structure. Project
includes 467 multi-family residential units
within four-story building along with
approximately 13,500 sq ft of residential
amenities, 17,500 sq ft of mixed-use retail
and restaurant uses; additional 12,000 sq
ft of freestanding retail and restaurants
and a 1,920 sq ft pavilion building within
landscaped greenbelt area.
The Gerald Desmond Bridge Replacement
Project will provide three lanes in each Gerald
Gerald Desmond |, 7". ) .
; direction to improve traffic flow, emergency|Desmond
Bridge . . ; Under
52 lanes on both sides to reduce traffic delays|Bridge, Port 7.0 :
Replacement Construction
; and safety hazards, and 205 feet of of Long
Project .
vertical clearance to accommodate the Beach
world's largest, "greener" vessels.
Riverwalk .
Residential Construction of 131 detached single family 4747 Daisy .
53 Ave., Long 7.8 Planning Phase
Development homes on lots.
. Beach
Project
Develop a 3.3-acre lot with a neighborhood
park. Proposed improvements would
include a regulation soccer field with lights, 4951 Oregon Environmental
54 |Oregon Park a tot lot, group picnic area, walking path  |Ave., Long 8.0 Review
and prefabricated restrooms. A total of 42 |Beach

parking spaces would be added and a
portion of the public right of way.
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ID #

Project Name

Project Description

Location

Distance
to AEC
(Miles)

Status

55

North Village
Center
Redevelopment
Project

Project involves redeveloping an
approximately 6.3-acre site in Long Beach.
Project is a mixed-use “village center” with
the following primary components: up to
61 units of multi-family housing in a mix of
row houses, courtyard units, and units
built atop ground floor non-residential
space; up to 36,000 sq ft of commercial
retail space, including restaurant space,
oriented primarily toward Atlantic Avenue,
and; a public library and community center
totaling 30,000 sq ft fronting Atlantic
Avenue on the east block. A General Plan
Amendment and Zoning Ordinance
Amendment would be required to allow the
proposed mix of uses and density.
Parking for the project's residential
components of the project would be
provided as follows: two spaces per
residential unit, and; guest parking to be
provided through shared parking with the
retail and institutional spaces based on the
results of a shared parking analysis. The
commercial components of the project
would be parked at the shopping center
standard of five spaces per 1,000 sq ft.

Bounded by
South St.,
Linden Ave.,
59th St., and
Lime Ave,
Long Beach

8.1

In Progress

56

Weber Metals
Large Press
Expansion

Proposed project includes expansion of
the existing facility through installation of a
new 60,000 ton forging press on the
property. This proposed building would
require an 85-foot deep excavation pit to
house the press and a 65-foot high main
roof to accommodate the height of the
press.

16706
Garfield Ave.,
Paramount

8.9

Planning Phase

57

Huntington Beach
Energy Project

The 2014 Energy Commission licensed
project is a natural gas fired, combined
cycle, air-cooled 939-MW electrical
generating facility. Project would require
demolition of existing power plant and
construction of project. The 2015 Petition
to Amend the 2014 licensed project is a
natural gas-fired, combined-cycle and
simple-cycle, air-cooled 844-MW electrical
generating facility.

Huntington
Beach
Generating
Station,
Huntington
Beach

10.9

Licensed 2014.
Demo in process
with project
completion 7.5
years later in the
third quarter of
2022.

PTA license
submitted to
Energy
Commission is
currently under
review. Demo
started in the first
quarter of 2016
with project
completion
estimated 10
years later in the
fourth quarter of
2025.
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Distance
ID# | Project Name Project Description Location to AEC Status
(Miles)

U.S Government, . . ) . 5901 E 7th
Stationary emission source with active

AQ-1 |Veterans Affairs emission permit St., Long 1.4 Active
Medical Center P Beach
Trend Offset Stationary emission source with active 3722 Catalina
AQ-2 |Printing Services, ronary emis St, Los 3.3 Active
emission permit .
Inc. Alamitos

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

The California Resources Agency recognizes that environmental justice (EJ)
communities are commonly identified as those where residents are predominantly
minorities or live below the poverty level; where residents have been excluded from the
environmental policy setting or decision-making process; where they are subject to a
disproportionate impact from one or more environmental hazards; and where residents
experience disparate implementation of environmental regulations, requirements,
practices, and activities in their communities. Environmental justice efforts attempt to
address the inequities of environmental protection in these communities.

An EJ analysis is composed of the following:

¢ |dentification of areas potentially affected by various emissions or impacts from a
proposed project;

e Providing notice in appropriate languages (when possible) of the proposed
project and opportunities for participation in public workshops to EJ communities;

e A determination of whether there is a significant population of minority persons,
or persons below the poverty level living in an area potentially affected by the
proposed project; and

e A determination of whether there may be a significant adverse impact on a
population of minority persons or persons below the poverty level caused by the
proposed project alone, or in combination with other existing and/or planned
projects in the area.

California law defines EJ as “the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures and
income with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and enforcement of
environmental laws, regulations, and policies” (Gov. Code §65040.12; Pub. Resources
Code, 88 71000-71400). All departments, boards, commissions, conservancies and
special programs of the Resources Agency must consider EJ in their decision-making
process if their actions have an impact on the environment, environmental laws, or
policies. Such actions that require EJ consideration may include:

e adopting regulations;
e enforcing environmental laws or regulations;

e making discretionary decisions or taking actions that affect the environment;
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e providing funding for activities affecting the environment; and

e interacting with the public on environmental issues.

DEMOGRAPHIC SCREENING ANALYSIS

As part of its CEQA analysis for the Alamitos Energy Center AFC, Energy Commission
staff used 2010 U.S. Census data to identify the minority populations and the most
recent U.S. Census data from the American Community Survey (ACS) to identify below-
poverty level populations within the six-mile radius of the AEC. The demographic
screening is based on: Environmental Justice: Guidance Under the National
Environmental Policy Act (CEQ, 1997) and Guidance for Incorporating Environmental
Justice Concerns in EPA’'s Compliance Analyses (US EPA, 1998), which provides staff
with information on outreach and public involvement.

Socioeconomics Figure 1 shows that the presence of an EJ population based on race
and ethnicity within the six-mile radius of the AEC site. Socioeconomics Table 3
shows that the cities of Long Beach and Hawaiian Gardens have a higher percent of
people living below the federal poverty level compared with those in the reference
geographies of Long Beach-Lakewood Census County Division (CCD), North Coast
CCD, and Anaheim-Santa Ana-Garden Grove CCD. Staff concludes that the below-
poverty-level population constitutes an EJ population based on poverty. Please refer to
the SOCIOECONOMICS section of this document for a discussion of how staff identifies
the presence of EJ populations within the six-mile radius.

Staff in the 11 technical areas of Air Quality, Hazardous Materials Management, Land
Use, Noise and Vibration, Public Health, Socioeconomics, Soil and Water Resources,
Traffic and Transportation, Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance, Visual Resources,
and Waste Management has considered the impacts of the AEC on the EJ population.

ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE POPULATION
CONSIDERATIONS

Final Guidance for Incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA’s Compliance
Analyses (US EPA 1998) encourages outreach to community-based organizations and
tribal governments to identify those minority groups who utilize or are dependent upon
natural and cultural resources that could be potentially affected by the proposed action.
The Public Adviser’'s Office is responsible for outreach to local communities affected by
a project. Cultural Resources staff initiates consultations with tribal governments to
discern whether a proposed energy facility may impact cultural resources and related
Native Americans practices.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Comment: Page 1-2, Proposed Project Location and Description, 2" paragraph —
Assessor Parcel Number (APN) 7237-019-005 was inadvertently omitted from the list of
applicable parcels. Please include this parcel in the list of AEC parcels.

Staff response: Staff will add APN 7237-019-005.
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Comment: Page 1-5, Public and Agency Coordination, 1* paragraph — This paragraph
indicates that property owners within 1,000 feet of the linears received a notification of
the SAFC. However, page 2-4 (under the heading Initial Outreach Efforts) notes that
staff issued the required notice within 500 feet of the linear facilities. Please reconcile
these two conflicting statements.

Staff response: The minimum requirements for pubic noticing of the acceptance of
any application for certification and initial information hearing under Title 20 section
1709.7 and section (a)(1)(E) of Appendix B is residence located 500 feet from
linears and 1000 from the power plant. The language in the FSA will reflect these
numbers.

All other comments and responses will be provided in each staff's technical analysis.

CONCLUSION

The staff for the topics of Air Quality, Hazardous Materials Management, Noise and
Vibration, Soil and Water Resources, Traffic and Transportation, Visual Resources, and
Waste Management has proposed conditions of certification to reduce project impacts
to less than significant. Therefore, with implementation of these conditions, impacts
would be reduced to less than significant for any population in the project’s six-mile
radius, including the EJ population.

Land Use, Public Health, and Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance staff concludes
that the project impacts related to their technical area would be less than significant and
therefore would have a less than significant impact to any population in the project’s six-
mile radius, including the EJ population.
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The AEC Master Cumulative Project List presented in Executive Summary Table 1
was created by contacting planning staff with the city of Long Beach, reviewing
proposed project information from other agencies including the cities of Cypress,
Huntington Beach, Los Alamitos, Paramount, and Seal Beach, as well as the California
Department of Transportation and the CEQANet database.
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Executive Summary Table 1

AEC Master List of Cumulative Projects

Distance
ID# | Project Name Project Description Location to AEC Status
(Miles)
1 Alamitos Existing units to remain operational during AEC construction. 690 N. Studebaker 0.2 Unknown
Generating After construction of the AEC, demolition of the existing Units Rd., Long Beach
Station (AGS) 1-6 to occur according to MOU with the City.
Units 1 through 6
2 Los Cerritos Synergy intends to establish a mitigation bank and wetlands Between the PCH, 0.2 Environmental
Wetlands habitat restoration area on the Synergy Oil Field. Mitigation Los Cerritos Review
Conceptual bank would cover 76 acres and restored wetlands would cover Channel,
Restoration Plan | 72 acres of the 152 acre Synergy Oil Field. Project includes Studebaker Rd., and
and Mitigation construction of public access improvements. Synergy would 2nd St., Long Beach
Bank remove approximately 37 oil wells from the restoration area. It
would conduct oil production activities, including drilling of 70
new oil wells.
3 Alamitos Energy BESS project at the AGS to include three 100 MW containment | North side of AEC 0.3 Planning
Station Battery buildings, constructed in sequential phases from east to west. project site, Long Phase
Energy Storage Each would contain two battery storage levels, electrical Beach
System (BESS) controls, and HVAC units. Construction proposed to start 3rd
quarter 2019, after major mechanical completion of the AEC
CCGT power block, with completion of the first 100-MW
building planned for late 2020. The second and third 100 MW
buildings to then be constructed and operational in 2021/2022.
4 Alamitos Barrier This project has been recognized to produce significant noise Multiple locations 04 Planning
Improvement and ground disturbance. Project involves construction and along the Los Phase
Project operation of up to 20 injection wells, four monitoring wells, and Alamitos Channel
four piezometers along the existing alignment of the Alamitos between San Gabriel
Barrier. The project will be conducted under Orange County River, El dorado Dr.
Water District Contract # AB-2014-1. and Canoe Brook
Dr., Orange County
5 Los Angeles Dept. | Addition of six LMS100 simple cycle gas turbines and two 6801 2nd St., Long 0.6 Under
of Water and emergency diesel-powered generators. Project is a stationary Beach Construction
Power Haynes emission source with active emission permit.
Generating
Station
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Distance

Development

single lot for overnight lodging.

and San Gabriel
River, Long Beach

ID# | Project Name Project Description Location to AEC Status
(Miles)

6 Alamitos Bay Improvements to the bridge are needed to enhance the safety of | Project crosses the 0.9 Environmental
Bridge the structure and to maintain the level of service. Project could El Cerritos Channel Review
Improvement result in new bridge. on Pacific Coast
Project Hwy., Long Beach

7 PCH and 2nd Demolition of the existing Seaport Marina Hotel and construction | 6400 E Pacific Coast | 0.9 Environmental

of a commercial center totaling approximately 250,000 sq ft of Hwy., Long Beach Review
retail and restaurant space and a three level enclosed parking

structure. The proposed commercial structures would be one-

and two- story buildings with a maximum height of 35 feet. The

project is on a 10.93-acre site.

8 CalTrans #12, [-405 Improvement Project would add one GP lane in each [-405 between SR- 1.0 Planning
San Diego direction on 1-405 from Euclid Street to the 1-605 interchange, 73 and 1-605, Costa Phase
Freeway 1-405 plus add a tolled Express Lane in each direction of I-405 from Mesa, Seal Beach
Improvement SR-73 to SR-22 East.

Project

9 Rehabilitation of Orange County Sanitation District proposes to rehabilitate and/or | Follows public rights- | 1.3 Environmental
Western Regional | replace entire lengths of the Orange Western Sub-Trunk, Los of-way (streets and Review
Sewers, Project Alamitos Sub-trunk, Westside Relief Interceptor, and the Seal easements) in cities
No. 3-64 Beach Interceptor regional pipelines. In addition to pipeline and of La Palma, Buena

manhole replacement and/or rehabilitation, project includes Park, Cypress,
rehabilitation/replacement of the Westside Pump Station force Anaheim, Los
main, reconstruction of the Westside Pump Station wet well, Alamitos, Seal
and construction of a new vent line from the wet well to the Beach, and
downstream manhole or construction of an odor control community of
scrubber. Rossmoor.

10 Alamitos Bay Renovate the existing Marina facilities and enhance existing Alamitos Bay Marina | 1.3 Under
Marina recreational boating facilities in the Marina. The project adjacent to and Construction
Rehabilitation encourages boating use by providing upgraded ADA- compliant | northwest of the
Project facilities, upgraded restrooms, and dredged basins to ensure mouth of the San

safe navigation. Project would provide longer average slip Gabiriel River, Long
lengths. The existing 1,967 slips in Basins 1 through 7 would be | Beach

replaced by 1,646 slips in these Basins, at a loss of

approximately 321 slips.

11 Ocean Place Construct single-family homes and open space park on about 11 | Area south of Marina | 1.6 Planning
Residential acres (6-acre park). Approval of proposed 32 lots merged into a | Dr. between 1st St. Phase
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Distance

ID# | Project Name Project Description Location to AEC Status
(Miles)
12 Colorado Lagoon | The lagoon is an approximately 11.7 acre tidal water body that is | Southeast portion of | 1.9 Under
Restoration connected to Alamitos Bay and the ocean through an Long Beach, Construction
Project underground tidal culvert to Marine Stadium. Project is to create | northwest of San
habitat that can successfully establish and support native plant Gabriel River mouth,
and animal communities in the long term, implement long-term and upstream from
water quality control measures, and enhance the Lagoon’s Marine Stadium and
value as a recreational resource. Alamitos Bay, Long
Beach
13 Leeway Sailing Rebuild Leeway Sailing Center with 5,300 sq ft of office and 5437 E Ocean Blvd., | 2.0 Planning
Center Pier and facilities, and 3,200 sq ft of boat storage. Long Beach Phase
Dock D3
14 Sunset Gap Project involves destroying three wells that have reached the Near Case Rd. and 2.5 Under
Monitoring Well end of their lifespans and constructing six new wells. New wells | Bolsa Ave., Seal Construction
Project will be installed on the Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach. Beach
Only off-site work is destruction of two wells to the south in
Huntington Beach.
15 Belmont Pool Demolition of the existing Belmont Pool complex (the indoor and | 4000 East Olympic 2.7 Under
Revitalization outdoor features) and construction of a replacement Plaza, Long Beach Construction
indoor/outdoor pool complex. Spectator seating for
approximately 3,500 people through a combination of permanent
and portable seating.
16 Safran Senior Conversion of the Immanuel Community Church into a senior 3215 E. 3rd St., 3.1 Under
Housing Project housing project consisting of 24 independent low- or very-low- Long Beach Construction
income senior dwelling units, a manager's unit and associated
amenities/common areas in 31,006 sq ft of floor area. Project
includes demo of the existing single-family home and detached
garage at 304 Obispo Avenue, for construction of a surface
parking lot to serve the project.
17 Sunset/Huntington | The City of Huntington Beach and the County of Orange are Edinger Ave. and 3.2 Under
Harbor responsible for proposed Maintenance Dredging and Waterline | Sunset Way, Construction

Maintenance
Dredging and
Waterline
Installation Project

Installation project components.

Huntington Beach
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Distance

ID# | Project Name Project Description Location to AEC Status
(Miles)

18 Los Alamitos Replacing and adding new buildings to the existing facility on an | 3751 Katella Ave., 3.2 Under
Medical Center 18-acre site, including constructing two four-story hospital Los Alamitos Construction
Specific Plan buildings. Planned in three phases with anticipated construction

period of 25 years.

19 City of Long City of Long Beach is seeking a transfer of land under the Base | 3800 East Willow St., | 3.7 Completed
Beach East Realignment and Closure (BRAC) program (or a transition of Long Beach
Division Police surplus military property to civilian uses); the project is also
Substation subject to environmental review under NEPA (to be reviewed

and approved by the U.S. Department of the Army).

20 Humboldt Bridge Maintenance activities on the existing Humboldt Drive bridge to Humboldt Dr. bridge, | 3.8 Planning
Preventative restore the integrity of its original design. west of Humboldt Dr. Phase
Maintenance and Wimbledon
Project Lane intersection,

Huntington Beach
21 Barton Place Project includes two components: a senior residential Northeast corner of 3.8 Planning
community and commercial/retail improvements along Katella Katella Ave. and Phase
Ave. It includes the subdivision of the site into nine separate Enterprise Dr.,
lots. Cypress

22 Tennis Estates Analyzes environmental impacts associated with a proposal to 16380 Wimbledon 3.9 Under
Tree Trimming permit the establishment of a Tree Trimming and Management | Lane, Huntington Construction
and Management | Plan for the Tennis Estates Homeowners Association property Beach
Plan in the Coastal Zone. Addresses maintenance and management

procedures of trees that have provided heronry functions for
birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

23 Rofael Marina and | Construction of marina on a 6,179 sq ft property. 16926 Park Ave., 3.9 Under
Caretaker Facility Huntington Beach Construction

24 Harmony Cove Amend the City's Zoning Map on the project site to allow the 3901 Warner Ave., 4.4 Planning
Marina development of a 23-boat slip marina, an eating and drinking Huntington Beach Phase
Development establishment with outdoor dining area and alcoholic beverage

sales, and ancillary uses to the marina.

25 Pacific Pointe Project involves construction of three industrial buildings on an Southeast corner of | 4.6 Planning
East approximately 25-acre site with a paved surface parking lot. Lakewood Blvd. and Phase
Development Buildings would have an open floor plan and are intended for Conant St., Long
Project light industrial, light manufacturing, warehouse, office, and/or Beach

research and development land uses.
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Distance

ID# | Project Name Project Description Location to AEC Status
(Miles)
26 Airport Circle General Plan Amendment and Zoning Map Amendment to 16911 Airport Circle, | 4.9 Plan Check
Residential change existing designations to Residential Medium High Huntington Beach
Project Density on a 2.5 acre site. Development of the site includes 45
condominium subdivision and associated open space. The site
layout consists of 8 detached three-story buildings with four to
eight attached dwelling units. Units are approximately 1,250-
1,940 sq ft.
27 925 East Pacific Demolition or rehabilitation of the existing project site building for | 925-945 E. Pacific 4.9 Planning
Coast Highway the purposes of blight removal. The project site totals 15,795 sq | Coast Hwy., Long Phase
Lease Acquisition | ft (about 0.36 acre). Beach
Project
28 Douglas Park Based on 2009 project description from addendum to the final Bound by Carson St. | 5.0 Under
Rezone Project EIR: Revised project to include up to approximately 3.75 million | on the north, the Construction
sq ft of commercial/light industrial uses (research and Airport south and
development uses), 250,000 sq ft of retail uses, and a hotel with | southwest,
400 rooms. 10 acres of open space planned. The site covers Lakewood Blvd. on
261 acres. the east, and
Lakewood Country
Club Golf Course on
the west.
29 Douglas Park Construction of three new industrial buildings with new parking 3828 Schaufele 5.0 Under
Medical Office stalls. Ave., Long Beach construction
30 Brightwater Construction of 347 single-family units, a community pool and 4884 Brightwater 51 Under
clubhouse, and over 37 acres for habitat restoration and trails. Dr., Huntington construction
105.3 acres of the upper bench portion of the Bolsa Chica Beach
mesa.
31 207 Seaside Way | Construction of 113-unit multi-family apartment complex on the 207 E Seaside Way | 5.2 Environmental
Project 0.67-acre site. Project would include a single structure Long Beach Review

consisting of eight levels (one subterranean level and seven
aboveground levels). Bottom three levels would provide 144 on-
site parking spaces. Apartment structure would be 85 feet
above the East Seaside Way grade. Apartment units would
include a mix of studios, and one- and two-bedroom
configurations. Amenities include a cafe, fitness center, retail
space, and a lobby.
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Distance
ID# | Project Name Project Description Location to AEC Status
(Miles)
32 Urban Village on Project would improve three abutting parcels with a five-story 1081 Long Beach 53 Planning
Long Beach building containing 129 condominium units and 175 parking Blvd., Long Beach Phase
stalls located in an integrated five-level parking garage.
33 1235 Long Beach | Construct 42,000 sq ft of ground floor commercial space, 186 1235 Long Beach 5.3 Complete
Boulevard Mixed- | senior rental housing units, and 170 condominium units. Blvd., Long Beach
Use Project Requires demo of two existing commercial buildings.
34 Parkside Estates Includes 111 single family residences, 23 acres of preserved, West side of 53 Planning
restored and enhanced open space, 1.6-acre neighborhood Graham St., south of Phase
park, public trails, creation of a water quality treatment system Warner Ave., along
that will treat over 25% of the dry-weather flow from Slater East Garden Grove
watershed that currently flows untreated to Bolsa Chica and the | Wintersburg Flood
ocean. Channel 17221,
Huntington Beach
35 Oceanaire Construction of a 216-unit multi-family/mixed-use apartment 150 West Ocean 5.3 Under
Apartment complex on the 1.76-acre site. Blvd., Long Beach Construction
36 Pine Square Conversion of movie theater into 69 residential apartment units. | 250-270 Pacific 54 Under
Theater Ave., Long Beach Construction
Conversion to
Residential
37 New Civic Center | Construction of new City Hall, new Port Building for Harbor Downtown Long 5.5 Under
Project Department administration, new and relocated Main Library, Beach on 15.87 Construction
redeveloped Lincoln Park, residential development, and acres. Separated
commercial mixed use development. Includes demolition of the into 2 discontinuous
former Long Beach Courthouse. parcels generally
bounded by 3rd St.
to north, Pacific Ave.
to east, Magnolia
Ave. to west, and
Ocean Blvd. to
south., Long Beach
38 Aquarium of the Construct of a 23,330 sq ft addition to an existing 166,447 sq ft 100 Aquarium Way, | 5.6 Under
Pacific "Pacific aquarium. The project will be designed and built to the Long Beach Construction
Visions" USGBC’s LEED Gold standards with “add-alternate” design
Expansion plans to bring the project to Platinum status if funding is
available.
39 442 W. Ocean Construction of a 95-unit multi-family apartment complex on the | 442 West Ocean 5.6 Environmental
Boulevard Project | 24,000 sq ft site. Blvd., Long Beach Review
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Distance

ID# | Project Name Project Description Location to AEC Status
(Miles)

40 Cypress Village Remodel and upgrade the shopping center. Project includes: 9515-9575 Valley 5.7 Environmental
Shopping Center | demolition of 6,982 sq ft of retail area, exterior fagade remodel View St., Cypress Review

of existing buildings, and improvements to existing parking lot.

41 Golden Shore Project includes three development options, a Residential 6-9 Golden Shore, 5.9 Planning
Master Plan Option and two Hotel Options, and all would be entitled through | Long Beach Phase

the City of Long Beach. The option ultimately constructed would
be selected based on market conditions prevailing at the time
entitlement is complete.

42 Edinger Walmart Proposed to establish a community oriented anchor use within 6856 Edinger Ave., 5.9 Complete

the Beach and Edinger Corridors Specific Plan by occupying Huntington Beach
existing 100,865-sq ft vacant retail building within existing

commercial center. Exterior building improvements include new

paint and new primary entry doors.

43 Drake Park Create 64-acre park from Cesar E. Chavez Park to Drake Park Along lower Los 5.9 Under

Soccer Field and Loma Vista Park. Two new soccer fields are part of the Angeles River in Construction
project. Work primarily consists of demolition and grading, Long Beach to link
installation of drainage system, basketball court, synthetic Cesar E. Chavez
soccer field, constructing Portland cement concrete Park to Drake Park
infrastructure, installing asphalt paving, park furnishings, lighting | and Loma Vista
and electrical, prefabricated restroom installation, underground Park, Long Beach.
water, sewer pipelines, electrical service, and landscape
irrigation for approximate 8-acre site.

44 Shoemaker Replace Shoemaker Bridge over the Los Angeles River with a Southern end of I- 5.9 Environmental
Bridge new bridge located south of the existing bridge. Alternative 1 (no | 710, bisected by Los Review
Replacement build), alternative 2 (re-purpose existing bridge for non- Angeles River, Long
Project motorized transportation and recreational use, and alternative 3 | Beach

(removal of existing bridge). Alternatives 2 and 3 include street
improvements along West Shoreline Dr., 3rd St., 6" St., 7" St.,
Ocean Blvd., and Broadway Ave. NOP was published April of
2016.

45 Mackay Place Construct 47 detached single-family homes around a central East of Walker St. 6.0 Planning
Specific Plan street system. Demolish all on-site buildings, parking lots, and and Delong St. Phase

grass and landscaped areas.

intersection, Cypress
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Distance

ID# | Project Name Project Description Location to AEC Status
(Miles)

46 Monogram Four-story with lofts apartment building: 510 dwelling units, 7262 Edinger Ave., 6.2 Plan Check
Apartments 25,815 sq. ft. public open space, 55,396 sq. ft. private open Huntington Beach
(formerly Pedigo) | space, and approximately 5,097 sq. ft. leasing office wrapped

around a six-level 862-space parking structure. (5 parcels
located at the SW corner of Edinger Ave and Gothard St.)

47 Huntington Beach | 385 luxury residential units in five residential stories, located 7400 Center Ave., 6.3 Under
Lofts above approximately 10,000 square feet of street level retail Huntington Beach Construction

and commercial uses.

48 Mitsubishi Cement | Modify existing cement import facility, including construction of 1150 Pier F Ave., 6.4 Planning
Facility four, 10,000-metric-ton storage and truck loading silos; upgrade | Long Beach Phase
Modification existing facilities and ship unloading equipment; and modify
Project operating permit issued by SCAQMD for the facility.

49 Pacific Crane Project is a chassis facility for the distribution, storage and 1402 Pier B St., 6.4 Planning
Maintenance maintenance of chassis used to move cargo containers. Facility | Long Beach Phase
Company components include: ingress and egress gates, admin and staff
Chassis Support trailers, on-site parking spaces and designated areas for chassis
Facility Project storage, chassis maintenance, parts/miscellaneous storage,

and tire support.

50 The Boardwalk Construction of 487 dwelling units and 14,500 sq ft commercial 7461 Edinger Ave., 6.4 Under
(Murdy area. First two phases have opened for occupancy. Huntington Beach Construction
Commons)

51 The Village at Planning Commission approved General Plan Amendment No. 7777 Edinger Ave., 6.6 Completed
Bella Terra 10-001, Zoning Text Amendment No. 10-001, and Site Plan Huntington Beach

Review No. 10-001 for The Village at Bella Terra-Costco
Wholesale, facilitating development of a regional commercial
big-box retail with gasoline service station and a mixed-use
retail and residential project. Construction of 154,113 sq ft
Costco Wholesale store with tire sales/installation center, 16-
pump gas station, and addition of two elevators on west side of
the existing public parking structure. Project includes 467 multi-
family residential units within four-story building along with
approximately 13,500 sq ft of residential amenities, 17,500 sq ft
of mixed-use retail and restaurant uses; additional 12,000 sq ft
of freestanding retail and restaurants and a 1,920 sq ft pavilion
building within landscaped greenbelt area.
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Distance

ID# | Project Name Project Description Location to AEC Status
(Miles)

52 Gerald Desmond | The Gerald Desmond Bridge Replacement Project will provide Gerald Desmond 7.0 Under
Bridge three lanes in each direction to improve traffic flow, emergency | Bridge, Port of Long Construction
Replacement lanes on both sides to reduce traffic delays and safety hazards, | Beach
Project and 205 feet of vertical clearance to accommodate the world's

largest, "greener" vessels.

53 Riverwalk Construction of 131 detached single family homes on lots. 4747 Daisy Ave., 7.8 Planning
Residential Long Beach Phase
Development
Project

54 Oregon Park Develop a 3.3-acre lot with a neighborhood park. Proposed 4951 Oregon Ave., 8.0 Environmental

improvements would include a regulation soccer field with Long Beach Review
lights, a tot lot, group picnic area, walking path and

prefabricated restrooms. A total of 42 parking spaces would be

added and a portion of the public right of way.

55 North Village Project involves redeveloping an approximately 6.3-acre site in Bounded by South 8.1 In Progress

Center Long Beach with a mixed-use “village center” project. Projectis | St., Linden Ave.,
Redevelopment a mixed-use “village center” with the following primary 59th St., and Lime
Project components: up to 61 units of multi-family housing in a mix of Ave, Long Beach

row houses, courtyard units, and units built atop ground floor
non-residential space; up to 36,000 sq ft of commercial retail
space, including restaurant space, oriented primarily toward
Atlantic Avenue, and; a public library and community center
totaling 30,000 sq ft fronting Atlantic Avenue on the east block.
A General Plan Amendment and Zoning Ordinance Amendment
would be required to allow the proposed mix of uses and
density. Parking for the project's residential components of the
project would be provided as follows: two spaces per residential
unit, and; guest parking to be provided through shared parking
with the retail and institutional spaces based on the results of a
shared parking analysis. The commercial components of the
project would be parked at the shopping center standard of five
spaces per 1,000 sq ft.

56 Weber Metals Proposed project includes expansion of the existing facility 16706 Garfield Ave., | 8.9 Planning
Large Press through installation of a new 60,000 ton forging press on the Paramount Phase
Expansion property. This proposed building would require an 85- foot deep

excavation pit to house the press and a 65-foot high main roof to
accommodate the height of the press.
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Distance
ID# | Project Name Project Description Location to AEC Status
(Miles)
57 Huntington Beach | The 2014 Energy Commission licensed project is a natural gas Huntington Beach 10.9 Under
Energy Project fired, combined cycle, air-cooled 939-MW electrical generating Generating Station, Construction
facility. Project would require demolition of existing power plant | Huntington Beach
and construction of project. The 2015 Petition to Amend the
2014 licensed project is a natural gas fired, combined cycle and
simple-cycle, air-cooled 844-MW electrical generating facility.
AQ-1 | U.S Government, | Stationary emission source with active emission permit 5901 E7th St.,Long | 1.4 Active
Veterans Affairs Beach
Medical Center
AQ-2 | Trend Offset Stationary emission source with active emission permit 3722 Catalina St., 3.3 Active
Printing Services, Los Alamitos
Inc.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - FIGURE 1
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INTRODUCTION
Keith Winstead

PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

The Final Staff Assessment (FSA) is the California Energy Commission (Energy
Commission) staff’'s independent analysis of the proposed Alamitos Energy Center
(AEC). This FSA is a staff document. It is not a Committee document, nor a draft
decision. The FSA describes the following:

the proposed project;
the existing environment;

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);

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

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

mitigation measures proposed by the applicant, interested agencies, intervenor,
city of Long Beach and staff, which may lessen or eliminate potential impacts;

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

project alternatives.

Information for the analysis contained in this PSA comes from the following:

the Application for Certification (AFC) and Supplemental AFC;
responses to data requests;

information from the local, state, federal agencies, interested organizations, and
individuals;

existing documents and publications;
independent research; and

comments made at public workshops or submitted in writing.
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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) public comments.
The FSA presents conclusions about potential environmental impacts and conformity
with LORS, as well as proposed mitigation in the form of conditions of certification
(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
analysis was prepared in accordance with Public Resources Code section 25500 et
seq., Title 20, California Code of Regulations section 1701 et seq., and the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code § 21000 et seq.).

ORGANIZATION OF THE FSA

The FSA contains the Executive Summary, this Introduction, and a Project Description.
The report then discusses 21 environmental and engineering technical sections and
potential alternatives to the proposed project. Finally, the report will conclude with a
discussion of facility closure, project demolition, construction, and operation compliance
monitoring plans, and a list of staff that assisted in preparing this report, including their
declarations and resumes.

Each section of the environmental and engineering assessment includes:

applicable 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 Response to comments received on the PSA

e conclusions and recommendations; and

e conditions of certification for both construction and operation, if applicable.

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)).
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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). 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, § 1742). 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)).

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.

Staff prepares both a Preliminary Staff Assessment (PSA) and FSA. The PSA was
published on July 13, 2016 and contains staff’s preliminary analysis, conclusions, and
recommendations. Staff provided a 30-day 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 two workshops in Long Beach 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 are presented in the FSA which is
published and made available to the public and all interested parties. The FSA serves
as staff’'s primary testimony for evidentiary hearings.

The FSA is only one piece of evidence that will be considered by the Committee (two
Energy Commission Commissioners who have been assigned to this project) in
reaching a decision on whether or not to recommend that the full Energy Commission
approve the proposed project. At the public evidentiary hearings t, 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 and the mitigation to be
imposed, will be contained in a document entitled the Presiding Member’s Proposed
Decision (PMPD). Following publication, the PMPD is circulated for 30 days in order to
receive written public comments. At the conclusion of the comment period, the
Committee may prepare a revised PMPD if necessary. 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, 8§ 25500). However, staff is required to provide notice of the
proposed project to relevant agencies that administer LORS that are applicable to
proposed projects or have other related expertise. Staff coordinates with these agencies
in developing the staff assessment. The agencies associated with the AEC include the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, California Coastal Commission, State Water Resources Control
Board/Regional Water Quality Control Board, California Department of Fish and Wildlife,
Caltrans, the California Air Resources Board, the South Coast Air Quality Management
District, the city of Long Beach, and the Long Beach Fire and Police Departments.

OUTREACH

The Energy Commission’s outreach program is primarily facilitated by the Public
Adviser’s Office (PAO). This is an ongoing process that provides a consistent level of
public outreach, regardless of outreach efforts conducted by the applicant or other
parties.

LIBRARIES

On January 15, 2014, Energy Commission staff sent the AEC AFC to the Long Beach
Main Library; the Los Altos, Brewitt, and Bay Shore branches of the Long Beach Public
Library; and the Los Alamitos-Rossmoor Library in Seal Beach. Copies were also
provided to state libraries in Eureka, Sacramento, Fresno, San Francisco, Los Angeles
and San Diego. On December 14, 2015, the Supplement to the AFC was also sent to
the libraries.

INITIAL OUTREACH EFFORTS

The Public Adviser’s Office (PAO) reviewed related information available from the
applicant and others and then conducted its own, extensive outreach efforts to identify
certain local officials, as well as interested entities, within a five-mile radius around the
proposed site for the AEC. These entities include schools, as well as business,
environmental, governmental, and ethnic organizations. By means of e-mail, the PAO
notified these entities of the Informational Hearing and Site Visit for the project, held on
April 29, 2014, at Grand Ballroom Recreation Park 18-hole Golf Course in Long Beach.

The PAO also identified and similarly notified local officials with jurisdiction in the project
area. Notices directed the public to the website for more information. In addition, the
PAO placed notices in the April 19, 2014 issues of the Long Beach Press-Telegram and
Impacto USA newspapers announcing the Informational Hearing and Site Visit for this
project.

INTRODUCTION 2-4 September 2016



Energy Commission regulations require staff to notice, at a minimum, property owners
within 1,000 feet of a project and 500 feet of a linear facility (such as transmission lines,
gas lines, and water lines). This was done for the project. Staff’s ongoing public and
agency coordination activities for this project are discussed under the Public and
Agency Coordination heading in the Executive Summary section of the FSA.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Keith Winstead

INTRODUCTION

On October 26, 2015, AES Southland Development, LLC (AES) submitted a
Supplemental Application for Certification (SAFC) (13-AFC-01) to the California Energy
Commission for the Alamitos Energy Center AEC) project. The SAFC replaces the
original Application for Certification (AFC) filed on December 27, 2013. The AEC would
be constructed on the site of the 1,950 MW Alamitos Generating Station (AGS), an
existing and operating power plant located at 690 North Studebaker Road in the city of
Long Beach, California. The new facility would utilize approximately 21 acres of the 71-
acre, privately owned brownfield AGS site. The project site is approximately 10 to 15
feet above mean sea level.

The proposed project site is bounded to the north by the SCE switchyard and State
Route 22 (East 7th Street); to the east by the San Gabriel River and, beyond that, the
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power Haynes Generating Station; to the south
by the former Plains West Coast Terminals petroleum storage facility and undeveloped
property; and to the west by the Los Cerritos channel, AGS cooling-water canals, and
the residences west of the channel. Land use in the region primarily includes urban
development, industrial areas, undeveloped land, parklands, open space, and wetlands
preserves. The AGS facility was built between 1955 and 1967. The facility included
natural gas/oil, steam-turbine power generating units and was originally owned and
operated by Southern California Edison (SCE). During the late 1990’s, the electric
industry was restructured, and SCE sold most of its generating facilities. In 1998, AES
Southland purchased AGS from SCE.

AEC as currently proposed, would be a nominal 1,040-megawatt (MW), natural-gas-
fired, combined-cycle and simple-cycle, air-cooled electrical generating facility
consisting of two power blocks to provide fast starting and stopping, reliable, flexible
multistage generating resources. Power Block 1 would consist of two natural-gas-fired
combustion turbine, 640-megawatt (MW), generators (CTG) in a combined-cycle
configuration (collectively AEC CCGT), with two unfired heat recovery steam generators
(HRSG), one steam turbine generator (STG), an air cooled condenser, an auxiliary
boiler, and related ancillary equipment. Power Block 2 would consist of four natural gas-
fired, simple-cycle CTGs with fin-fan coolers and ancillary facilities (collectively, AEC
SCGT) for a nominal 400-MW.

The existing AGS generating units, which utilize once-through-cooling, (OTC) are
expected to operate until around 2020, at which time the units will be shut down as the
AEC units are expected to come online. Regardless whether the AEC facility is licensed
or constructed, these older units are scheduled to be shut down under the State Water
Resources Control Board phase out of OTC.
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AES intends to demolish all six AGS operating units, the demolition is not part of the
proposed AEC project, but would take place through a Memorandum of Understanding
with the city of Long Beach after the AEC begins commercial operation. Demolition is
expected to occur after 2020. Some demolition will occur as part of the proposed AEC
project: The retired Unit 7 remaining components. Construction activities at the project
site are anticipated to last 56 months, from first quarter 2017 until third quarter 2021.

The demolition of the older AGS units 1-6 will be considered as part of the staff's
cumulative impacts analysis. It is expected that operations at AEC will be occurring
during any demolition of AGS. Concurrent construction at AES with demolition at AGS is
not expected to occur.

The AEC is proposed to use potable water provided by the city of Long Beach Water
Department (LBWD) for construction, operational process, and sanitary uses. This
water would be supplied through existing onsite potable water lines.

Construction of the AEC would require the use of onsite laydown areas, approximately 8
acres, dispersed throughout the existing site, and an additional approximately 10-acre
laydown area located adjacent to the AGS site south of existing generating Units 5 and
6.

The AEC would interconnect to the existing SCE 230-kilovolt (kV) switchyard adjacent
to the northern side of the property. No new offsite natural gas lines would be necessary
for the project. AEC would be supplied via the existing service pipeline for AGS Units 5
and 6 from the offsite 30-inch-diameter, high-pressure pipeline owned and operated by
SoCalGas. AEC would require a new natural gas metering facility and construction of
two new natural gas compressor buildings (one for each power block) within the AEC
footprint. Water treatment facilities, emergency services, and administration and
maintenance buildings would be constructed within the existing site footprint. Storm
water would be discharged into two retention basins and then ultimately to the San
Gabriel River via existing storm water outfalls.

The AEC would include a new 1,000 linear-foot process/sanitary wastewater pipeline to
the first point of interconnection with the existing LBWD sewer system and would
eliminate the current practice of treatment and discharge of process/sanitary
wastewater to the San Gabriel River. The upgrading of approximately 4,000 linear feet
of the existing offsite LBWD sewer line downstream of the first point of interconnection
discussed in the SAFC is no longer necessary and has been removed from the project
design.

As described in the SAFC, the AEC CCGT will be located on the southern-most portion
of the AEC site, on the former AGS fuel oil-storage site. AEC CCGT would include the
following principal design elements:

e Two General Electric (GE) 7FA.05 CTGs with a nominal rating of 227 MW each.
The CTGs would be equipped with evaporative coolers on the inlet air system
and dry low oxides of nitrogen (NOx) combustors;
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Two HRSGs with no supplemental firing, each equipped with a selective catalytic
reduction (SCR) unit in the ductwork for the control of NOx emissions, and an
oxidation catalyst to control carbon monoxide (CO) and volatile organic
compound (VOC) emissions;

One, single-flow, impulse, down-exhaust-condensing STG with a nominal rating
of approximately 229 MW;

One air-cooled condenser that would replace the once-through system utilizing
ocean water currently used for cooling the AGS and a closed-loop fin-fan cooler;

A new natural gas compressor and compressor building for the CCGTs;

One generator step-up (GSU) transformer per each GE 7FA gas turbine and one
for the steam turbine; and

One 230-kV interconnection to the existing SCE switchyard, which is adjacent to
the site.

The AEC SCGT would be located on the northern portion of the AEC site, adjacent to
the San Gabriel River. The AEC SCGT would include the following principal design
elements:

Four GE Energy LMS 100 PB natural gas-fired combustion turbine generators
(CTGs) with a nominal rating of 100 MW each;

Each CTG is equipped with selective catalytic reduction (SCR) equipment
containing catalysts to further reduce NOx emissions, and an oxidation catalyst
to reduce carbon monoxide (CO) emissions;

Auxiliary equipment associated with each CTG would include an inlet-air-filter
house with evaporative cooler, turbine intercooler and associated intercooler
circulating pumps;

Each pair of CTGs would share one fin-fan heat exchanger and one GSU
transformer;

A new natural gas compressor and compressor building for the SCGT; and

One 230-kV interconnection to the existing onsite SCE 230-kV switchyard (see
Section 3.0, Transmission System Engineering).

The two power blocks would share the following design elements:

Direct connection to an existing Southern California Gas Company
30-inch-diameter natural gas pipeline and metering station;

Connection to existing onsite municipal and industrial water lines;
Fire water and suppression systems;

A new 1,000-linear-foot process/sanitary wastewater pipeline to the first point of
interconnection with the existing LBWD sewer system at the east end of East
Vista Street in Long Beach;

An existing storm water retention pond; and

Water treatment and storage systems.
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ENERGY COMMISSION JURISDICTION

The Energy Commission has exclusive permitting jurisdiction for the siting of thermal
power plants of 50 MW or more and related facilities in California. The Energy
Commission also has responsibility for ensuring compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) through the administration of its certified regulatory
program and is the lead agency under CEQA.

PROJECT FACILITY FEATURES, DESIGN AND OPERATION

Project Description Figure 1 shows the regional location project site map.

Project Description Figure 2 shows the project boundary, sewer line, & project
laydown area.

Project Description Figure 3 shows the arrangement and layout of the existing AGS
facility. The AGS currently has six operating steam generating units (units 1-6), and one
retired unit (unit 7).

Project Description Figure 4 shows the general arrangement and layout of the AEC.
Primary access to the AEC is located at the existing entrance at 690 North Studebaker
Drive, just south of the State Route CA 22.

MAJOR GENERATING FACILITY COMPONENTS CCGT POWER
BLOCK

Combustion Turbine Generators

Natural gas combustion in the CTGs would produce thermal energy, which is converted
into mechanical energy required to drive the combustion turbine compressors and two
electrical generators. Each CTG system would contain supporting systems and
associated auxiliary equipment.

Each combustion turbine would drive a hydrogen-cooled synchronous generator. Each
CTG would be equipped with the following systems and components:

e Inlet air filters, inlet silencers, and evaporative coolers

e Metal acoustical enclosure for noise reduction

e Lubrication oil system for the combustion turbine and the generator
e Dry low-NOx combustion system

e Compressor wash system

e Fire detection and protection system (using either carbon dioxide or water mist
spray)

e Fuel gas system, including flow meter, strainer, and duplex coalescing filter

e Static starter system

e Turbine controls
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e Generator controls, protection, excitation, power system stabilizer, automatic
voltage regulator (AVR) and automatic generation control

Heat Recovery Steam Generators

The HRSGs would transfer heat from the exhaust gases of the CTGs to the feedwater
to produce high-pressure, intermediate pressure, and low-pressure steam. Each HRSG
is a triple pressure, reheat, natural circulation, horizontal unit equipped with inlet and
outlet ductwork, insulation, lagging, SCR/CO catalyst assemblies, and exhaust stack.
The HRSGs would not employ duct burners.

Steam Turbine System

The steam turbine system consists of a condensing steam turbine, gland steam seal
system, lubricating oil system, hydraulic control system, and steam admission/induction
valves.

The steam turbine is a triple-pressure, reheat, side-exhaust turbine with a totally
enclosed water to air-cooled generator. Turbine configuration is a single combined high-
pressure/intermediate pressure casing and a single double flow low-pressure turbine.

MAJOR GENERATING FACILITY COMPONENTS SCGT POWER
BLOCK

Combustion Turbine Generators

Natural gas combustion in the CTGs would produce thermal energy, which is converted
into mechanical energy required to drive the combustion turbine compressors and
electrical generators. Each CTG system would contain supporting systems and
associated auxiliary equipment.

The combustion turbine would drive an air-cooled, 3-phase, 2-pole synchronous
generator.

The CTGs would be equipped with the following systems and components:
e Inlet air filters, and evaporative coolers
e Intercooler
e Weather proof acoustical enclosure for noise reduction
e Lubrication oil system for the combustion turbine and the generator
e Dry low-NOy combustion system
e Oxidation catalyst and SCR emissions control systems
e Compressor wash system
e Fire detection and protection system (using carbon dioxide)
e Fuel gas system, including strainer, and duplex filter
e Starter system
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e Fire Protection System
e Turbine controls

e Generator controls, protection, excitation, power system stabilizer, and automatic
generation control for each generator

SITE ARRANGEMENT AND LAYOUT

Primary access to the AEC site would be provided via the existing main entrance off of
North Studebaker Road, north of the intersection of Westminster Avenue. The 71-acre
AGS parcel is bounded to the north by the SCE switchyard and State Route CA 22
(East 7th Street); to the east by the San Gabriel River and, beyond that, the Los
Angeles Department of Water and Power Haynes Generating Station; to the south by
the former Plains West Coast Terminals petroleum storage facility and undeveloped
property; and to the west by the Los Cerritos channel, AGS cooling-water canals, and
the residences west of the channel.

The existing AGS currently has six operating generating units (Units 1 through 6). Units
1, 2, and 5 would be retired once the AEC CCGT reaches the commissioning stage of
development and becomes operational. The remaining units will retire consistent with
the OTC regulations and local reliability needs. The existing plant has various ancillary
facilities that would be used to support the AEC, such as the administration,
maintenance, and certain warehouse buildings; existing SoCalGas natural gas pipeline;
LBWD water connections; the southernmost existing stormwater retention pond and
outfalls; and the existing SCE switchyard. Other existing infrastructure at the AGS, such
as fire water distribution, including two emergency electric-driven fire water pumps and
process water distribution and storage systems, would be reused to the greatest extent
possible.

MAJOR ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT AND SYSTEMS

Major Electrical Equipment and Systems CCGT Block

Electric power produced by the AEC CCGT blocks would be transmitted to the electrical
grid through the 230-kV generation tie line connecting the project to the existing onsite
SCE switchyard. A small amount of electric station power would be used onsite to
power auxiliaries such as gas compressors, pumps and fans, control systems, and
general facility loads including lighting, heating, and air conditioning. A station battery
system also would be used to provide direct current (DC) voltage as backup power for
control systems and other critical uses. Transmission and auxiliary uses are discussed
in the following subsections.
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Major Electrical Equipment and Systems SCGT Power Block

The SCGT power block would consist of two sets of two CTGs operating at 13.8 kV and
connected to a three-winding GSU transformer by way of isolated-phase bus duct. Each
CTG would have a 13.8-kV generator circuit breaker located in-line in the isolated-
phase bus duct to synchronize the CTG to the grid during startup. Each GSU
transformer would step the output voltage of two CTGs to 230 kV for transmission to the
grid. Each of the two GSU transformers would be connected to a 230-kV collector bus
through 230-kV gas circuit breakers. The collector bus includes a 230-kV line
disconnect switch to isolate the collector bus from the transmission system.

Surge arresters would be provided at the high-voltage bushings of the GSU
transformers to protect from surges on the 230-kV system caused by lightning strikes or
other system disturbances. The transformers would be set on concrete pads within
berms designed to contain transformer oil in the event of a leak or spill.

Plant Cooling Systems

The California State Water Resources Control Board's (SWRCB) Water Quality Control
Policy on the Use of Coastal and Estuarine Waters for Power Plant Cooling (policy)
adopted on May 4, 2010, regulates the use of seawater for power generation plants
utilizing the once-through-cooled (OTC) method. This policy requires AGS to cease or
greatly reduce OTC impacts by December 31, 2020.

CCGT Plant Cooling

The steam turbine cycle heat rejection system would consist of an air-cooled
condenser, which would eliminate the need for ocean water for once-through cooling.
The heat rejection system would receive exhaust steam from the low-pressure section
of the steam turbine and condense it to water (condensate) for reuse. The condenser
would be designed to operate at a pressure of approximately 1.8 pounds per square
inch absolute during base load operation at summer design conditions of 89°F dry bulb
and 70°F wet bulb. It would transfer approximately 1,300 MMBtu/hr to the ambient air as
a result of condensing steam at these operating conditions.

Balance of plant systems would be cooled by closed-loop fluid coolers using water.
CTG, STG, gas compressors, and other balance-of-plant auxiliary equipment requiring
cooling would be integrated into the closed cooling water loop.

SCGT Plant Cooling

The simple-cycle heat rejection system would consist of one air-cooled closed loop fluid
cooler per two CTGs to reject waste heat from the intercooler and other gas turbine
auxiliaries. Each cooler would reject approximately 222 MMBtu/hr to the ambient air.

Water Supply and Use

The AEC would use water provided by the LBWD for process and potable uses. The
project would continue to use the existing water main connection along Studebaker
Road.
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Plant makeup water would be fed directly from LBWD service connections through
metering equipment into the new service water tank. A new 340,000-gallon deionized
water tank would be added to the project to provide operational service water storage.

AEC Summary Water Requirements

For the site average ambient conditions, AEC would use approximately 68 gpm.
Maximum water consumption at the highest ambient conditions would be 357 gpm. The
maximum annual AEC water consumption would be 130 acre-feet per year.

Stormwater Drainage System

Stormwater that falls within process equipment containment areas would be collected
and discharged to a process drain system, which would consist of oil/water separators,
sump, and a retention basin. Stormwater that falls within the plant in pavement area and
outside the process equipment containment areas would either percolate directly into
the soil or drain over the surface and be directed into the retention basin to assist with
the removal of suspended solids. The stormwater collected in the retention basin would
be discharged through the existing outfalls. The residual oil containing sludge collected
in the oil/water separation tanks would be collected via vacuum truck and disposed of
as hazardous waste.

FIRE PROTECTION

The existing fire protection system would be modified for the AEC and the rest of the
AGS site and equipment to meet all LORS while reusing existing equipment to the
maximum extent possible. The system design would protect personnel and limit
property loss and plant downtime in the event of a fire. The primary source of fire
protection water would be a connection to the existing water distribution system. A new
8-inch onsite fire water loop and hydrants would be constructed around each of the new
power blocks and tied into existing onsite firewater hydrant lines. No new offsite linears
would be needed for fire protection.

The secondary source of fire protection water would be the 600,000-gallon service
water storage tank, which would provide 2 hours of protection for the onsite worst-case
single fire.

Two existing electric fire pumps, connected to two independent power feeds from the
SCE distribution system, would pump water from the onsite storage tank. Fire protection
water from the existing water supply connection and service water storage tank would
be provided to a dedicated underground fire loop piping system. Fixed fire-suppression
systems would be installed at determined fire risk areas. Sprinkler systems also would
be installed in the administration and maintenance buildings as required by NFPA and
local code requirements. The CTG units would be protected by a carbon dioxide fire
protection system. Hand-held fire extinguishers of the appropriate size and rating would
be located in accordance with NFPA 10 throughout the facility. Please refer to the
Worker Safety and Fire Protection and Socioeconomics sections of this FSA for
more specifics related to fire response and emergency services for the AEC demolition,
construction and operation.
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

There would be a variety of hazardous materials used and stored during demaolition,
construction, and operation of the project. The storage, handling and use of all
chemicals would be conducted in accordance with applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations and standards (LORS). Hazardous materials that would be used during
demolition and construction would include gasoline, diesel fuel, oil, lubricants, solvents
and paints. All hazardous materials used during demolition, construction, and operation
would be stored on site in storage tanks, vessels and containers specifically designed
for the characteristics of the materials to be stored; when appropriate, the storage
facilities would include secondary containment in case of tank/vessel failure. The
Hazardous Materials Management section of this FSA provides additional data on the
hazardous materials that would be used during demolition, construction and operation,
including quantities, associated hazards, and permissible exposure limits, storage
methods, and special handling precautions.

EMISSIONS CONTROL AND MONITORING

Air emissions from the combustion of natural gas in the CTGs and auxiliary boiler would
be controlled using state-of-the-art systems. To ensure that the systems perform
correctly, continuous emission monitoring of stack exhaust flow rate, temperature,
oxygen, NOy, and CO would be performed as well as the natural gas heat input,
generator output, and ammonia injection rate into the pollution control system. To
ensure that the system performs correctly, continuous emission monitoring would
include stack exhaust flow rate, temperature, oxygen, NOx and carbon monoxide, as
well as the natural gas heat input, generator output, and ammonia injection rate into the
pollution control system as required by the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD). The Air Quality section of this FSA discusses in detail the anticipated
emissions resulting from project demolition, construction, and operation, the types of
equipment proposed to limit emissions, as well as mitigation measures that would
ensure emissions are at levels consistent with required LORS.

WASTE MANAGEMENT

Waste Management is the process whereby all wastes produced at the project site are
properly collected, treated (if necessary), and disposed. Wastes include process and
sanitary wastewater, nonhazardous waste, and hazardous waste, both liquid and solid.
The AEC waste would include oily rags, broken and rusted metal and machine parts,
defective or broken electrical materials, empty containers, and other solid wastes,
including the typical municipal refuse generated by workers. The Waste Management
section of this FSA details the types of waste generated by the project and the process
by which both hazardous and nonhazardous wastes from project demolition,
construction, and operation would be appropriately stored, transferred, and disposed.
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PROJECT CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

If the Energy Commission approves the AEC AFC, construction activities at the project
site are anticipated to last approximately 57 months, from the first quarter of 2017 to the
third quarter of 2021. All construction equipment and supplies would be trucked directly
to the project site laydown areas. Project Description Figure 4 shows the simulated
site appearance for the proposed aboveground facilities, laydown area and parking for
the proposed AEC.

If approved, the AEC would include the following principal schedule elements:
e Begin Site Preparation — Q1, 2017
e Begin Construction of CCGT Power Block — Q2, 2017
e Commercial Operation of CCGT — Q1 2020
e Begin Construction of SCGT Power Block — Q2, 2020
e Commercial Operation of SCGT — Q3, 2021.

For the CCGT, there would be an average and peak workforce of approximately 182
and 306, respectively, of construction craft people, supervisory, support, and
construction management personnel onsite during construction. Peak workforce would
occur in July 2019 (month 26).

For the SCGT, there would be an average and peak workforce of approximately 222
and 512, respectively, of construction craft people, supervisory, support, and
construction management personnel onsite during construction. Peak workforce would
occur in January 2021 (month 44). The Socioeconomics section of this FSA contains
more information on the workers and their expected impact on the surrounding area.

The construction plan is based on a single shift composed of a 10-hour workday,
Monday through Friday, and a single 8-hour shift on Saturday. Construction would
typically take place between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., Monday through
Friday, and 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Saturday, consistent with city of Long Beach
ordinances. Overtime and additional shift work may be used to maintain the
construction schedule or to complete critical construction activities (for example, pouring
concrete at night during hot weather, working around time-critical shutdowns and
constraints). During the commissioning and startup phase of each of the power blocks,
some activities may continue 24 hours per day, 7 days per week.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM LOS CERRITOS WETLANDS LAND
TRUST:

Comment: Because there is a fundamental flaw in the assumptions used in several
subject categories in the PSA, the environmental review in those subject areas must be
re-analyzed and re-circulated for public comment.
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Response: Staff disagrees with the underlying assertion that there is a fundamental
flaw in the assumptions used in developing the PSA. See the response to comments
in the Alternatives section for a detailed response to the technical issues raised.
Under the Commission’s Title 20 regulations and the Commission’s certified
regulatory program, there is no requirement to re-circulate the PSA. Updates based
on comments received on the PSA, other information and responses to comments
are included in the Final Staff Assessment (FSA). Because the Commission’s
process is iterative with additional opportunity for public engagement, re-circulation
is not necessary and duplicative. Following publication of the FSA, public hearings
are held culminating in a presiding member’s proposed decision (PMPD) which has
a 30-day comment period. Following the comment period, another public hearingwill
provide opportunity for public commentwhen the Commission considers whether to
approve the PMPD prior to release of the Final Decision.

Comment: The PSA improperly segments the construction and operation of the project
from the demolition of the Alamitos Generation Station.

Response: The staff analysis properly excluded analysis of the demolition of the
AGS. As an initial matter, demolition is typically a ministerial action not subject to
CEQA. The AGS is not subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction because the facility
was licensed and built prior to the creation of the Energy Commission and is not
obligated to shut down or to undergo demolition due to the AEC facility. The driver
for shutting down AGS is the OTC policy which was subject to an Environmental
Impact Report by the State Water Board. (See WATER QUALITY CONTROL
POLICY ON THE USE OF COASTAL AND ESTUARINE WATERS FOR POWER
PLANT COOLING: Final Substitute Environmental Document, State Water
Resources Control Board May, 4 2010)

The appropriate environmental review under CEQA and the Commission’s certified
regulatory program would be to consider the decommissioning of AGS, due to the
OTC policy, and a potential demolition of the existing facilities at some point after
2020, to be part of staff's cumulative impact analysis section for each of the relevant
technical areas. But decommissioning and potential demolition is not a direct impact
from the proposed AEC project.

CEQA mandates that “environmental considerations do not become submerged by
chopping a large project into many little ones—each with minimal potential impact on
the environment—which cumulatively may have disastrous consequences.” In order
to avoid this piecemealing issue, the California Supreme Court set forth a
piecemealing test: an EIR must include an analysis of environmental effects of
future expansion/action if (1) it is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the initial
project; and (2) the future action will be significant in that it will likely change the
scope of nature of the initial project or its environmental effects.
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The piecemealing test set forth in Laurel Heights Improvement Association v.
Regents of the University of California, 47 Cal. 3d 376, 396 (1988) implies that
where land use activities are a reasonable foreseeable consequence of the initial
project approval, later land use activities must be considered as part of the whole
project. Similarly, if an individual project is a “necessary precedent” for a larger
project, or commits the lead agency to a larger project with significant environmental
impacts, then the scope of the CEQA document must encompass the larger project.

In Alamitos the facts are different. In 2010, the State Water Resources Control
Board adopted a policy on the use of coastal and estuarine waters for power plant
cooling. The policy establishes technology-based standards pursuant to section
316(b) of the Clean Water Act and phases out once-through cooling facilities due to
impacts on marine ecology. The policy applies to 19 existing power plants in
California, including the AGS. The existing units are being shut down and
decommissioned not because of the proposed new Alamitos facility but because of
the once-through cooling restrictions imposed by the State Water Resources Control
Board.

In the AFC the applicant noted that an agreement was reached with the city to
demolish the existing units sometime after 2020 and upon approval by the CAISO
and CPUC. This third party agreement does not make the demolition of the existing
units a foreseeable consequence of the construction and operation of the new
facility. The new facility is not a necessary precedent for the demolition of the
existing facility. Parts of the existing facility can continue to operate with or without
the new facility and the entire existing facility, units 1-6, can continue in existence
even with the full construction of the new facility. Given that demolition is not a
foreseeable consequence of construction and operation of the new Alamitos facility,
the appropriate environmental assessment for the potential demolition would fall
under cumulative impacts.

Under CEQA Guidelines, “a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is
created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together
with other projects causing related impacts” (14 Cal. Code Regs., 8 15130(a)(1).)
Cumulative impacts must be addressed if the incremental effect of a project,
combined with the effects of other projects is “cumulatively considerable” (14 Cal.
Code Regs., 8 15130(a).) Such incremental effects are to be “viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects
of probable future projects” (14 Cal. Code Regs., 8 15164(b)(1).) Together, these
projects comprise the cumulative scenario which forms the basis of the cumulative
impact analysis.

As noted in the FSA, Executive Summary Table 2, AGS is identified as a facility to
be considered in cumulative impacts analysis. Based on the information provided,
demolition of AGS, if it occurs, will coincide with operations of AEC. (See Project
Description p. 3-1)
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 1
Alamitos Energy Center - Regional Location Map
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 2
Alamitos Energy Center - Project Boundry and Sewer Lines
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 3
Alamitos Energy Center - Existing View
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 4
Alamitos Energy Center - Simulated View
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Testimony of Jennifer Lancaster and Scott D. White

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

Staff has completed review of the Alamitos Energy Center (AEC) relative to the
biological landscape on the project site and surrounding area. Vegetation in the project
area is limited to weedy species and landscaping, and there is no natural wildlife habitat
on site. Rare plants and special-status wildlife are not expected to occur on the site;
however, nearby marshes and other natural areas support special-status species
including the Pacific green sea turtle (federally listed threatened), Belding’s savannah
sparrow (state listed endangered), western snowy plover (federally listed threatened),
California least tern (federally and state listed endangered), and California brown
pelican (state fully protected).

Construction and operation of the proposed project would result in direct and indirect
effects to biological resources near the site. Staff concludes that the project, with
implementation of proposed conditions of certification, would comply with the laws,
ordinances, regulations, and standards listed in Biological Resources Table 1 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 AEC.

This analysis addresses potential impacts to special-status species, wetlands, and other
waters of the state and waters of the U.S. It 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. Additionally, this analysis assesses compliance with
applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS).

This analysis is based, in part, on information provided in the AEC Application for
Certification (AFC) for an earlier proposed project configuration (AEC 2013a), Data
Adequacy Supplement (AEC 2014a), responses to staff data requests (AEC 2014Db),
staff's observations during a site visit of the proposed AEC on March 25, 2014; the
supplemental AFC for the proposed project as analyzed here (AEC 2015f), ongoing
communications with professional biologists in the region, the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) Fisheries, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and comments
received on the Preliminary Staff Assessment (TN 212284).
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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 NOAA
(National Marine Fisheries Service).

Marine Mammal Protection Act (Title 16, United States
Code, Chapter 31)

Protects all marine mammals, including
cetaceans (whales, dolphins, and
porpoises), pinnipeds (seals and sea lions),
sirenians (manatees and dugongs), sea
otters, and polar bears within the waters of
the United States. The National Marine
Fisheries Service is responsible for the
protection of cetaceans and pinnipeds; the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service is
responsible for the protection of sea otters.

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 of 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.
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Applicable LORS

Description

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. Take of state listed species is
prohibited without incidental take
authorization, according to Section 2081 or
2080.1 of the Act. 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 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.

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.)

Establishes comprehensive land use
planning along the California coast; 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, requires
that the Coastal Commission designate
specific locations within the coastal zone
where 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 requires
actions that minimize adverse impacts to
biological productivity of coastal waters.
Section 30240 mandates protection of
environmentally sensitive habitats from the
degradation of habitat value. The
administering agency is the California
Coastal Commission.
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Applicable LORS Description

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act Regulates discharges of waste and fill
materials to waters of the state, including
“isolated” waters and wetlands. The
administering agency is the State Water
Resources Control Board.

Local

City of Long Beach General Plan/Southeast Area The city of Long Beach regulates new
Development and Improvement Plan (SEADIP)/Local development through design review and
Coastal Program (LCP) permit issuance to ensure consistency with
Coastal Act requirements and minimize
adverse impacts to identified
environmentally sensitive habitats and
wetland areas. New development projects
that are contiguous to wetlands or
environmentally sensitive habitat areas
must include a buffer.

SETTING

PROJECT OVERVIEW

The proposed project is described in detail in Section 2 of the AFC and Section 3 of this
Final Staff Assessment (FSA). Those project components pertinent to biological
resources are briefly summarized in the following paragraphs. The proposed AEC would
be constructed on the site of the existing AGS, an operating power plant in Long Beach,
California. The project would be constructed on approximately 21 acres entirely within
the 71.1-acre footprint of the existing AGS. AEC would consist of two new power blocks.
The first power block would consist of combined-cycle combustion gas turbine (CCGT)
generators and the second would consist of simple-cycle combustion gas turbine
(SCGT) generators. Construction would require the removal of the remaining
components of AGS Unit 7 (previously decommissioned and much of it already
removed from the site) and two existing wastewater retention basins and a small
maintenance shop to provide the necessary space for the AEC. Natural gas would be
supplied via an existing 30-inch diameter pipeline that currently serves Units 5 and 6 of
the AGS. Construction of the first power block and demolition of the existing unit would
occur over approximately 56 months (about 4vz years), scheduled to begin in the
second quarter of 2017. Construction of the second power block would continue through
the third quarter of 2021.

During AEC operation, stormwater would be directed to oil/water separators, held on the
site in an existing retention basin, and ultimately discharged to the Los Cerritos Channel
via existing outfalls. The AEC would include a new 1,000 linear foot process/sanitary
wastewater pipeline to the first point of interconnection with the existing Long Beach
Water Department sewer system and would eliminate the current AGS practice of
treatment and discharge of process/sanitary wastewater to the San Gabriel River.
Construction of the new wastewater line would take approximately 4 months. The
alignment would be in the road shoulder along Studebaker Road and Loynes Drive.

AEC construction would require onsite laydown areas comprising approximately 8 acres
dispersed throughout the site, and an approximately 10-acre area adjacent to the site.
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REGIONAL SETTING

The regional setting addressed in this section encompasses the area within 10 miles of
the AEC. Land use proximate to the proposed project area primarily includes urban
development, industrial areas, the San Gabriel River, parklands and open space, and
wetlands preserves.

The 71.1-acre AGS site is bounded on the west by Studebaker Road, and to the south
by a tank farm. The AEC project area consists of 21 acres within the larger AGS site
(see Project Description - Figure 2). The eastern edge of the AEC site is bounded by
the San Gabriel River, about two miles upstream from its terminus at the Pacific Ocean.
The Haynes Generating Station is located on the east side of the river, opposite the
proposed project.

The river in this area has a soft bottom and riprap banks, and it is channelized between
levees. The Los Cerritos Channel is located just west of the project site, across
Studebaker Road, and terminates about one mile to the southwest, at Alamitos Bay.
Two side channels deliver cooling water from the Los Cerritos Channel to the operating
AGS; the cooling water is discharged to the San Gabriel River via existing outfalls. Los
Cerritos Channel, Alamitos Bay, and the portion of the San Gabriel River in the project
site vicinity are all tidal waters.

Extensive urban development throughout the region has replaced most of the natural
open space. Natural habitats are now limited to scattered open space preserves and
other protected areas. Much of the undeveloped open space south and west of the site
is former oil production land.

Reqgional Wetlands and Other Protected Areas

Several ecological reserves, wetland preservation sites, and designated open space
areas are located in the region. These protected areas represent some of the most
significant remaining habitat in the region; provide wintering, feeding, and resting habitat
for migratory birds along the Pacific Flyway; and provide habitat for several special-
status plants and animals. Following is a brief description of each of these areas:

Los Cerritos Wetlands

The Los Cerritos wetlands complex consists of over 500 acres of coastal open space on
both sides of the San Gabriel River, located south of Cerritos Channel, west of
Studebaker Road, and south of East 2" Street. Within the Los Cerritos complex, the
nearest tidal wetland habitat to proposed project components is located west of
Studebaker Road, about 800 feet from the proposed AEC. Several organizations,
including the Los Cerritos Wetlands Authority and Los Cerritos Land Trust, are working
to acquire and restore habitat within the open space area. Portions of the wetlands are
undergoing restoration, with additional phases being planned. Several listed and other
special-status species occur there year-round or seasonally; these include southern
tarplant (Centromadia parryi ssp. australis), Coulter’s goldfields (Lasthenia glabrata ssp.
coulteri), Lewis’ evening primrose (Camissoniopsis lewisii), California box-thorn (Lycium
californicum), California least tern (Sternula antillarum browni), Pacific green sea turtle
(Chelonia mydas), and Belding’s savannah sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis
beldingi).
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Bolsa Chica Wetlands

The Bosla Chica wetlands are located five miles to the southeast of the AEC site, and
encompass over 1,400 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 bird species 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 (Rallus
longirostris levipes). Several special-status plants, reptiles, and mammals also are
found in this area including southern tarplant, Coulter’s goldfields, 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).

Seal Beach National Wildlife Refuge

The Seal Beach National Wildlife Refuge is located approximately two miles southeast
of the proposed AEC 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. It provides important habitat for migratory birds and four threatened or
endangered species including the Pacific green sea turtle, light-footed clapper rail,
California least tern, and Belding’s savannah sparrow.

Jack Dunster Marine Biological Reserve

The Jack Dunster Marine Biological Reserve is a 2.7—acre site on the northwestern side
of the Los Cerritos Channel, containing 1.5 acres of land and 1.2 acres of shallow
water. 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 project site 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 (City of Long Beach 2012b). This park is located
approximately six miles west of the AEC project site. This reserve park has salt marsh
habitat that contains cordgrass, pickleweed, and saltgrass at slightly higher elevations,
which provides habitat for waterfowl and fish.

El Dorado Nature Center and Regional Park

The city of Long Beach’s El Dorado Regional Park is a 105-acre park located between
the San Gabriel River and the 605 freeway, about three miles north of the proposed
AEC site. Two miles of dirt trails and a % mile paved trail wind around two lakes, a
stream, and forested areas.
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Colorado Lagoon

Colorado Lagoon is located about 1.7 miles west of the AEC site, and just northwest of
Alamitos Bay. The site was historically confluent with the larger Los Cerritos Wetlands
area. It includes recreational beach sports areas, as well as ongoing wetland habitat
restoration areas.

Sims’ Pond Biological Reserve

Sims Pond is a 6-acre reserve area maintained by the city of Long Beach, located at the
northwest corner of the intersection of Loynes Drive and Pacific Coast Highway, about 1
mile west of the AEC site. The site supports seasonal open waters, freshwater
marshland, and riparian forest habitats.

Critical Habitat

Critical habitat is a formal designation under the federal Endangered Species Act. Itis
designated based on presence of the physical and biological features essential to the
conservation of the species that may require special management considerations or
protection. There is designated critical habitat for one federally listed species within 10
miles of the proposed AEC: the western snowy plover.

Critical habitat for western snowy plover includes the Bolsa Chica State Beach and
Bolsa Chica Preserve, which are located approximately five miles southeast of the
proposed AEC site (USFWS 2012a). The beach habitats for western snowy plover
within the designated critical habitat are generally characterized by large, flat, and open
spaces.

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 2013 and January 2014, to assess biological resources along the 1,000-foot offsite
sewer pipeline alignment and in April 2015 in support of the Supplemental AFC. The
supplemental reconnaissance survey in January 2014 encompassed the pipeline
alignment and a 100-foot buffer, while the other surveys focused on the proposed power
plant site and laydown areas. The following text summarizes the applicant’s biological
surveys, as verified during staff’s site visit on March 25, 2014, and updated in the
Supplemental AFC.

Vegetation

The proposed AEC site and laydown areas are in industrial land use. The majority of the
project area is paved and any unpaved areas are subject to regular chemical weed
control. Landscaped areas, including trees, shrubs and lawns are present on portions of
the project site, but no natural habitats or wetlands are present. Other than the
landscaping plants, species on the site are primarily “ruderal” (i.e., weedy species
characteristic of disturbed areas) and most are not native. Typical species include
landscape plants and fan palm (Washingtonia robusta), gum tree (Eucalyptus sp.), great
bougainvillea (Bougainvillea spectabilis), iceplant (Carpobrotus edulis), mustard
(Brassica sp.), and tree tobacco (Nicotiana glauca).
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Land uses within one mile of the AEC site are briefly characterized as follows:

e Urban. Urban developed areas include residential, commercial, and light
industrial uses, as well as public schools and other municipal facilities. The
majority of the land uses to the north, northeast, southwest, south, and northwest
of the AEC site consist of urban development.

e Industrial. Industrial areas include the existing AGS, SCE 230-kV switchyard,
and former fuel oil tank farm. Additional industrial areas are located across the
San Gabriel River channel to the east and include the Los Angeles Department
of Water and Power Haynes Generating Station.

e Parks and open space. Parks and open space include natural and landscaped
areas that have been designated for recreational uses or provide undeveloped
green space. Parks and open space are located west and south of the AEC site.

e Wetland Preserves. As described above (see “Regional Wetlands and Other
Protected Areas”), the Los Cerritos Wetlands complex is approximately 700 feet
west and 2,000 feet south of the AEC site (about 800 feet south of the adjacent
laydown area).

Although there are no natural habitats on or adjacent to the site, the following sensitive
natural communities are present within 10 miles, as identified by the CDFW's California
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (excerpted from AEC 2013a and verified by staff).

Southern Coastal Salt Marsh

Southern coastal salt marsh is found in areas subject to regular tidal flooding such as
sheltered inland bays, estuaries, and lagoons. Vegetation and habitat within the salt
marsh are in distinct zones based on the frequency and duration of tidal flooding.
Typically California cordgrass (Spartina folosia) is found at the lowest intertidal levels,
subject to regular, prolonged tidal inundation. Mid-tidal areas are typically characterized
by pickleweed (Salicornia virginica) and are generally subject to cyclical inundation
during high tides and drying during low tides. The upper intertidal 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). The
margin of the upper high tide zone, intergrading to upstream sources of freshwater
influx or upland habitat, may support brackish marsh or alkaline meadow habitats.
Dominant species may include those listed above, as well as other herbaceous salt-
tolerant species. Brackish marsh and alkaline meadow communities are reported in the
Los Cerritos Wetlands Complex (Tidal Influence 2016).

The historical extent of salt marsh habitat in the south coast region has been
dramatically reduced by urban coastal development. Today, this community is limited to
isolated patches surrounded by development. Southern coastal salt marsh habitat is
found in several of the protected areas in the regional vicinity, listed above. The nearest
southern coastal salt marsh is in the Los Cerritos Wetlands complex just west and south
of the AEC, though this location is not recorded in the CNDDB.
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Southern Foredunes

Southern California coastlines once featured extensive dune systems extending inland
from beaches, but recreation and other land uses have largely eliminated these
habitats. Southern foredunes were a component of these larger systems, and remnant
foredunes are still found in a few areas. They are located shoreward of beaches and
active coastal sand dunes, where they are subject to less wind, have more stable sand,
and greater availability of groundwater. The foredune area supports plant species that
tend to stabilize the dune sand. Native plant species commonly found in this habitat
include beach morning glory (Calystegia soldanella), silver bur ragweed (Ambrosia
chamissonis), and common eucrypta (Eucrypta chrysanthemifolia). Southern foredune
habitat is located approximately five miles southeast of the AEC site within the Bolsa
Chica Ecological Reserve.

Southern Dune Scrub

Southern dune scrub is a coastal scrub community of scattered shrubs, subshrubs, and
herbs that are typically less than one meter tall and often constitute dense cover. This
habitat is drier, warmer, and experiences less onshore wind than 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 (Opuntia sp.),
lemonade berry (Rhus integrifolia), and jojoba (Simmondsia chinensis). Southern dune
scrub occurs approximately five miles southeast of the AEC in the Bolsa Chica
Ecological Reserve.

Common Wildlife

Due to the existing industrial AGS land use, the proposed AEC site does not provide
important habitat for native wildlife. Species observed during project surveys include
American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna),
bufflehead (Bucephala albeola), western gull (Larus occidentalis), rock pigeon
(Columba livia), and western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis). Species observed
during the same dates in the surrounding area within one mile of the AEC site included
great egret (Ardea alba), cormorant (Phalacrocorax spp.), great blue heron (Ardea
erodias), killdeer (Charadrius vociferous), green heron (Butorides virescens), red-tailed
hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), and western fence lizard.
Special-status birds are not expected to use the project site, except for incidental flyover
or possibly roosting. Common birds that are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code, may nest in open areas and in unused
structures on the AEC site. Examples include killdeer, hummingbirds, and house finch
(Carpodacus mexicanus).
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The nearby marshes provide habitat for a greater diversity of common wildlife species.
Birds observed in this habitat include American crow, barn swallow (Hirundo rustica),
common yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas), double-crested cormorant (Phalacrocorax
auritus), elegant tern (Thalasseus elegans), great blue heron, great egret (Ardea alba),
great horned owl (Bubo virginianus), hooded oriole (Icterus cucullatus), long-billed
curlew (Numenius americanus), snowy egret (Egretta thula), turkey vulture (Cathartes
aura), and a variety of other species. Reptiles and amphibians include gopher snake
(Pituophis melanoleucus), red-diamond rattlesnake (Crotalus ruber), southern alligator
lizard (Gerrhonotus multicarinatus), and Baja California treefrog (Pseudacris
hypochondriaca). Mammals include coyote (Canis latrans), opossum (Didelphis
virginiana), Botta’s pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae), and raccoon (Procyon lotor). A
wide variety of invertebrates and fish have also been recorded in the Los Cerritos
Wetlands (Tidal Influence, 2012).

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);

e |dentified as a California Species of Special Concern by the CDFW;
e California Fully Protected Species;

e A plant species ranked by the California Native Plant Society and CDFW as
“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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Most special-status plants and wildlife are not expected to occur on the site due to its
existing industrial land use. However, nearby marshes, parks, and other natural areas
support special-status species. Special-status species known from the surrounding
areas are identified in this section, and potential impacts of construction or operation of
the proposed project to those species (if any) are identified in the subsection titled
“Impact Assessment.” Biological Resources Table 2 identifies special-status species
reported within 10 miles of the project site in the California Natural Diversity Database
(CDFW 2016) and California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS 2016) 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 in the AEC Area and Vicinity

Common Name
(Scientific Name)

Conservation
Status
Fed/State/CRPR/
G-Rank/S-Rank

Potential for Occurrence in Project Impact Area

PLANTS

Chaparral sand-verbena
(Abronia villosa var. aurita)

| _/1B.1/

G5T2T3/S2

Not Likely to Occur. No chaparral or coastal scrub
habitat on the project site or pipeline alignment.

Ventura Marsh milk-vetch

(Astragalus pycnostachyus var.

FE/SE/1B.1/

Not Likely to Occur. No coastal salt marsh habitat

lanosissimus) G2T1/S1 on the project site or pipeline alignment.
. Not Likely to Occur. No coastal dunes, scrub, or
xﬁltgxscs:jgﬂs)h /(3_3//815 -2/ valley and foothill grasslands on the project site or
P pipeline alignment.
. Not Likely to Occur. No alkali meadows, vernal
(P,Aiitrrlisrllei bgtrtilsﬁiic)ale _G/l_G/21/E8311 / pools, chenopod scrub, or playas on the project site
plexp or pipeline alignment.
Davidson's saltscale (Atriplex _ | /1B.2/ Not Likely to Occur. No coastal scrub habitat on the
serenana var. davidsonii) G5T1/S1 project site or pipeline alignment.
Plummer's marinosa-li | a2/ Not Likely to Occur. No coastal scrub, chaparral,
(Calochortus Ilfmmerge) ca/s 4 valley and foothill grassland, woodlands, or forests on
P the project site or pipeline alignment.
Intermediate mariposa-lily | B2/ Not Likely to Occur. No coastal scrub, chaparral, or
(Calochortus weedii var. G3GAT2 /52 valley and foothill grassland on the project site or
intermedius) pipeline alignment.
(Sggltast?a azgasr: I:{IJ?T:nslr;g—glory A Not Likely to Occur. No coastal marsh habitat on the
bingxrgamgi]ae) ’ P G5TXQ/SX project site or pipeline alignment.
Not Likely to Occur. No coastal scrub, woodlands,
Lewis' evening primrose [ 13/ dunes, or valley and foothill grassland on the project
(Camissoniopsis lewisii) G4/s4 site or pipeline alignment, but recorded in Los
Cerritos Wetlands.
Not Likely to Occur. No suitable marsh or swamp
Southern tarplant ! 1B/ margins or valley and foothill grassland on the project
(Centromadia parryi ssp. —GEZISQ site; not found during protocol survey of marginal

australis)

habitat on the pipeline alignment during summer
2016.

Salt marsh bird's-beak
(Chloropyron maritimum ssp.
maritimum)

FE/SE/1B.2/
G4?T1/S1

Not Likely to Occur. No coastal salt marsh or dune
habitat on the project site or pipeline alignment.
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Common Name
(Scientific Name)

Conservation
Status
Fed/State/CRPR/
G-Rank/S-Rank

Potential for Occurrence in Project Impact Area

Not Likely to Occur. No coastal scrub, chaparral, or

Many-stemmed dudleya _/_/1B.2/ ; ; '
(Dudleya multicaulis) G2/S2 vglley and.foothlll grassland on the project site or
pipeline alignment.
Los Angeles sunflower /I 11A/ Not Likely to Occur. No marshes or swamps on the
(Helianthus nuttallii ssp. parishii) G5TH/SH project site or pipeline alignment. Presumed extinct.
Not Likely to Occur. No marshes or swamps,
Southwestern spiny rush 1142/ meadows or seeps, or dunes on the project site or
(Juncus acutus ssp. leopoldii) G5T5/S4 pipeline alignment, but recorded in Los Cerritos
Wetlands.
Not Likely to Occur. No vernal pools, coastal salt
Coulter's goldfields (Lasthenia /__/1B.1/ marshes, valley and foothill grasslands, or playas on
glabrata ssp. coulteri) G4T2/S2 the project site or pipeline alignment, but recorded in
Los Cerritos Wetlands.
California box-thorn a2 Not Likely to Occur._ No c_oastal _scrgb or goastal
(Lycium californicum) ca/sa bluff scrub on the project site or pipeline alignment,
but recorded in Los Cerritos Wetlands.
Mud nama _|_12B.2/ Not Likely to Occur. No marshes or swamps on the
(Nama stenocarpa) G4G5/S1S2 project site or pipeline alignment.
Gambel's water cress FE/ST/1B.1/ Not Likely to Occur. No marshes or swamps on the
(Nasturtium gambelii) G1/s1 project site or pipeline alignment.
Prostrate vernal pool navarretia _/_/1B.1/ Not Likely to Occyr. No vernal pools, coqstal sprub,
. or valley and foothill grasslands on the project site or
(Navarretia prostrata) G2/S2 L )
pipeline alignment.
(CI:\IO:rita\::V:l?IIilg-::r?Sjata var _|_11B.2/ Not Likely to Occur. No coastal dune habitat on the
' G3G4T2/ S2 project site or pipeline alignment.

denudata)

California Orcutt grass (Orcuttia
californica)

FE/SE/1B.1/
Gl/s1

Not Likely to Occur. No vernal pools on the project
site or pipeline alignment.

Lyon's pentachaeta

FE/SE/1B.1/

Not Likely to Occur. No coastal scrub, chaparral, or
valley and foothill grassland on the project site or

(Pentachaeta lyonii) G1/s1 o .
pipeline alignment.
Brand's star phacelia _/_1B.1/ Not Likely to Occur. No coastal scrub or dunes on
(Phacelia stellaris) G1/s1 the project site or pipeline alignment.
Sanford's arrowhead /__11B.2/ Not Likely to Occur. No marshes or swamps on the
(Sagittaria sanfordii) G3/S3 project site or pipeline alignment.
. Not Likely to Occur. No coastal scrub, chaparral,
(Ssa}g;lggggnggﬁzgzggg;n _/6_4%22/ alkali playas, marshes, desert scrub, or coniferous
forests on the project site or pipeline alignment.
. Not Likely to Occur. No marshes or swamps on the
g&:@g;:;g&ea) —/6—3@32/ project site or pipeline alignment, but recorded in Los
Cerritos Wetlands.
Not Likely to Occur. No marshes or swamps,
Woolly seablite [ 14.2] coastal bluff scrub, or dunes on the project site or
(Suaeda taxifolia) G3?/s4 pipeline alignment, but recorded in Los Cerritos
Wetlands.
: Not Likely to Occur. No meadows or seeps, coastal
(SSantim(?trridclﬂSnisézgoliatum) —/6—25332/ scrub, woodlands, forest, grasslands, marshes, or
ymphy swamps on the project site or pipeline alignment.
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WILDLIFE

Invertebrates

Western tidal-flat tiger beetle __ISAI_/ Not Likely to Occur. No estuary or mudflat habitat
(Cicindela gabbii) G2G4/s1 on the project site or pipeline alignment.
US| et e e e et o
(Cicindela hirticollis gravida) G5T2/S1 : pro) PP
alignment.
W‘?S.ter” beach tger beetle __ISAI_/ Not Likely to Occur. No beaches or mudflats on the
(Cicindela latesignata X . o .
| . G2G4T1T2/S1 | project site or pipeline alignment.
atesignata)
Senile tiger beetle __ISA/_/ Not Likely to Occur. No marine shoreline on the
(Cicindela senilis frosti) G2G3T1T3/S1 | project site or pipeline alignment.
Monarch butterfly ISA/ | Not Likely to Occur. No wind-protected tree groves
(winter roosts) e for winter roosting on the project site or pipeline
’ G4T2T3/S2S3 .
(Danaus plexippus) alignment.
Wandering (saltmarsh) skipper _ISAL_J Not_ L|ke_Iy to O_CCl_Jr. Nq salt marsh habitat on Fhe
. project site or pipeline alignment, but recorded in Los
(Panoquina errans) G4G5/S2 :
Cerritos Wetlands.
Dorothy's El Segundo Dune
weevil __ISAI_/ Not Likely to Occur. No coastal sand dune habitat
(Trigonoscuta dorothea G1T1/S1 on the project site or pipeline alignment.
dorothea)
Mimic tryonia (=California ISA/ Not Likely to Occur. No coastal lagoon, estuary, or
brackishwater snail) e salt marsh habitat on the project site or pipeline
A G2/S2 .
(Tryonia imitator) alignment.
Fish
. Not Likely to Occur. No aquatic habitat on the
Tidewater go_by . FE/CSC/_/ project site or pipeline alignment, and true estuarine
(Eucyclogobius newberryi) G3/S3 o : : L
conditions do not occur in the project vicinity.
Not Likely to Occur. No aquatic habitat on the
Pacific seahorse ] project site or pipeline alignment
(Hippocampus ingens) IUCN Red List Present off-site. Recently reported in Alamitos Bay
near the project site.
Reptiles and Amphibians
Southern California legless Not Likely to Occur. No suitable wooded or
. _lcscl ) : . : -
lizard G3G4/S3 shrubland habitat, leaf litter, organic soils, or similar
(Anniella stebbinsi) habitat on the project site or pipeline alignment.

i L Not Likely to Occur. No coastal scrub, chaparral, or
Oran_ge thrqated whiptail _/cscl_f valley-foothill hardwood woodlands on the project site
(Aspidoscelis hyperythra) G5/S2 S) .

or pipeline alignment.
Not Likely to Occur. No aquatic habitat within the
project site or pipeline alignment.
Pacific green sea turtle FT/_ [ |/ Present off-site. Pacific green sea turtles inhabit the
(Chelonia mydas) G3/s1 lower San Gabriel River and vicinity and congregate
near the existing AGS outfall adjacent to the project
site.
Western pond turtle _Jcscl_ | Not' L|ke_Iy to O_ccll_Jr. Nc; aquatic ftl)abltat cl); the _
(Emys marmorata) G3G4/S3 project site or pipeline alignment, but could occur in
freshwater marsh areas in the Los Cerritos wetlands.
Coast horned lizard __/cscl Not Likely to Occur. No sandy natural habitats on
(Phrynosoma blainvillii) G3G4/S354 the project site or pipeline alignment.
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Common Name
(Scientific Name)

Conservation
Status
Fed/State/CRPR/
G-Rank/S-Rank

Potential for Occurrence in Project Impact Area

Not Likely to Occur. No grasslands or valley-foothill

Western spadefoot —JCSCl_/ hardwood woodlands on the project site or pipeline
(Spea hammondii) G3/S3 : Proj PIp
alignment.
Birds®
Low. No marsh or grain fields for nesting and
Tricolored blackbird BCC/CSC/_/ foraging on the project site or pipeline alignment.
(Agelaius tricolor) G2G3/S1S2 Recorded approximately 0.5 mile from the project
site.
Short-eared owl _Jcscl | Moierate.. No r_narsh or glrassl?nd foraglrgg habltactjs .
(Asio flammeus) G5/S3 on the project site or pipeline alignment, but recorde
in Los Cerritos Wetlands. Outside of breeding range.
Moderate (foraging only). No grasslands or similar
Burrowing owl BCCICSC// open ha_bltal_ts WI:_h abundakr)lt bUI‘I’OV\(IjS gn_ the project
(Athene cunicularia) G4/S3 site or pipeline alignment, but recorded in Los
Cerritos Wetlands and may forage on the site or fly
over; low probability of nesting on the site.
Ferruginous hawk BCCL /| L or pipeline alighment. Outsde of breedn
(Buteo regalis) G4/S3S4 pro) PP 9 ' 9

range.

Western snowy plover
(Charadrius alexandrinus

FT, BCC/CSC/__/

Moderate. No salt flats or beaches for nesting and
foraging on the project site or pipeline alignment.

) G3T3/S2 Nests at Bolsa Chica; rarely at Seal Beach National
nivosus) -
Wildlife Refuge.
Moderate (foraging only). No grassland or marsh
Northern Harrier _/cscl breeding and foraging habitats on the project site or
(Circus cyaneus) G5/S3 pipeline alignment, but forages in Los Cerritos

Wetlands.

Western yellow-billed cuckoo
(Coccyzus americanus

FT, BCC/SE/__/

Not Likely to Occur. No riparian woodlands for
breeding and foraging on the project site or pipeline

occidentalis) G5T2T3/S1 alignment, and presumed extirpated from the area.
Moderate. No grassland, agricultural, wetland, oak-
White-tailed kite __IFP/_] woodland, or savannah habitats for nesting and
(Elanus leucurus) G5/S3s4 foraging on the project site or pipeline alignment, but
recorded in Los Cerritos Wetlands.
Southwestern willow flycatcher FE/SE/__/ Not Likely to Occur. No riparian habitat for breeding
(Empidonax traillii extimus) G5T2/S1 and foraging on the project site or pipeline alignment.
vellow-breasted chat _/cscl | Low_. No rlpﬁrlan or shr_ubby hz_1b|t|<_';1ts fol_r foraglngband
(Icteria virens) G5/S3 nesting on the project site or pipeline alignment, but
recorded in Los Cerritos Wetlands.
Moderate (foraging only). No riparian habitats,
Loggerhead shrike BCC/CSC/_/ woodlands, or open natural habitats for foraging and
(Lanius ludovicianus) G4/s4 nesting on the project site or pipeline alignment, but
recorded in Los Cerritos Wetlands.
Osprey WL Modera_te. I_\Io open water for foraging on the project
; . site or pipeline alignment, but recorded in Los
(Pandion haliaetus) G5/S4 )
Cerritos Wetlands.
Belding's savannah sparrow Moderate. No salt marsh habitat for breeding or
9 Sp X __ISE/_/ foraging on the project site or pipeline alignment, but
(Passerculus sandwichensis G5T3/S3 breedi lation i in th Cerri
beldingi) 5T a breeding population is present in the Los erritos
Wetlands to the west and south of the project.
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Common Name
(Scientific Name)

Conservation
Status
Fed/State/CRPR/
G-Rank/S-Rank

Potential for Occurrence in Project Impact Area

California brown pelican

High. No aquatic habitat for foraging or coastal island
habitat for roosting on the project site or pipeline

(Pelecanus occidentalis FD/SD, FP/__/ | alignment. Roosts offshore approximately 6 miles
californicus) GA4T3/S3 southwest of the project site. Routinely observed
throughout the area, including the Los Cerritos
Wetlands.
Not Likely to Occur. No coastal sage scrub habitat
Coastal California gnatcatcher FT/CSC/_/ on the project site or pipeline alignment. Occurs at
(Polioptila californica californica) G3T2/S2 Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve and on the Palos
Verdes Peninsula.
Moderate. No salt marsh habitat for breeding or
I . foraging on the project site or pipeline alignment.
IIB' ghitrg?rtgdl:\ll?pgg rail (Rallus FE/SSTEl’TFZ%T/ Nests at Seal Beach National Wildlife Refuge and
9 P may use the Los Cerritos Wetlands as a corridor to
travel among occupied habitats in the region.
Not Likely to Occur. No riparian habitat for breeding
Bank swallow STl and foraging on the project site or pipeline alignment.
(Riparia riparia) G5/S2 Nesting populations are considered extirpated in
southern California.
Moderate. No gravel bars or sandy beaches for
Black skimmer BCC/CSC/__/ | nesting on the project site or pipeline alignment, but
(Rynchops niger) G5/S2 forages in the Los Cerritos Wetlands to the west and is
present year-round on sandy beaches in the vicinity.
Moderate. No sandy beaches or alkali flats for nesting
on the project site or pipeline alignment, but forages
California least tern (Sternula FE/SE. FP/ and trains offsprmg in the_Los Cerritos Wetlands to the
. ; west of the project. Historically nested in the Los
antillarum browni) G4T2T3Q/S2 : .
Cerritos wetlands, but current closest nesting grounds
are at the Seal Beach National Wildlife Refuge and
Bolsa Chica.
Least Bell's vireo FE/SE/__/ Not Likely to Occur. No riparian habitat for breeding
(Vireo bellii pusillus) G5T2/S2 and foraging on the project site or pipeline alignment.
Mammals
Western mastiff bat (Eumops _/cscl_J Not Likely to Occur. No woodlands, C(_)astal scr_ub,.
) I grasslands, chaparral, or other open arid to semi-arid
perotis californicus) G5T4/S354 i . . T ;
habitats on the project site or pipeline alignment.
Silver-haired bat (Lasionycteris __ISAI_/ LOV.V' NO. CoaSt"’?' or montane forest habitats on Fhe
i project site or pipeline alignment. Could forage in the
noctivagans) G5/S354 )
nearby Los Cerritos wetlands complex.
Western yellow bat (Lasiurus _Jcscl_ | Low. No riparian, desgrt vyash, or palm oasis habitat
- on the project site or pipeline alignment, but could
xanthinus) G5/S3 . i
occur in the nearby Los Cerritos wetlands complex.
Not Likely to Occur. No tidal marsh habitat on the
South coast marsh vole _/cscl project site or pipeline alignment, but could occur in
(Microtus californicus stephensi) | G5T1T2/S1S2 salt marsh habitats in the nearby Los Cerritos
wetlands.
Pocketed free-tailed bat _/cscl Not Likely to Occur. No rocky areas with high cliffs
(Nyctinomops femorosaccus) G4/S3 on the project site or pipeline alignment.
Big free-tailed bat (Nyctinomops _/cscl Not Likely to Occur. No rocky outcrops or high cliffs
macrotis) G5/S3 on the project site or pipeline alignment.
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Conservation
Common Name Status . . .
(Scientific Name) Fed/State/CRPR/ Potential for Occurrence in Project Impact Area
G-Rank/S-Rank
Pacific pocket mouse Not Likely to Occur. No coastal strand, coastal
P . . FE/CSC/_/ dune, river alluvium, or coastal sage scrub habitat on
(Perognathus longimembris : . S )
o G5T1/S1 the project site or pipeline alignment. Presumed
pacificus) . .
extirpated in the area.
I Not Likely to Occur. No coastal marsh habitat on the
Southern California saltmarsh csc/ | X . ineli i b Id .
Sshrew . _ project site or pipeline alignment, but could occur in
. . G5T1?/S1 salt marsh habitats in the nearby Los Cerritos
(Sorex ornatus salicornicus)
wetlands.
American badger (Taxidea _/cscl | N_ot Ll_kely to _Occur. No shrub,_forest, or grasslands
with friable soils on the project site or pipeline
taxus) G5/S3 .
alignment.

Sources: CDFW 2016; CNPS 2016; Tidal Influence 2012

1. Most special-status birds could occasionally fly over the site, or briefly roost or rest on the site; these casual occurrences are not

included in the indicated occurrence probabilities.

Biological Resources Table 2 — Notes

STATUS CODES:

State

SE: State listed as endangered
SR: State listed as rare

ST: State listed as threatened
SFP: Fully protected

2008).

Federal

range

highest conservation priorities

D: Delisted taxon that is considered recovered
California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR)

CRPR 3 = Plants which need more information
CRPR 4 = Limited distribution — a watch list

CSC: 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.

\WL: 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

SA: 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.

FE: Federally listed endangered: species in danger of extinction throughout a significant portion of its

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

http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/NewReportsPublications/Special Topics/BCC2008/BCC2008.pdf

CRPR 1A: Plants presumed extirpated in California and either rare or extinct elsewhere
CRPR 1B: Rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere

CRPR 2A: Rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere
CRPR 2B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere
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STATUS CODES:

0.1: Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened / high degree and immediacy
of threat)

0.2: Moderately threatened in California (20-80% occurrences threatened / moderate degree and
immediacy of threat) 0.3: : Not very threatened in California (less than 20% of occurrences threatened /
low degree and immediacy of threat 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 = Critically Imperiled — At very high risk of extinction due to extreme rarity (often 5 or fewer
populations), very steep declines, or other factors.

G2 = Imperiled — At high risk of extinction due to very restricted range, very few populations (often 20 or
fewer), steep declines, or other factors.

G3 = Vulnerable — At moderate risk of extinction due to a restricted range, relatively few populations
(often 80 or fewer), recent and widespread declines, or other factors.

G4 = Apparently Secure — Uncommon but not rare; some cause for long-term concern due to declines or
other factors.

G5 = Secure — Common; widespread and abundant.

State rank (S-rank) is assigned much the same way as the global rank, except state ranks in California
often also contain an imperilment status only within California’s boundaries.

S1 = Critically Imperiled — Critically imperiled in the state because of extreme rarity (often 5 or fewer
occurrences) or because of some factor(s) such as very steep declines making it especially vulnerable to
extirpation from the state.

S2 = Imperiled — Imperiled in the state because of rarity due to very restricted range, very few populations
(often 20 or fewer), steep declines, or other factors making it very vulnerable to extirpation from the state.

S3 = Vulnerable — Vulnerable in the state due to a restricted range, relatively few populations (often 80 or
fewer), recent and widespread declines, or other factors making it vulnerable to extirpation from the state.

S4 = Apparently Secure — Uncommon but not rare in the state; some cause for long-term concern for
population within state due to declines or other factors.

S5 = Secure — Common, widespread, and abundant in the state/province.
SH = 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 expected 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

Special-Status Plants

Rare plant surveys were not conducted at the project site due to existing urbanized and
industrial land uses. However, several special-status plant species have been
documented in the regional vicinity, including at the nearby marshes. In addition,
southern tarplant (CRPR 1B.1) has been recorded near the offsite pipeline alignment at
Loynes Drive and Studebaker Road (CDFW 2016). It is unlikely that special-status
plants would colonize or persist at the project site due to landscape maintenance and
weed management practices. Special-status plants are not expected to occur on the off-
site pipeline route due to habitat requirements (for most species) and a protocol survey
with negative results for southern tarplant.
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Southern Tarplant

Southern tarplant is a CRPR 1B.1 annual herb in the sunflower family (Asteraceae) that
blooms between May and November. It ranges from Santa Barbara County south into
Baja California, and on Santa Catalina Island. Typical habitat includes the margins of
marshes and swamps, vernally mesic sites within valley and foothill grassland, and
vernal pools below 1,400 feet. It is usually found on alkaline soils, including disturbed
sites. Southern tarplant occurs in the Los Cerritos Wetlands complex. The nearest
record is in the northwest corner of the wetlands complex, about 200 feet south of the
offsite pipeline alignment at Loynes Drive and Studebaker Road. Although the record is
across Loynes Drive from the pipeline location, and the pipeline would be constructed in
the ruderal road shoulder, southern tarplant can be found on disturbed sites. A focused
survey for southern tarplant was conducted during summer 2016 along the pipeline
route, concluding that the plant was not present (CH2MHill 2016 TN 212917). Energy
Commission staff independently verified that southern tarplant was detectable during
the time of the survey by confirming that it was located, in flower, at the Port of Long
Beach (independent field observation by Justin Wood, Aspen Environmental, August
2016). Staff concludes that southern tarplant is not likely to occur on the developed
industrial AEC site or on the pipeline route.

Special-Status Wildlife

The applicant conducted general reconnaissance surveys of the project site and offsite
pipeline alignment (including a 4,000-foot alignment no longer proposed as part of the
AEC) in September 2011, July 2013, January 2014, and April 2015. No protocol or
focused surveys were performed due to the low potential for special-status wildlife
species to occur within the site (except during casual stopover or flyover). The following
accounts focus on species with a moderate or high potential to occur near the site, and
that could be affected by project construction and operation.

Birds

The project site 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 in the region 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
where common upland birds such as house finches may nest, and open gravelly
substrates where ground-nesting birds such as killdeer could nest. There is no suitable
nesting habitat for special-status birds of the surrounding marshlands. Small mammals,
reptiles, and landscape plants provide some cover and foraging opportunities for birds
on site. Although the site itself provides relatively little nesting and foraging habitat for
native birds, the nearby wetlands are regionally important for many 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
(Biological Resources Table 1).
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Belding’s Savannah Sparrow

The Belding’s savannah sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis beldingi) is a state-listed
endangered species. It is a subspecies of the more common savannah sparrow, and is
endemic to the coastal salt marshes of southern California. It is one of few birds that
reside year-round in the local marshes. It ranged historically from Goleta in Santa
Barbara County in California south to El Rosario, Baja California, Mexico.

Belding’'s savannah sparrow is found in tidal and non-tidal coastal wetlands where it is
closely associated with pickleweed. Breeding territories can be very small and the birds
nest semi-colonially or in localized concentrations within a larger block of habitat. They
forage on the ground for insects, snails and other invertebrates, and seeds. Breeding
begins in early March. The Belding’s savannah sparrow occupies the Los Cerritos
Wetlands complex and breeds in the coastal salt marsh wetlands in the immediate
vicinity of the AEC site (Merkel & Associates 2004; CDFW 2016; Zembal and Hoffman
2010). It is also found in the Bolsa Chica wetlands and the Seal Beach National Wildlife
Refuge. Surveys conducted in 2010 documented 23 Belding’s savannah sparrow
territories in the Los Cerritos Wetlands; larger populations also occur at the Seal Beach
National Wildlife Refuge (326 territories in 2010) and Bolsa Chica (280 territories in
2010) (Zembal and Hoffman 2010).

There is no suitable habitat within the proposed AEC or pipeline alignment, and no
Belding’s savannah sparrows were observed during reconnaissance-level project
surveys.

California Least Tern

The California least tern (Sternula antillarum browni) is federally and state-listed as
endangered. It 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 nesting habitat (Cogswell 1977). It forages for fish in open water habitats
including near shore ocean waters, tidal channels, and estuaries. It breeds colonially on
sandy soils with little vegetation or other open sites along the ocean, lagoons, and bays.
Its nests are shallow depressions lined with shells or other debris (Massey 1974).
California 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 the Bolsa Chica wetlands and Seal
Beach National Wildlife Refuge (CDFW 2016; Frost 2013; Marschalek 2008, 2009,
2010). There is no suitable nesting habitat for the California least tern at the AEC site
and it has very limited potential to occur on the site, except while flying overhead.
However, it uses the neighboring Los Cerritos Wetlands for foraging, loafing, and
training young (Tidal Influence 2012).
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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.

The light-footed clapper rail forages for mollusks and crustaceans in coastal salt
marshes, mudflats, and along tidal channels. Nest sites are usually in areas of dense
marsh vegetation including pickleweed and cord grass (Schoenoplectus spp.). It breeds
from early March through August.

The light-footed clapper rail breeds in wetland habitats in the regional vicinity including
the Bolsa Chica wetlands and Seal Beach National Wildlife Refuge (Zembal et al. 2010;
Zembal and Hoffman 2012). Although not documented breeding in the Los Cerritos
Wetlands complex, it could use the wetlands as a corridor for traveling between regional
breeding and foraging grounds (Tidal Influence 2012).

Western Snowy Plover

The western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus) is a federally listed
threatened species and a California Species of Special Concern. 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 and other open, sandy or salt panne areas, sometimes
including dredged material disposal sites, salt pond levees, and dry salt ponds. 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 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 habitat loss from urban development
and recreation has led to the decline in active nesting colonies and an overall decline in
the breeding and wintering population along the Pacific coast (USFWS 2007).

Designated critical habitat for western snowy plover includes the Bolsa Chica State
Beach and Bolsa Chica Reserve (USFWS 2012). Bolsa Chica State Beach supported
an average wintering flock of 27 western snowy plover from 2003 through 2010
(USFWS 2012). The site annually supports a significant wintering flock of western
snowy plover in a location with high-quality breeding habitat. The Bolsa Chica Reserve
is located east of Highway 1 in Orange County. It supported 47 breeding adult western
snowy plover in 2009 (Knapp and Peterson, 2009).
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Although no breeding or wintering habitat occurs on the AEC site or pipeline alignment,
the western snowy plover could fly over as it travels among occupied habitats in the
region.

White-Tailed Kite

The white-tailed kite is a fully protected species in California. It forages over open
grasslands, savannahs, wetlands and marshes, oak woodlands, and agricultural
habitats and nests in trees, generally on edges of forging habitats. In California, it is a
year-round resident and its range includes nearly all areas from the coast to the western
Sierra Nevada foothills, and south through the deserts. Its overall range is expanding,
and the present distribution is the largest in the species’ known history (Dunk 1995).
White-tailed kites forage in the nearby Los Cerritos Wetlands complex. Although no
foraging habitat is found on the AEC site or pipeline alignment, the white-tailed kite
could fly over as it moves among occupied habitats in the region.

Osprey

The osprey is on CDFW'’s Watch List. It is a large raptor that feeds almost exclusively
on fish. It is found in coastal areas, and inland near rivers and lakes. The osprey is
globally distributed. In southern California, it is primarily an uncommon winter visitor, but
has been nesting in recent years in Upper Newport Bay and surrounding areas (Reicher
2010). It has been observed in the Los Cerritos Wetlands complex, and could fly over
the AEC site while moving among habitats in the region.

Burrowing owl

The burrowing owl is a California Species of Special Concern. It has been documented
in the project vicinity, but not on the project site. Habitat for burrowing owl is typically
level, sparsely vegetated, open areas such as grassland, agricultural land, scrubland,
and disturbed or landscaped open areas. The burrowing owl forages on the ground for
small reptiles, mammals, and invertebrates. It shelters and nests in burrows, and tends
to take cover in its burrow rather than flee from disturbance. It may use abandoned
burrows of ground squirrels or other animals, dig its own burrow if soil conditions allow,
or use “surrogate burrows” such as construction debris or drain pipes. Burrowing owls
may occupy a burrow or surrogate burrow at any time of year. Burrowing owl has a
moderate potential for foraging and a low potential for nesting or taking refuge on the
project site.

Black Skimmer

The black skimmer is a California Species of Special Concern and a USFWS Bird of
Conservation Concern. It is a coastal waterbird, and the western population breeds from
Orange and San Diego counties in California south to Nayarit, Mexico (Gochfeld and
Burger 1994). It nests on open sandy or gravelly areas with sparse vegetation or on
broad mats of dead vegetation in salt marshes. It is a colonial nester that prefers areas
with other species such as terns that provide early warning of intruders. It forages in the
Los Cerritos Wetlands complex, and nests at Bolsa Chica (CDFW 2016). Although the
AEC site and pipeline alignment support no nesting or foraging habitat, black skimmers
could fly over while moving among habitats in the region.
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California Brown Pelican

The California brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis) is a California state fully
protected species. It 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 fish which they catch by diving from the air into the water. It nests in colonies,
usually on offshore islands where predators are absent, on the ground.

The open space and wetland habitats immediately surrounding the site provide resting
and loafing habitat for brown pelicans; however, there is no natural habitat on the AEC
site. Brown pelicans may fly over or (occasionally) land on the facilities or on the
ground, but there is no potential for feeding, breeding, or other important activity on the
site. Although California brown pelican is not expected to breed in nearby marshes due
to lack of suitable breeding habitat, it is routinely observed foraging and loafing in the
marshes and Alamitos Bay.

Reptiles

Pacific Green Sea Turtle

The green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas) is federally listed as threatened. It is found in
tropical and subtropical waters world-wide. It breeds on tropical beaches; the hatchling
turtles enter the ocean immediately and, over the course of five to ten years, grow to
juvenile size and move to nearshore areas where they feed largely on plant material
such as algae and eelgrass. On reaching sexual maturity, green sea turtles migrate to
their natal beaches to breed, but otherwise spend most of their time in shallow
nearshore waters (Arthur et al. 2008).

Green sea turtles are found year-round in the San Gabriel River mouth and surrounding
areas and have been resident there at least since 2008 (Lawson et al. 2014). The
number of turtles is unknown, but sizes range from juvenile to adults. Genetic work
indicates that these turtles originate from an unknown breeding population, related to
populations breeding in Mexico. They are often observed at the warm water discharges
from the Alamitos Generating Station adjacent to the project site, and the Los Angeles
Department of Water and Power’s (LADWP’s) Haynes Generating Station, just across
the river from the project site (D. Lawson, pers. comm.). The turtles visit other local
estuaries seasonally (Anaheim Bay, Seal Beach National Wildlife Refuge, and Alamitos
Bay), but the warm water discharged from the power plants may be the primary reason
for the species’ presence in the area (Moffatt and Nichol 2015). Studies suggest that the
resident turtles are more likely to move among locations in local waters during the
summer and fall months when ocean temperatures are warmer, and stay in the warm
effluent in the river during the winter (Lawson et al. 2014).
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JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDS AND WATERS

The proposed AEC site and laydown areas are in industrial land use. The majority of the
project area is paved. Some portions of the site are landscaped with trees, shrubs and
lawns, but no natural habitats are present. Federal jurisdiction as waters of the United
States includes navigable waters and their tributaries, based on presence of an
“ordinary high water mark” (OHWM). Jurisdictional waters of the state include all waters
within California, including those that may be isolated from navigable waters and their
tributaries. The project site is above the OHWMs of the adjacent water bodies, and
runoff from the site is collected in a retention basin on-site and discharged into the San
Gabriel River by outfalls (AEC 2015f). These features are not regulated as waters of the
US or waters of the state.

Wetlands are generally defined according to three criteria (or parameters): Hydric soll
characteristics, caused by saturation; hydrophytic vegetation, adapted to wetland
conditions; and hydrology, the seasonal or long-term presence of water. Under the
federal definition, a site must ordinarily meet all three criteria to be considered a
wetland. Under state criteria a site may be defined as a wetland if it meets only one or
two of the criteria and, if so, it may be regulated by the CDFW or California Coastal
Commission as waters of the state. Soils on the site are covered by existing land use
(pavement, industrial structures, or landscaping) or are strongly compacted for use as
staging areas. Water (e.g., from precipitation or runoff) does not reach the soil profile to
cause development of hydric soil characteristics. Vegetation is limited to landscaped
areas and scattered weedy areas (AEC 2015f). Water may be present on the ground’s
surface in temporary puddles (after rainfall) or in the lined retention basin, but these
conditions do not meet the hydrology criterion for wetland determination. Therefore, the
site does not meet criteria as a wetland, under applicable definitions of state or federal
agencies.

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,
impacts to biological resources are considered significant if the project would result in
the following:

e 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;

e 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);
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e 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;

e substantial adverse effect on important riparian habitats or wetlands and any
jurisdictional waters of the U.S. or waters of the state; or

e 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 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 AEC construction and associated demolition
activities, operation, maintenance, and decommissioning, and provides mitigation, as
necessary, to reduce impacts to less than significant levels.

General Biological Resources Conditions of Certification

In order to avoid or minimize potentially adverse impacts to biological resources, staff
recommends that the project owner appoint a Designated Biologist and, if needed,
additional Biological Monitor(s) 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 B1O-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 Conditions of Certification BIO-2 (Designated Biologist
Duties) and BIO-4 (Designated Biologist and Biological Monitor Authority). The
Designated Biologist would be responsible, in part, for developing and implementing the
Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) (see Condition of Certification BIO-
5), which is a training program for the on-site personnel on how to protect sensitive
biological resources and the consequences of non-compliance.
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Staff's proposed Condition of Certification BIO-6 (Biological Resources Mitigation
Implementation and Monitoring Plan [BRMIMP]) requires preparation of a BRMIMP,
which consolidates all biological 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 would be
localized and primarily temporary, they are not usually considered significant unless the
habitat type is regionally unique or supports special-status species.

The developed industrial project area and ruderal lands along the wastewater pipeline
do not provide regionally unique habitat or important habitat for special-status species.
Significant impacts to native vegetation would not occur and no mitigation is proposed.

Construction and Demolition Impacts to Common Wildlife

Direct loss of small mammals, reptiles, and other less mobile species could occur during
construction and demolition activities. This loss would result primarily from vehicles and
equipment 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.

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.

Common birds could nest in the ornamental plantings, on facilities and equipment, or on
the ground within the AEC site. 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 protected by the MBTA and Fish and Game Code Sections 3503 and 3513.
Construction and demolition activities during nesting season could destroy bird nests,
including eggs or nestling birds.
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The applicant proposes to conduct a preconstruction active nest survey and, if
determined necessary, monitor active nests during construction and demolition activities
(AEC 2015f; p. 5.2-17). Staff agrees with the need for preconstruction nest surveys and
has incorporated the applicant’s proposed measure 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 January 1 and August 31, on the project site and the wastewater
pipeline route, 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., limited disturbance areas) would avoid
and minimize impacts to nesting birds. With implementation of Conditions of
Certification BIO-7 and BI10O-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 habitat in the project region has been significantly fragmented by urban
development. The AEC site does not provide biological connectivity or wildlife
movement routes among local habitat areas; therefore, there would be no significant
impacts to wildlife movement or habitat fragmentation. An analysis of impacts to wildlife
from noise and lighting is presented under “General Construction and Demolition
Impacts,” below.

Construction and Demolition Impacts to Special-Status Plants

No special-status plants are expected to occur on the project site or off-site pipeline
route. Some special-status plants occur in the marshes adjacent to the AEC site;
however, recruitment into the project site would be unlikely and limited to landscaped or
unpaved areas. Ongoing maintenance and weed control would prevent any rare plants
from persisting. The project is not expected to have direct impacts to special-status
plants.

Special-status plants that inhabit the Los Cerritos Wetlands, such as Lewis' evening
primrose, southern tarplant, southwestern spiny rush, Coulter’s goldfields, California
box-thorn, estuary seablight, and wooly seablight, 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

Although most special-status wildlife species are not expected to occur at the project
site (except during casual flyover or resting), several may forage, roost, or breed in
nearby marshes. These species include the wandering saltmarsh skipper, silver-haired
bat, western yellow bat, and several bird species. The federally listed green sea turtle
occupies the lower San Gabriel River adjacent to the AEC site, and surrounding bays
and inlet areas, and the Pacific seahorse has been reported from Alamitos Bay. Project
demolition and construction could indirectly affect special-status wildlife, possibly
including the state-listed threatened Belding’s savannah sparrow, in the marshes and
river near the AEC site by causing noise and lighting disturbance, and habitat
degradation from invasive weeds, stormwater runoff, or groundwater contamination.
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These impacts, should they occur, may be adverse to the species, but would not be
considered “take” under applicable state or federal law (described further in the
following paragraph). The impacts and corresponding conditions of certification are
discussed under “General Construction and Demolition Impacts,” below.

Nesting special-status birds in the nearby Los Cerritos Wetland complex could be
disturbed by construction and demolition detailed in the following subsections. The
state-listed Belding’s savannah sparrow breeds in the Los Cerritos Wetlands, and the
local breeding populations of light-footed clapper rail (federally and state-listed), western
snowy plover (federally listed), and California least tern (federally and state-listed) may
use the wetlands as a corridor for traveling between regional breeding and foraging
grounds. The Los Cerritos Wetlands are approximately 700 feet from the nearest
construction and demolition activities on the AEC site, and general construction and
demolition disturbance would not affect birds that far away. These impacts, should they
occur, may be adverse to the species, but would not be considered “take” as it is
defined by the California Fish and Game Code (i.e., “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or
kill,” or to attempt same). Under the federal ESA, “take” is defined more broadly to
include harassment, although none of the project’s potential effects to federally listed
species are expected to result in harassment or other “take” as defined by the ESA.
Impacts from construction and demolition noise are analyzed below.

Condition of Certification BIO-8 would require pre-construction surveys for all breeding
birds, including special-status birds, within 300 feet of construction and demolition
activities on the project site and the wastewater pipeline route. Where pre-construction
surveys identify breeding birds, BIO-8 would require a no-disturbance buffer around the
nest site(s). Implementation of BIO-8 would reduce impacts to special-status breeding
birds in the project vicinity to less than significant. In addition, BIO-8 would require year-
round surveys for active burrowing owls, either in burrows or burrow surrogates such as
construction debris or drain pipes.

The monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) is notable for its long-distance multiple-
generational annual migration. The International Union for Conservation of Nature
(IUCN) recognizes the monarch butterfly migration as an Endangered Phenomenon. On
the west coast, monarchs overwinter in coastal California. They migrate over multiple
generations northward, and possibly south into Mexico, during spring and summer, and
then return to coastal overwintering areas. Well known roost sites are also found on the
central California coast. These roost sites are important to the larger migration
phenomenon. Monarch butterflies have been reported in the vicinity of the project site,
but there are no known overwintering trees or forests in the vicinity. Any potential
project impacts to monarch butterflies would be less than significant and no mitigation is
recommended.
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Construction and Demolition Impacts to Jurisdictional Wetlands and
Waters

The proposed AEC project would not result in direct loss or fill of jurisdictional wetlands
or waters, as there are none present within the project area.

The AEC site is near the Los Cerritos wetlands which includes estuarine and marine
wetland habitats. These areas appear to meet criteria as jurisdictional waters of the
state and waters of the U.S. Indirect impacts to wetlands may result if construction
contaminants, sediment, or untreated stormwater effluent from the AEC project 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) (AEC
2015f, p. 5.2-13); this requirement is subsumed as a requirement of Condition of
Certification SOIL&WATER-1. With implementation of these measures, indirect water
guality impacts to adjacent wetland habitats would be less than significant.

General Construction and Demolition Impacts

Noise

Noise from construction and demolition activities could discourage special-status 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.
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 to communicate with mates or
offspring, or defend territories. Loud noise from surrounding areas can “mask” these
vocalizations. However, most demolition and construction noise is at lower frequencies
than bird vocalizations, or is intermittent (e.g., pile driving). These project-related noises
are not expected to mask bird vocalizations. If birds are startled by loud noises, they
may flush from their nests, leaving eggs or young unattended. Or an adult bird
delivering food may avoid the nest area due to disturbance. These effects could
adversely affect nesting success. Special-status species present in the Los Cerritos
Wetlands complex may be affected by construction and demolition noise. Special-status
birds that may be affected include the Belding’s savannah sparrow (state-listed
endangered), California least tern (federally and state-listed endangered), burrowing owl
(California Species of Special Concern [CSC]), short-eared owl (CSC), northern harrier
(CSC), yellow-breasted chat (CSC), loggerhead shrike (CSC), black skimmer (CSC),
and California brown pelican (state fully protected). Of these, only Belding’s savannah
sparrow is known to nest in the marshes. Loggerhead shrike and black skimmer are
year-round residents in the marshes and may breed there. The remaining special-status
species only occur seasonally, or forage but do not nest in the marshes.
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Construction and demolition noise would occur over 56 months in proximity to the Los
Cerritos wetlands complex. Noise staff estimated daytime ambient noise to be
approximately 53 dBA in the northeast corner of the Los Cerritos Wetlands west of the
AEC site (i.e., the marsh location nearest to project construction and demolition
activities). The loudest noise generated by the proposed project during construction and
demolition would be from pile driving; this is also the noise most likely to cause startling
effects to birds. Unsilenced pile driving would be approximately 76 dBA at the northeast
corner of the Los Cerritos Wetlands (about 1,200 feet from nearest pile driving and
based on 104 dBA at 50 feet). However, several methods are available to reduce pile-
driving noise; these include 1) use of pads or plywood impact cushions, 2) dampened
driving using a blanket or enclosure around the hammer, and 3) use of vibratory pile
drivers. These methods reduce noise by about 8 dBA to 15 dBA compared to
unsilenced impact drivers.

Human receptors are located closer to the AEC site than the Los Cerritos Wetlands,
and include residential neighborhoods to the west, north, and east of the site as well as
a school adjacent to the northern boundary of the site. Conditions of certification
proposed in the Noise and Vibration section of this FSA would require effective
measures to control construction and demolition noise at its source, which benefits all of
the surrounding area including the Los Cerritos Wetlands complex. Noise staff's
proposed Condition of Certification NOISE-8 requires noise and vibration minimization
measures for pile driving, and Condition of Certification NOISE-6 requires mitigation
measures for all noisy construction activities. With implementation of these conditions of
certification, construction and demolition noise impacts to special-status species in the
vicinity of the AEC would be less than significant.

Lighting

Construction and demolition activities would typically occur between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00
p.m. Monday through Friday, and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Saturday.
Overtime and additional shift work may be used to maintain the construction schedule
or to complete critical construction activities (for example, pouring concrete at night
during hot weather, or working around time-critical shutdowns and constraints). During
the commissioning and startup phase of each of the power blocks, some activities may
continue 24 hours per day, 7 days per week. Bright lighting at night could disturb the
nesting, foraging, or mating activities of wildlife in the nearby marshes and make wildlife
more visible to predators. Night lighting could disorient migratory birds and, if placed on
tall structures, may attract birds and increase the likelihood of collision. Although local
wildlife have presumably acclimated to lighting from the existing operations at the AGS
and traffic on adjacent roadways, project-related increased night lighting could
significantly increase these effects to special-status wildlife.

If night construction were required, the applicant proposes to use task-specific lighting
to the extent practicable and shield and direct lighting onsite (AEC 2015f, p. 5.13-15).
These measures are incorporated into Condition of Certification VIS-1 (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.
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Construction Dust

Fugitive dust would result from operating vehicles and equipment on unpaved surfaces
on the AEC site, including grading and bulldozing during construction and demolition.
Demolition activities such as the top-down removal of the boilers and stacks, and
loading waste haul trucks with materials and debris could also generate dust. Dust can
have deleterious physiological effects on plants and may affect their productivity and
nutritional qualities for feeding wildlife.

The applicant has proposed mitigation measures to reduce fugitive dust emissions
during demolition and construction (AEC 2015f, p. 5.1-44 to 5.1-45). Staff proposes
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 plants and habitat in the Los Cerritos Wetlands from project-
related dust would be less than significant.

Invasive Weeds

The spread of invasive weeds degrades or destroys wildlife habitat and forage,
threatens native plants, including special-status species, and often increases soil
erosion and groundwater loss. Demolition and construction activities and related soil
disturbance could further spread weeds already present in the project vicinity, introduce
new invasive weeds to the area, and perhaps lead to weed infestation in the Los
Cerritos Wetlands. Invasive weeds can easily colonize areas of ground disturbance.
Special-status plants and wildlife in the Los Cerritos Wetlands could be adversely
affected by new or worsened weed infestations. In addition, portions of the wetlands are
undergoing restoration, or will be restored over the 56-month demolition and
construction period. Early phase restoration sites will be particularly vulnerable to weed
infestations.

No substantial invasive weed populations are known within the proposed project area.
However, to avoid or minimize the spread of existing weeds and the introduction of new
ones, staff proposes weed management measures in Condition of Certification BIO-7
(Impact Avoidance and Minimization Measures). This condition would require limiting
vegetation and ground disturbance to the minimum required for safe project completion,
and limiting ingress/egress to defined routes. Staff also proposes Condition of
Certification SOIL&WATER-1, which would require a site-specific construction SWPPP
to manage runoff. 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
would be weed free, and invasive non-native species would be prohibited from use as
landscape plantings. Implementation of these recommended conditions of certification
would reduce potential impacts from introduction and spread of invasive weeds into
sensitive habitat to less than significant.
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Stormwater Runoff

There are no creeks, drainages, wetlands, or other aquatic resources on the project site
or pipeline alignment. However, the San Gabriel River is adjacent to the proposed AEC
site. There is a tall berm separating the project site from the river, and during
construction and demolition all stormwater on site will be routed into the existing
stormwater collection system. Toxic materials, if allowed to wash from the site into the
river or nearby marshes, can injure or kill wildlife and vegetation, and degrade habitat.
During construction and demolition, the existing stormwater collection system would
collect stormwater from the project site and route it to the oil/water separator before
discharge to the San Gabriel River via existing permitted outfalls. The applicant has
committed to the following measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential impacts
from construction and operational stormwater runoff (AEC 2015f, p. 5.15-14):

e Implement Best Management Practices designed to minimize soil erosion and
sediment transport during construction of the AEC in compliance with the
statewide General Construction Permit.

e Design appropriate erosion and sediment controls for slopes, catch basins,
culverts, stream channels, and other areas prone to erosion in compliance with
both the statewide General Construction Permit and General Industrial Permit.

In addition, staff's proposed Condition of Certification SOIL&WATER-1, would require
the project owner to prepare and implement a site-specific construction SWPPP. With
implementation of this measure 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

Construction materials could contaminate groundwater if not properly used and stored.
If the proposed project caused groundwater contamination (including spills of toxic
materials from equipment leakage), adverse effects to vegetation and wildlife at the Los
Cerritos Wetlands could occur. Such construction impacts would be minimized or
avoided 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 nearby marshes from groundwater contamination and this
impact would be less than significant.

OPERATION IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

Noise

The proposed AEC is on an industrial site that is currently occupied by the operating
AGS and is near other industrial and commercial land uses and heavily travelled
roadways. However, it is also located adjacent to the Los Cerritos Wetlands, which
support sensitive biological resources including special-status birds. The existing AGS,
urban development, and roadways in the area contribute to ambient noise. Potential
noise effects to wildlife are described above under “Construction Impacts and
Mitigation.” Operational noise from the AEC also has the potential to affect wildlife.
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The anticipated steady-state operational sound level from the AEC would be 55 dBA at
noise monitoring location M1, a residence approximately 500 feet west of the project
site (AEC 2015f, p. 5.7-12). At the nearest point, the Los Cerritos Wetlands are more
than twice that distance from the AEC site. Operational noise levels in the wetlands
would be similar to existing conditions, including noise from the existing AGS.
Therefore, operational noise impacts to wildlife at the Los Cerritos Wetlands would be
less than significant.

Lighting

Potential lighting effects to wildlife are described above under “Construction Impacts
and Mitigation”. The applicant states that operational lighting for the proposed AEC
would minimally increase the current light from the project site, as the existing AGS is
brightly lit at night and the new AEC facility would conform to current night lighting
standards, which require minimal lighting, directional lights, and switched lighting
circuits for areas where lighting is not required for normal operation or safety. The AEC
would also have enclosed stairwells, so lighting from these areas would not be visible.
Once the existing AGS generating units are retired, the amount of lighting at the site,
even with the lighting required by the AEC, would be less than under existing conditions
(AEC 2015f; p 5.13-14). 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-4 (refer to the Visual Resources section for the full text of this
condition). To minimize potential for birds to be attracted to any aviation lighting on tall
structures, Condition of Certification BIO-7 requires blinking lights with the minimum
intensity allowed, as feasible. Impacts to wildlife from proposed operation night lighting
are potentially adverse, but less than significant.

Bird Collision and Electrocution

The Los Cerritos Wetlands and other regional wetlands attract resident and migratory
birds for foraging, resting, and breeding. Birds moving among these habitats could be
subject to collision or electrocution with proposed AEC facilities and appurtenant
structures including transmission lines and transmission support structures.

Birds can collide with transmission lines, exhaust stacks, and other project structures,
causing injury or mortality. Bird collisions with power lines and structures generally
occur when a power line or structure transects a daily flight path used by a
concentration of birds and these birds are traveling at reduced altitudes (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).
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Although collision may occur, it is not likely that the frequency of bird injury or mortality
due to collision with AEC transmission lines and facilities would significantly increase
from existing levels, or significantly affect populations of any bird species. The AEC
would not present significant new collision hazards and would remove or reduce some
collision risk of the existing AGS, once that facility is retired. The proposed AEC exhaust
stacks for the CCGT generators would be 140 feet tall and the stacks for the SCGT
generator would be 80 feet tall, much shorter than 350 feet (the height above which is
considered dangerous to migrating birds), and shorter than the existing AGS stacks
which are over 200 feet tall. When the AGS facility is retired, the reduction would lower
bird collision risk compared with existing conditions.

AEC would connect to the regional electrical grid using the existing SCE 230-kV
switchyard located on a parcel owned by SCE within the existing AGS site. No new
offsite transmission lines are proposed. The AEC power blocks would connect into the
existing SCE switchyard via new double-circuit or single-circuit 230-kV generation tie
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 birds, including those afforded state or federal protection, are
susceptible to transmission line electrocution. Because raptors and other large birds
often perch or build nests 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.

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 on
transmission lines carrying voltages greater than 60 kV is low because wider 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
generation tie lines have a low likelihood of causing 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 AEC generation tie lines would not appreciably
increase collision risk over baseline conditions. Nonetheless, because of the large
numbers of shorebirds, including listed species, in the nearby Los Cerritos Wetlands
and the likelihood that many birds fly over the project site en route to the marshes,
staff's proposed Condition of Certification BIO-7 (Impact Avoidance and Minimization
Measures) includes a requirement that the project owner construct the generation tie
lines in accordance with Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC) standards to
minimize or avoid bird collisions and electrocutions. With implementation of this
component of Condition of Certification BIO-7, this impact would be less than
significant.
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Stormwater Runoff

Potential effects of stormwater runoff to biological resources are described above under
Construction Impacts and Mitigation. Similar effects could result from stormwater runoff
during operation of the project. Stormwater runoff from the power block areas will be
directed to oil/water separators and to an existing retention basin and then ultimately
discharged to the Los Cerritos channel via existing stormwater outfalls. 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.

The applicant has committed to BMPs to avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential impacts
from construction and operational stormwater runoff (AEC 2015f). These measures are
described above under “General Construction and Demolition Impacts — Stormwater
Runoff.” In addition, staff's recommended Condition of Certification SOIL&WATER-4
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 AGS outfall. With implementation of this measure, 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 (NOy) and ammonia (NHs) derived
pollutants from the atmosphere to the biosphere. These pollutants are deposited as
“atmospherically derived nitrogen” (ADN), primarily nitric acid (HNO3). The chemical
conversion from NOy and NH3 to ADN takes place in the atmosphere over a period of
hours after the pollutants are discharged from their sources. Nitrogen deposition
sources are primarily vehicle and industrial emissions, including power plants. Nitrogen
deposition increases soil fertility for weedy plants, leading in some situations to
increased weed growth rates and abundance. As weeds become more dominant, they
may outcompete native species (including special-status species), leading to native
habitat degradation (Fenn et al. 2003; Weiss 2006). The increased dominance and
growth of invasive annual grasses is especially prevalent in low-biomass habitats where
growth rates are naturally limited by low nitrogen availability.

Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (“RECLAIM”) Trading Credits would offset the
AEC'’s annual NOy increase in a 1-to-1 ratio so that the proposed project would not
result in a net increase in NOy basin-wide (see the Air Quality section for more
information on the RECLAIM program) (AEC 2014b). This offset would mitigate the
project’s effects to basin-wide nitrogen deposition. The biological effects of nitrogen
deposition analyzed here are distinct from regional basin-wide NOy effects because the
potential effect to biological resources is localized, limited to the area where
atmospheric nitrogen pollutants specifically attributed to the project’s exhaust plume
may be deposited on the soil.
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Staff considered occupied habitat of listed threatened or endangered species within a 6-
mile radius of the project site to be potentially sensitive to nitrogen deposition from the
AEC. The 6-mile radius is based on staff's experience that in-plume nitrogen
concentrations are indistinguishable from background concentrations at greater
distances. However, staff notes that much of the emitted NO, and NH3z would not
convert to ADN and deposit to ground within the 6-mile radius due to the time lag from
initial emission of nitrogen pollutants through conversion to ADN and subsequent
deposition (see Biological Resources Appendix 1). Habitats within six miles of the
AEC that support listed species are located at the Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve, Los
Cerritos wetlands complex, and Seal Beach National Wildlife Refuge. State- and
federally listed species that inhabit these protected areas include the western snowy
plover (federally listed threatened), Belding’s savannah sparrow (state-listed
endangered), light-footed clapper rail (federally and state-listed endangered), California
least tern (federally and state-listed endangered), and coastal California gnatcatcher
(federally listed threatened). In addition, designated critical habitat for the western
snowy plover is located at the Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve, approximately five miles
from the AEC site. Figure 5.2-1 in the AFC (AEC 2013a) shows critical habitat and
protected areas in the project vicinity. These habitat areas may be sensitive to nitrogen
deposition if it were to cause increased weed abundance.

Adverse effects of nitrogen deposition vary according to habitat type, based on natural
availability of soil nitrogen and vulnerability to invasive weeds. “Critical load” (CL) is the
threshold nitrogen deposition rate that causes adverse effects to nitrogen-sensitive
ecosystems. If a project would cause nitrogen deposition to exceed CL for a sensitive
native habitat type, or deposit additional nitrogen in a sensitive habitat where the CL is
already exceeded, this impact would meet the CEQA significance criteria for adverse
impacts to sensitive habitats.

A given habitat’s CL is difficult to determine for a variety of reasons, including limited
data or a wide range of values reported in the literature; 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.

The most abundant habitat supporting listed species in the region is coastal salt marsh,
where the nitrogen CL ranges from 63 to 400 kg/ha/yr. These habitats are not as
sensitive as uplands to atmospheric nitrogen deposition because tidal sea water influx
and flushing create open nitrogen cycles (Pardo et al. 2011; Greaver et al. 2012). Small
areas of natural and restored coastal dunes, coastal sage scrub, coastal dune scrub,
and riparian woodland in the project region may be sensitive to nitrogen deposition
(Pardo et al. 2011).

The critical nitrogen load for coastal sand dunes, which includes nesting habitat for
federally listed western snowy plover and federally and state-listed California least tern,
ranges from 10 to 20 kg/ha/yr. However, western snowy plover and California least tern
nest on areas with little to no vegetation, and nesting sites in the project vicinity are
managed to maintain appropriate nesting conditions (Knapp and Peterson 2013;
USFWS 2006a). Very limited coastal sage scrub is located on some upland areas in
Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve; this vegetation has a CL of 7.8 kg/ha/yr.
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Air quality staff modeled the estimated nitrogen deposition from the AEC within a six-
mile radius of the project site, including the Los Cerritos wetlands complex, Bolsa Chica
Ecological Reserve and western snowy plover critical habitat, and the Seal Beach
National Wildlife Refuge. An Energy Commission Public Interest Energy Research study
modeled total nitrogen deposition throughout California (Tonneson et. al. 2007); results
of this study were used to determine baseline nitrogen deposition in the protected areas
and critical habitat. Biological Resources Table 3 presents the results of the modeling
exercise along with the primary vegetation in each area and associated CL (Pardo et al.
2011).

Biological Resources Table 3
Modeled AEC Nitrogen Deposition on Listed Species Habitats within Six Miles

Primary . AEC Point Total Predicted
Location Vegetation (kCLNf?];[\Il'Dre_Fi)a (iasNellhnae_lN-er)_%)b Source N-Dep N-Dep
Type 9 y 9 y (kg N ha-1 yr-1)° |(kg N ha-1 yr-1)
Los Cerritos Intertidal salt
Wetlands 63-400 2.42-13.24 0.2-0.7 2.62-13.94
marsh
Complex
Seal Beach Intertidal salt
National 63-400 2.42-12.34 0.08-0.14 2.50-12.48
o marsh
Wildlife Refuge
Bolsa Chica Intertidal salt
Ecological 63-400 2.15-11.10 0.04-0.06 2.19-11.16
marsh
Reserve
Western dCSr?g’SI
snowy plover coasta,I mud 10-20; >34 2.19-11.01 0.04-0.06 2.23-11.07
Critical Habitat flats

a — Pardo et al., 2011; Bobbink and Hettelingh, 2011; van Dobben et al., 2013.
b — Tonneson et. al. 2007
¢ — Values based on CH2 20160 and CH2 2016s, cited in Biological Resources Appendix 1.

Air quality staff prepared a technical analysis of the nitrogen deposition modeling for the
project and the baseline data; see Biological Resources Appendix 1. Air quality staff
determined that, while the AERMOD model used for this analysis is the best available
model for estimating nitrogen deposition, its results are likely to be 10-fold higher than
actual nitrogen deposition due to several conservative assumptions in the model.
Further, baseline values at present are likely to be half of what they were in 2002 (the
year of the baseline data reported by Tonneson et. al. 2007; see Biological Resources
Appendix 1).

Even with the substantial overestimation of modeled nitrogen deposition, the nitrogen
deposition rates of the proposed AEC would not approach CL for most sensitive
vegetation and habitat in the 6-mile radius of the project site. According to the model,
the upper range of baseline nitrogen deposition in coastal dunes exceeds the lower
estimate of CL for that habitat. The project’s estimated additional nitrogen deposition
would be minimal (0.04 to 0.06 kg/hal/year, or less than one percent of the upper
baseline estimate). Additionally, staff believes that nitrogen emissions inventory and
baseline nitrogen deposition level has decreased since 2002 by more than 50 percent
(refer to Biological Resources Appendix 1 for additional details).
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The estimated baseline for coastal salt marsh and mud flat habitats are well below the
critical load thresholds, and additional project-related nitrogen deposition would not
cause the total to exceed the critical loads. This is due to the naturally high nitrogen
availability in these habitats.

Based on (1) the over-estimate of nitrogen deposition inherent to the AERMOD model,
(2) the limited area of potentially affected native vegetation, (3) weed management
practices at nest sites for listed birds, and (4) the current overestimate and continuing
downward trend of baseline NOx and NHg, staff concludes that nitrogen deposition
impacts to listed species and sensitive habitats would be less than significant.

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 effects 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. The existing operational AGS
Units 1 through 6 are nearing the end of their useful life and utilize once-through cooling
(OTC). In 2010, the SWRCB approved an OTC policy that includes phasing out the use
of OTC in part to protect marine life. More than 4,000 MW of existing OTC generation
are expected to be retired by December 31, 2020 in the Los Angeles basin local
reliability area (AEC 2015f, p. 4-1). Therefore, the existing AGS Units 1 through 6 are
expected to be decommissioned within a few years. The demolition of the existing Units
1 through 6 would then be conducted pursuant to a Memorandum of Understanding
between the project owner and the city of Long Beach. The schedule for
decommissioning and demolition of Units 1 through 6 has not been determined. In
addition, there are currently proposed projects near the AEC that may impact local
biological resources, especially those in and near the Los Cerritos wetlands complex
and other regional wetlands. These projects include the Alamitos Barrier Improvement
Project and a planned retail development at Pacific Coast Highway and 2nd Street.
Other cumulative projects identified within six miles of the AEC would be too far from
the site to contribute cumulatively to impacts to biological resources.

As with the AEC, decommissioning or demolition of existing AGS Units 1 through 6
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 these industrial brownfield
sites. If operation and demolition of the AGS or activities of other nearby projects
overlap with those of the AEC, cumulative indirect impacts to wildlife from noise, dust,
lighting, spread of invasive weeds, or stormwater runoff could occur. However,
implementation of Conditions of Certification BIO-1 through BIO-7, SOIL&WATER-1,
AQ-SC3, AQ-SC4, NOISE-6, NOISE-8, and VIS-1 would minimize these impacts from
the proposed AEC. The combined effects on biological resources from the construction
and operation of AEC with other expected projects in the area described above, would
not be cumulatively significant because of the dispersed nature of the projects in
location and time, and the expected use of readily available mitigation by other projects
to address similar impacts. In addition AEC’s, comprehensive mitigation measures
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coupled with the use of an existing industrial site, and the temporary nature of
construction impacts, ensure that AEC’s contribution to any cumulative effects would
not be cumulatively considerable.

Green Sea Turtles. The Pacific green sea turtles inhabiting the San Gabriel River and
surrounding bays and inlets are observed congregating near the warm water outfalls of
the existing AGS plant and the adjacent LADWP Haynes power plant on occasion. This
area appears to be the warmest location in the river during winter months, although
temperatures upstream are warmer during the summer. Turtles are more widely
distributed during the summer but appear to congregate near the outfalls in winter.
Turtle distribution and movement throughout the area is the subject of ongoing
research, and limited data is available for this population.

A population of green sea turtles also inhabits San Diego Bay, where the South Bay
Power Plant (SBPP) had discharged warm water effluent from 1960 until it was
decommissioned in 2010. The San Diego population has been studied intensively for
over two decades, and although the ecological characteristics of the San Diego Bay
differ from those at the San Gabriel River, this population’s response to power plant
decommissioning is useful in considering the effects of the AGS’s elimination of warm
water discharge on local sea turtles. It is important to note that decommissioning and
possible demolition of AGS is not part of the AEC project, and therefore assessment of
any impacts from the decommissioning and demolition of AGS is outside the scope of
this FSA. In addition, because the AEC project does not use OTC and would not be
contributing to the existing warm water discharge, there is no contribution to any
impacts on the Pacific green sea turtles in relation to the species congregation near the
AGS outfall. Because staff received some public comments on the green sea turtles,
staff has included this discussion to address public interest in the nearby sea turtle
population.

Following the SBPP’s decommissioning, green sea turtles remained in the bay but their
distribution is changing. The turtles are more dispersed and no longer congregate at
high densities near the plant (Turner-Tomaszewicz and Seminoff 2012). Green sea
turtles are behaviorally and physiologically adapted to survive seasonally cool waters in
more natural habitats; these adaptations include temporarily leaving cold areas,
hibernating, and overwintering (Turner-Tomaszewicz and Seminoff 2012). Artificially
warmed water may allow turtles to be active year-round in areas where they would
otherwise aestivate or vacate during winter.

The slow transition period for eliminating warm water outfall from the existing AGS plant
is expected to allow sea turtles to gradually adapt to the changing temperature regime
by adjusting their local activities. In addition to directly affecting the turtles themselves,
the changing water temperatures are likely to affect other habitat conditions, such as
abundance, productivity, and distribution of food resources (including eelgrass, algae,
and invertebrates).
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The AGS is not the only source of warm water inputs to the local river and Alamitos

Bay. Water treatment plants, urban runoff, the adjacent LADWP Haynes power plant,
and physical characteristics of local sea turtle habitats all contribute to warm year-round
temperatures. Even in the absence of the existing power plants’ warm water outfalls, the
river and surrounding bays and inlets are suitable habitat for sea turtles (D. Lawson,
pers. comm.). Further, ongoing and planned future restoration of the Los Cerritos
Wetlands and San Gabriel River mouth could increase habitat quality and quantity for
sea turtles in these areas.

In summary, the San Gabriel River is in a highly urbanized and developed area, with
little natural habitat available to sea turtles. The elimination of warm water effluent may
cause sea turtles to disperse more widely or decrease activity during colder months. But
little is known about the seasonal activity of this population and response to the
cessation of warm water discharge from the AGS is difficult to predict. Staff concludes
that it is unlikely that elimination of OTC would result in adverse effects to sea turtles
because the warm water outfalls are only one of many factors that are likely to
contribute to favorable water temperatures. Additionally, the turtles will have the
opportunity to adapt local activities to the temperature shifts over a period of several
years.

The LADWP’s Haynes Generating Station on the east side of the San Gabriel River,
opposite the AEC site, is in the process of converting from OTC to dry cooled
technology. A portion of the plant has already been replaced over the last nine years,
and repowering of Haynes Units 1 and 2 is scheduled for completion at the end of 2023.
Haynes Unit 8 repowering is scheduled for completion at the end of 2029 (P. Chua,
pers. comm.).

Elimination of OTC from the Haynes Generating Station, combined with
decommissioning of the AGS, would eventually eliminate of warm water effluent at this
location. However, the elimination of OTC and the associated warm water effluent
would occur gradually over more than a decade, and sea turtles in the area will have
time to adapt activity and habitat use to the changes in temperature regime. In addition,
the AGS and Haynes Generating Station are not the only sources of warm water inputs
to the San Gabriel River, and it is unlikely that sea turtles are dependent on these
unnatural warm water sources especially during the summer months.

The proposed AEC would not directly contribute to impacts to green sea turtles from the
cessation of warm water effluent because the AGS units would need to be retired or
converted to a differently technology to comply with the OTC policy regardless of
whether the AEC is built, and the AEC would not contribute to or eliminate any warm
water discharges currently occurring. Therefore, the proposed AEC would not contribute
to cumulative effects to sea turtles.

Once operational, the AEC would not result in a substantial change from baseline
conditions for other biological resources. Operational noise and nitrogen deposition
impacts would not differ substantially from baseline conditions, and the AEC’s
contribution to these impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.
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In conclusion, the proposed AEC would not contribute considerably to cumulative
effects to biological resources.

FACILITY CLOSURE

When the AEC 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 and approved by the Energy
Commission compliance project manager (CPM). Facility closure requirements are
discussed in more detail in the Compliance Conditions and Compliance Monitoring
Plan 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 (AEC 2015f, p. 2-32). 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.

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.

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 AEC
would comply with LORS pertaining to biological resources. No state- or federally listed
species occur on the project site or pipeline alignment, and therefore no “take” of listed
species would occur.
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The proposed project would not result in loss or fill of wetlands or waters of the US (as
defined by the US Army Corps of Engineers) or wetlands or waters of the state (as
defined by CDFW, California Water Resources Control Board, or California Coastal
Commission), as there are none present on the site or pipeline alignment. 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 and SOIL&WATER-4.
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 proposed AEC Project would not result in direct noteworthy public benefits for
biological resources as analyzed in this section but would result in public benefits to
other resources, such as water quality, benefitting aquatic life in adjacent waters.

RESPONSE TO PSA COMMENTS

Staff received comments on the Biological Resources section of the Preliminary Staff
Assessment (PSA) from the Applicant (AES), Intervenor Los Cerritos Wetlands Land
Trust (LCWLT), and others. This section provides a summary of comments received
and staff’s response to each one.

AES SOUTHLAND DEVELOPMENT, LLC; JULY 27, 2016; TN 212487 —
PRELIMINARY STAFF ASSESSMENT INITIAL COMMENTS

Comment: The comment summarizes staff's discussion of potential southern tarplant
occurrence on the proposed wastewater line route from PSA page 4.3-1. The applicant
describes habitat along the wastewater line route and recommends revising the
occurrence probability for southern tarplant from “high” to “moderate or low” based on
habitat suitability. Further, the applicant recommends excluding Condition of
Certification BIO-9. In addition, the applicant states that it will conduct a preconstruction
clearance survey for southern tarplant during the appropriate floristic period (May
through November; CNPS, 2016).

Response: As follow-up to this comment, the applicant provided a protocol
botanical survey along the wastewater line route, documenting that southern tarplant
could not be found there during August 2016. In addition, staff independently verified
that southern tarplant could be found at another reference location during the same
week. Therefore staff concludes that southern tarplant is unlikely to occur on the
pipeline route (or the project site); that the project would not affect southern tarplant;
and no mitigation is recommended. Staff's formerly recommended Condition of
Certification BIO-9 has been excluded from the FSA.
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Comment: The comment notes that PSA pages 4.3-10 to 4.3-11 identify several off-
site marshes, parks, and other natural areas supporting special-status species that may
be affected by construction or operation of the proposed project, and recommends that
the PSA should identify how the project may have impacts on these off-site resources.

Response: The pages noted identify the special species occurring in the project
vicinity. The FSA identifies potential impacts to special-status species in the
subsection titled “Impact Assessment,” beginning on page 4.3-24. For example
special status species in nearby areas may be impacted by construction noise, dust,
light and runoff. Project noise may discourage special status bird species from
nesting or foraging in nearby natural areas. It is well understood that the construction
and operations of large projects may impact wildlife and plants even if those species
are located offsite. Staff has made minor text revisions for clarification.

Comment: Regarding the potential for future breeding light-footed clapper rail, western
snowy plover, and California least tern in the Los Cerritos Wetlands, the comment
recommends that impacts should be clearly defined and not speculative. The comment
points out that there is no suitable nesting habitat for these species within the Los
Cerritos Wetlands, and no impacts to them are anticipated. Additionally, the comment
points out that suitable habitat for Belding’s savannah sparrow will not be removed for
the project. The comment quotes the definition of take from the California Fish and
Game Code as follows: “to, or attempt to, ‘hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kil and
concludes that impacts to Belding’s savannah sparrow are not anticipated.

Response: Staff has revised the language regarding potential future nesting with
wording consistent with occurrence probability as described earlier in the document.
With regard to potential impacts to Belding’s savannah sparrow, staff agrees that the
project would not remove suitable habitat nor would the project result in take as
defined by the California Fish and Game Code. However, project construction and
demolition could affect Belding’s savannah sparrow, as it was described in the PSA.
Text has been added in the FSA to clarify that impacts (if any) to this species would
not constitute take according to the Code. Staff’'s analysis is not limited to project
activities that result in the hunting, pursuing, capturing or killing of a special status
species. These affirmative actions are rarely at issue, especially on an existing
industrial site. Rather, the analysis is more concerned with the potential secondary
offsite impacts that may disrupt normal species behavior such as nesting, feeding,
hunting or foraging which can be detrimental to the species.

Comment: The comment quotes from PSA page 4.3-29, regarding potential effects of
noise to wildlife (i.e., project-related noise could discourage wildlife from foraging and
nesting). The applicant requests that staff clarify this statement, since discouragement
of nesting and foraging is not a violation of federal and state regulations or codes.
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Response: The Staff Assessment analyzes potential impacts to biological
resources, whether or not the potential impacts would violate regulations or codes. A
direct take of a special status species that violates a federal or state regulation
would subject one to enforcement actions. CEQA and the Commission’s certified
regulatory program go beyond impacts that trigger statutory or regulatory violations.
As set forth in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines for example, staff considers
whether the project would have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modification, on a special status species or whether the project
would have a substantial effect on the movement of local migratory wildlife. In the
case of a power plant project, the primary means of causing off-site impacts to
special status species are through the generation of dust, noise, light and traffic. The
end result does not have to be a take, as defined by state or federal law, for staff to
perform an impacts analysis or to recommend mitigation.

Comment: The comment recommends that the Biological Resources analysis should
identify the project’s noteworthy public benefits as identified in other sections of the
PSA.

Response: As the comment notes, those benefits are recognized in the respective
sections of the FSA. Staff has added text to indicate that public benefits are noted in
other FSA sections, and that water quality improvements would also benefit aquatic
life in the affected waters.

Comment: The comment requests adding the following language to the Verification
section of Condition of Certification BIO-1: “The Project Owner shall provide the
Compliance Project Manager (CPM) with the resume and qualifications of its
Designated Biologist (DB) for review and approval. A proposed DB previously approved
by Commission Staff within the preceding five (5) years shall be deemed approved ten
(10) days after project owner provides a resume and statement of availability of the
proposed DB. The CPM may disapprove a previously approved DB within seven (7)
days of Project Owner submission of the Proposed DB’s resume and statement of
availability only if non-compliance or performance issues events were documented in
the compliance record for the previous CEC project work conducted by the proposed
DB previously approved within the last five (5) years by the Commission shall be
automatically approved and the project owner shall provide a resume and statement of
availability. The CPM may disapprove a previously approved DB if non-compliance or
performance issues were documented in the record during the previous project work by
the DB or the DB’s qualifications are not applicable to the specific biological resources
identified in the project area.”

Response: The Designated Biologist performs an important function with regard to
implementing project-specific mitigation for biological resources. Therefore, it is
imperative that Designated Biologist’'s qualifications are reviewed on a project-
specific basis, dependent on the specific biological resources and conditions of
certification for each project. Additionally, the necessary qualifications of a
Designated Biologist may change over time, even for similar projects, so that a
Designated Biologist approved previously may not meet current qualification
requirements. A conflict of interest may exist preventing a Designated Biologist to be
approved for this specific project. Lastly, as with any profession, there is the
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possibility that a Designated Biologist who was qualified for an earlier project has
subsequently engaged in compromising job-related conduct outside the narrow
circumstances proposed by the Applicant. For example, the proposed Designated
Biologist may have engaged in such conduct on a project not under Energy
Commission oversight that disqualifies him or her from the current project. In this
context such conduct could include failure to report required data to resource
agencies, falsifying data records, gross negligence, or dereliction of duty. While staff
would hope that such instances would be rare, nevertheless, it remains a possibility.
Staff concludes that the applicant’s proposed approval window is insufficient for
CPM review, even for a candidate who has served as designated biologist on a prior
project. Therefore, a blanket approval process, based solely on prior acceptance
within the last 5 years and a ten day review period, is not appropriate for the AEC.

Typically the CPM approves the Designated Biologist in a relatively quick manner
which eliminates any benefit of the Applicant’s proposed automatic approval
process.

Comment: The applicant requests several wording changes to Condition of
Certification BIO-5, regarding the Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP),
as follows: removal of light-footed clapper rail, western snowy plover, California least
tern from the list of species needing special emphasis during the training; revision of the
submittal date for the draft WEAP from “45 days prior to the start of any planned project-
related site disturbance” to “... ground disturbance” and addition of an option to present
the WEAP in person or via video.

Response: Staff has revised wording to refer more generally to nesting and
foraging habitat for protected birds, without naming these species. Staff has added
the requested wording regarding video presentation of the WEAP (which is common
on many Energy Commission-regulated projects). Regarding “site disturbance” vs.
“ground disturbance,” staff notes that project activities such as demolition which may
not cause ground disturbance, but still may affect biological resources and therefore
warrant WEAP training. The FSA language accepts the term “ground disturbance,”
and adds language to address other possible project-related activities that may
affect biological resources.

Comment: The applicant requests wording revisions to Condition of Certification BIO-7
for consistency with the habitat and land use located along the southeastern fence line
as follows: “Spoils shall not be stockpiled adjacent to the outlet channel fence line to
minimize potential for spoils to enter into adjacent waterways.

Response: Staff has made the requested revisions.

Comment: The applicant requests revising the starting date for requiring pre-
construction nesting surveys from January 1 to February 1.
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Response: Staff declines to make the requested revision. There is adequate data
in the literature that several raptor and hummingbird species may nest in January
(Kiff and Irwin 1987), and could be affected by project activities. Please note the
addition of year-round pre-construction surveys for burrowing owl activity (i.e., active
burrows or surrogate burrows), made in response to recommendations from the Los
Cerritos Wetlands Land Trust (Tidal Influence, TN 212764-4), below.

Comment: The applicant requests deletion of Condition of Certification BIO-9, based
on its assessment of occurrence potential for southern tarplant.

Response: Staff's formerly-recommended Condition of Certification BIO-9 has
been excluded from the FSA. Please see staff's response to earlier comments
regarding southern tarplant.

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS LLP; AUGUST 12, 2016; TN# 212771
— PRELIMINARY STAFF ASSESSMENT SUMMARY OF PSA
WORKSHOP AND SUPPLEMENTAL COMMENTS.

Comment: Commenter notes that the survey information relating to the AEC’s offsite
sewer pipeline is available at TN 201751.

Response: The cited document refers to a reconnaissance-level survey conducted
for the AFC. Staff reviewed the cited information during preparation of the PSA and
used it as a part of the analysis presented therein.

CH2MHILL; AUGUST 19, 2016; TN 212917 — SUPPLEMENTAL RARE
PLANT SURVEY FOR ALAMITOS ENERGY CENTER.

Comment: The report summarizes the methods and results of a rare plant survey
along the proposed off-site wastewater line, concluding that southern tarplant and other
special-status plants were not found.

Response: Staff has reviewed the survey report and incorporated the results into
the FSA. Please see staff's response to earlier comments regarding southern
tarplant.

CHATTEN-BROWN & CARSTENS LLP; AUGUST 11, 2016; TN 212764-1
— LOS CERRITOS WETLANDS LAND TRUST COMMENTS ON
PRELIMINARY STAFF ASSESSMENT OF ALAMITOS ENERGY
CENTER, DOCKET NO. 13-AFC-01.

Comment: The comment states that Los Cerritos Wetlands Land Trust (LCWLT) and
its members are concerned about the AEC project’s potential impacts on the Los
Cerritos Wetlands and adjacent habitat, which are important foraging areas and
nurseries for marine and terrestrial species. The LCWLT letter includes an attachment
containing detailed comments from Eric Zahn of Tidal Influence. Those comments
recommend additional analysis or consideration of the following special-status species:

e Southern California legless lizard;

e Pacific seahorse;
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e Burrowing owl, including requirement for a burrowing owl survey prior to the
commencement of construction activities;

e Short-eared owl;
e Northern harrier; and
e Loggerhead shrike.

Response: Please see responses to the Tidal Influence comments (TN 212764-4),
below. Staff has added the Southern California legless lizard and Pacific seahorse
to the list of special status species. Staff has also modified the occurrence of the
other identified species from low to moderate.

Comment: The commenter believes that exclusion of these species from the analysis
represents a failure to disclose information about the project and precludes informed
decision-making, in violation of CEQA. Mitigation that is developed to avoid impacts to
these important species must be concrete and enforceable.

Response: Staff disagrees that the exclusion of the legless lizard or Pacific sea
horse in the PSA precludes informed decision-making. The PSA analysis, impacts to
plant and animal species and the proposed mitigation, does not change by the
addition of the legless lizard and Pacific sea horse because neither of these species
are likely to be found on site and the existing mitigation addresses potential offsite
impacts. While the FSA incorporates the recommendations made by Tidal Influence
regarding the addition of the legless lizard and Pacific sea horse, staff already
included on the list of potentially impacted special status species the burrowing owl,
short eared owl, northern harrier and the loggerhead shrike. Please see responses
to the Tidal Influence comments (TN 212764-4), below. Additional specific mitigation
for potential impacts to burrowing owl (i.e., pre-construction surveys year-round for
active burrows or surrogate burrows) has been added to Condition of Certification
BIO-8, enforceable through the verification requirements. No additional mitigation
recommendations are made for the other species nhamed in the comments because
the existing mitigation contained in the recommended conditions of certification
would mitigate any significant impacts on the species identified by the commenter. In
addition, because the project site is an existing industrial facility with no habitat,
there will be limited presence, some flyover and possible foraging, of any of the
listed bird species.

Comment: The commenter refers to recommendations contained in the attachment
(TN 212764-4) regarding marine mammals, sea turtles, and southern tarplant, including:

e Analysis of the potential environmental impacts of construction and operation of
the AEC project on Pacific green turtles and marine mammals that could enter
the forebays at the current AGS and a monitoring requirement to prevent adverse
impacts to marine mammals and sea turtles; and

e A 1:1 replacement ratio for southern tarplant reintroduction, based on field
surveys during the appropriate flowering season for the plant.
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Response: The AGS facility is not part of the project before the Commission which
is the AEC project. The AEC project would not affect AGS intake forebays or wildlife
that may enter the forebays. Because there are no impacts on the AGS intake
forebays due to the AEC, no mitigation can be imposed. Based on additional field
surveys, staff concludes that southern tarplant does not occur on the pipeline
alignment and mitigation is not recommend in the FSA. Please see staff's response
to earlier comments regarding southern tarplant and responses to the Tidal Influence
comments (TN 212764-4), below.

Comment: The commenter refers to several recommendations contained in the
attachment (TN 212764-4) regarding mitigation of “potentially significant impacts”
including monitoring of restoration sites, a sea turtle monitoring program, a Belding’s
savanna sparrow monitoring program, and an endowment for non-native weed
management at the Los Cerritos Wetlands.

Response: Under CEQA, mitigation is imposed to reduce significant project
impacts on the environment. In this case the detailed analysis performed by staff
found the project would not significantly affect the resources identified in the
comment. As detailed in the project description section of the PSA, the project site is
an existing industrial site with no natural habitat. While staff assessed offsite
environmental impacts to biological resources, staff concluded that any potentially
significant impacts were mitigated by the implementation of Conditions of
Certification Bio 1 through Bio 8. Staff declines to adopt the monitoring measures
and endowment as recommended by the commenter because there is no
information to support the need for this additional mitigation. Please see responses
to the Tidal Influence comments (TN 212764-4), below.

Comment: Beginning on page 13, the commenter makes several references to the
Biological Resources cumulative effects analysis as a part of a larger discussion of the
PSA'’s approach to cumulative effects. The commenter quotes from the PSA that “there
would be some overlap between the construction and operation phase of the AEC and
the operation and then demolition of the AGS units.” The commenter states that “none
of this ‘overlap’ in demolition and operation, and/or the foreseeable cumulative impacts,
is discussed in any detail in the PSA.” Additionally, the comment cites text regarding
other proposed projects in the vicinity, and states that the PSA does not contain
analyses of their cumulative impacts.

Response: Please refer to the Executive Summary regarding the Staff
Assessment’s overall approach to cumulative effects. The FSA has been revised to
indicate that the AGS decommissioning and demolition schedule are unknown.
Therefore, staff is not aware if there may be some overlap between these activities.
For biological resources, concurrent on-site activities such as construction,
operation, and demolition would not affect the analysis of direct impacts to on-site
biological resources (plants, wildlife, and habitats). The biological resources analysis
of other effects, such as nitrogen deposition and noise, take into account the existing
or ambient conditions, including operation of the existing AGS. The project’s
contribution to any cumulative effects would not be considerable by incorporating
conditions of certification cited in the cumulative effects analysis in this and other
sections of the FSA.
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Comment: Under the title, “Impacts versus Cumulative Impacts,” the commenter
addresses the biological resources analysis, particularly with regard to cumulative noise
impacts. The comment notes that the biological resources analysis regarding noise
focuses primarily on pile driving during construction, and not on operational noise of the
project, or on the cumulative effect of ongoing construction and beginning operation of
one or more new generators.

Response: Pile driving was selected for discussion in the Biological Resources
analysis of potential noise effects on wildlife because it is the loudest activity noted
in the AFC. The effects of operational noise are addressed in the Biological
Resources section, with the conclusion that operational noise would be similar to
existing conditions, including noise from the existing AGS. Therefore, operational
noise impacts to wildlife at the Los Cerritos Wetlands would be less than significant.
For detailed information on noise impacts see the Noise and Vibration section and
the recommended mitigation.

Comment: The commenter quotes from the PSA regarding cumulative impacts to
biological resources that would be mitigated through several conditions of certification
cited in the analysis, as well as likely mitigation measures for any concurrent projects,
particularly the future demolition of the AGS. The commenter believes that the
reasoning avoids a thorough cumulative impacts analysis.

Response: Under CEQA Guidelines, “a cumulative impact consists of an impact
which is created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR
together with other projects causing related impacts” (14 Cal. Code Regs., 8
15130(a)(1).) Cumulative impacts must be addressed if the incremental effect of a
project, combined with the effects of other projects is “cumulatively considerable” (14
Cal. Code Regs., 8 15130(a).) Such incremental effects are to be “viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and
the effects of probable future projects” (14 Cal. Code Regs., § 15164(b)(1).)
Together, these projects comprise the cumulative scenario which forms the basis of
the cumulative impact analysis.

Staff has clarified the conclusion regarding potential cumulative effects..

The combined effects on biological resources from the construction and operation of
AEC with other expected projects in the area described above, would not be
cumulatively significant because of the dispersed nature of the projects in location in
time and the expected use of readily available mitigation by other projects to address
similar impacts.

In addition, with the implementation of Conditions of Certification, BIO- 1-BIO- 8 and
recommended mitigation detailed in the Noise and Vibration section, the project’s
potential contribution to any cumulative effects on biological resources would not be
cumulatively considerable.

Comment: The commenter states that “the PSA needs to be revised to remedy these

errors and re-circulated for public comment prior to preparation of the Final Staff
Assessment.”
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Response: The Staff Assessment has been revised as appropriate in response to
comments and with the addition of supplemental information. Under the CEQA
Guidelines section 15088.5 an agency is required to recirculate an EIR when
significant new information is added to the EIR. Such significant new information
may include a new significant environmental impact, a substantial increase in the
severity of an impact or a new feasible mitigation measure that would clearly lessen
a significant impact. Recirculation is not required where the new information added
to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an
adequate EIR.

In this case the revisions do not rise to the level of change that would warrant re-
circulation of the environmental document as the information clarifies or provides
additional support for existing analysis.

In addition, under the Commission’s Title 20 regulations and certified regulatory
program, there is no requirement to re-circulate the PSA. Updates based on
comments received on the PSA, other information, and responses to comments, are
included in the FSA. Because the Commission’s process is iterative with additional
opportunity for public engagement re-circulation is not necessary and would be
duplicative. Following publication of the FSA, public hearings are held culminating in
a presiding member’s proposed decision (PMPD) which has a 30-day comment
period. Following the comment period another public hearing is scheduled for the
Commission to take action on the PMPD prior to release of the Final Decision.

Comment: The commenter believes that the remainder of the cumulative impacts
analysis in the Biological Resources section of the PSA fails to meet CEQA standards
for similar reasons as those identified in the example of “noise” above. The commenter
concludes that the “entire document needs to be thoroughly reviewed and modified to
remedy the errors and then re-circulated for public review and comment prior to
preparing a Final Staff Assessment.”

Response: The Staff Assessment has been revised to clarify the cumulative
impacts section.

The combined effects on biological resources from the construction and operation of
AEC with other expected projects in the area described above, would not be
cumulatively significant because of the dispersed nature of the projects in location in
time and the expected use of readily available mitigation by other projects to address
similar impacts.

In addition, with the implementation of Conditions of Certification BIO-1 - BIO-8 and
recommended mitigation detailed in the Noise and Vibration section, the project’s

potential contribution to any cumulative effects on biological resources would not be
cumulatively considerable.

See above response related to the issue of re-circulation.
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LOS CERRITOS WETLANDS LAND TRUST; AUGUST 10, 2016; TN
212764-4 — ATTACHMENT 3 - TIDAL INFLUENCE FINAL MEMO RE -
AES PSA AUG 2016.

Comment: The introductory paragraphs describe the commenter’s intent to address
the PSA analysis from the perspective of conserving and protecting the biological
resources of the Los Cerritos Wetlands and environs. The comment states that the
impacts of new developments must be first eliminated or reduced and if that is not
possible then they must be mitigated. The comments are presented from a “community
perspective for conservation.”

Response: Staff recognizes the commenter’s concerns, interests, and professional
efforts.

Comment: The commenter recommends adding southern California legless lizard and
Pacific seahorse to the special-status species addressed in the Staff Assessment, and
briefly describes habitat for each species.

Response: Entries for both species have been added to Biological Resources
Table 2 (Special-status Species in the AEC Area and Vicinity).

Comment: The commenter states that burrowing owls have a moderate probability of
occurrence on the project site, notes observations in vicinity, and notes that burrowing
owls could fly over the project site as described in the PSA for other special-status
birds. The comment recommends a pre-construction survey, and monitoring for
burrowing owls throughout project construction.

Response: Several revisions to the Staff Assessment have been made to reflect
the comment, including revisions to Biological Resources Table 2 (Special-status
Species in the AEC Area and Vicinity), Condition of Certification BIO-5 (Worker
Environmental Awareness Program), and Condition of Certification BIO-8 (Pre-
Construction Nest Surveys And Impact Avoidance And Minimization Measures For
Breeding Birds).

Comment: The comment recommends revising the occurrence probability for short-
eared owl, northern harrier, and loggerhead shrike from “low” to “moderate,” for
consistency with the PSA’s occurrence probability for white-tailed kite. Further, the
comment notes that vegetation and temporarily pooled water on the site could attract
prey for these birds.

Response: Biological Resources Table 2 (Special-status Species in the AEC
Area and Vicinity) has been revised to indicate that these species have a moderate
probability of occurrence for foraging.

Comment: The comment notes that historic aerial photography shows that shrubs and
vegetation were present in some years, and absent in later years. The commenter
believes that “this type of vegetation management would require a coastal development
permit” and that, absent such a permit, this work could be considered as an unpermitted
modification of the project site done to influence this staff assessment.
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Response: The existing facilities are managed as an industrial site, including
regular chemical weed control in unpaved areas. The occurrence and later absence
of landscaping plants or naturalizing ruderal species is consistent with the baseline
conditions described in the Staff Assessment, regardless of any permitting related to
the operation and maintenance activities.

Comment: The commenter notes presence of the water intake channels for the
existing AGS cooling system, and notes that Pacific green sea turtles and marine
mammals could enter these forebays. The comment recommends requiring a biological
monitor to perform sea turtle and marine mammal surveys before construction
commences each day.

Response: The proposed project would not affect the operation or structure of the
intake channels or their forebays, and therefore would not affect sea turtles or
marine mammals that may enter the forebays. Staff declines to adopt the
recommended mitigation because there is no nexus to the AEC project.

Comment: The commenter supports the PSA’s recommended Condition of
Certification BIO-9, and recommends conducting the survey during the plant’s flowering
season, between May and November. The commenter believes that the threshold for
requiring such mitigation as stated in BIO-9 (i.e., 10 percent or more of the plants or
occupied habitat within the 0.25 mile survey area) is an arbitrary value. Instead, the
commenter recommends that all impacted southern tarplant individuals be replaced at a
1:1 ratio.

Response: The field survey has been completed and staff concludes that southern
tarplant would not be affected by the project. Therefore, Condition of Certification
BI0-9, including the 10 percent threshold, is no longer applicable and has been
excluded from the FSA. Please see revisions in the Staff Assessment and
responses to comments (above) regarding southern tarplant.

Comment: The commenter notes that project construction will last approximately 57
months (early 2017 through late 2021) and that impacts to biological resources of Los
Cerritos Wetlands may be difficult to predict over that timespan. The comment cites the
possibility that previously undocumented wildlife could become established in the
Wetlands, or that wildlife already present may begin breeding activities not previously
documented. These possible changes to wildlife occurrence or activities in the Wetlands
may be especially likely due to planned future habitat restoration during the proposed
AEC construction period.

The comment states that the AEC project may deter these ecological processes and
recommends establishing light, noise, dust, and non-native plant monitoring stations at
two planned restoration sites and any future restoration project site that may be initiated
during the project’s construction timeline. The recommendation specifies that monitoring
should begin at least 45 days before construction commences and that continue
throughout the entire construction period.
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Response: Staff recognizes the expectation of future habitat restoration at the Los
Cerritos Wetlands. However, the impacts analysis to habitat and wildlife are based
on baseline conditions described in the Staff Assessment. Thus, the Staff
Assessment does not address the possibility of future wildlife range extensions or
new breeding activities in the Wetlands. Even so, the Staff Assessment evaluates
the project’s potential to affect wildlife and its habitat (including occupied Belding’s
savannah sparrow breeding habitat at the Los Cerritos Wetlands) through light,
noise, dust, and introduction or spread of non-native plants. The analysis concludes
that these impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
recommended. Staff declines to adopt the commenter’'s recommended mitigation.

Comment: The commenter notes that there is limited data on the Pacific green sea
turtles found in the mouth of the San Gabriel River, and quotes from the PSA that “the
slow transition period for eliminating warm water outfall from the existing AGS plant is
expected to allow sea turtles to gradually adapt to changing temperature regime by
adjusting their local activities.” The comment states that the word “expected” makes this
statement appear to be an assumption. The commenter emphasizes habitat differences
between San Diego Bay (location of a well-studied sea turtle occurrence) and the San
Gabriel River. Finally, to be certain of how the local sea turtle population may respond
to environmental changes, the commenter recommends including a sea turtle
monitoring program requirement for the project, to begin least 45 days before
construction begins and last until at least one year past when the discharge of warm
water effluent has ceased.

Response: The elimination of warm water discharge from the existing AGS and
Haynes Generating Station are not a part of the proposed AEC project. In addition,
because the AEC project does not use OTC and would not be contributing to the
existing warm water discharge, there is no contribution to any impacts on the Pacific
green sea turtles in relation to the species congregation near the AGS outfall.
Because staff received some public comments on the green sea turtles, staff has
included this discussion to address public interest in the nearby sea turtle
population.

Since AEC would not contribute to expected temperature changes. The AEC project
would not affect Pacific green sea turtles or their habitat, and it would not contribute
to any cumulative effects on the turtles or their habitat. In the absence of such
effects, mitigation cannot be imposed, and staff declines to adopt the recommended
monitoring program.

Comment: The commenter describes the limited available information on Belding’s
savannah sparrow occurrence in the Los Cerritos Wetlands, and quotes from the staff
assessment that “project related noise are not expected to mask bird vocalizations.” The
commenter recommends including a Belding’s savannah sparrow monitoring program
requirement for the project, to begin least 45 days before construction begins and last
until at least one breeding season following demolition. The purpose of the monitoring
program would be to be certain that the AEC project will not impact the communication
of Belding’s savannah sparrow during project construction.
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Response: The potential effects of noise on Belding’s savannah sparrow and other
wildlife in the Los Cerritos Wetlands are addressed in in the Staff Assessment under
“General Construction and Demolition Impacts.” The analysis notes that conditions
of certification identified in the Noise and Vibration section of the Staff Assessment
would require effective measures to control construction and demolition noise at its
source, which benefits all of the surrounding area including nearby residences and
the Los Cerritos Wetlands complex. Proposed Condition of Certification NOISE-8
requires noise and vibration minimization measures for pile driving, and Condition of
Certification NOISE-6 requires mitigation measures for all noisy construction
activities. With implementation of these conditions of certification, construction and
demolition noise impacts to special-status species, including Belding’s savannah
sparrow, in the vicinity of the AEC would be less than significant. Therefore, there is
no need for additional mitigation, and staff declines to adopt the recommended
monitoring program.

Comment: The commenter agrees with the PSA, that coastal salt marsh habitat is
naturally high in nitrogen, but notes that other sensitive habitats, including special-status
wildlife habitat, in the Los Cerritos Wetlands may be more sensitive to nitrogen
deposition. These are: alkali meadows, brackish marsh, mulefat scrub, and willow
scrub. The comment recommends analyzing the potential effects of nitrogen deposition
in these habitats. In addition, the commenter recommends an endowment for non-native
weed management for the Los Cerritos Wetlands, to be structured in similar fashion to
an agreement between AES and the Huntington Beach Wetlands Conservancy.

Response: The potential effects of nitrogen deposition are addressed in the “Operation
Impacts And Mitigation” subsection of the Staff Assessment. Staff is unaware of
published data identifying critical nitrogen loads for the specific habitats cited in the
comment. However, staff's analysis is based on overestimates of baseline nitrogen
deposition levels and a model that heavily overestimates the project’s local nitrogen
deposition for several reasons, described in Biological Resources Appendix 1. Staff's
conclusion that potential effects of nitrogen deposition on local sensitive habitats would
be less than significant is unchanged. This conclusion applies to the habitats at the Los
Cerritos Wetlands. There is no need for mitigation, and staff declines to adopt the
recommended endowment.

Comment: The commenter recommends review and revision of several points in the
Biological Resources section of the Staff Assessment:

e The Marine Mammal Protection Act should be included in the list of LORS based
on the potential presence of marine mammals in the forebays, Los Cerritos
Channel, and San Gabriel River;

e Descriptions of Colorado Lagoon and Sims’ Pond Biological Reserve should be
included in the “Regional Wetlands and Other Protected Areas” section;

e Descriptions of alkali meadows and brackish marsh should be added to the
“Existing Vegetation and Wildlife” section; and

e On Page 4.3-33 the document states that “Once the existing AGS generating
units are retired (expected by the end of 2010)...” The year 2010 certainly is not
accurate since the AGS units are currently still operating.
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Response: Staff has added the Marine Mammal Protection Act to Biological
Resources Table 1, added brief descriptions of Colorado Lagoon and Sims Pond to
the list of regional protected areas, added text regarding alkali meadow and brackish
marsh to the description of southern coastal salt marsh, and deleted the anticipated
retirement date of the AGS units.

Comment: The commenter provides a summary of the recommendations detailed in
earlier sections of the memorandum.

Response: Please refer to the responses to comments above.

PLAINS WEST COAST TERMINALS LLC/NGIABI GICUHI; AUGUST 12,
2016; TN 212754 — PLAINS WEST COAST TERMINALS COMMENTS:
AES APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION.

Comment: The comment notes that there are two intake channels used to supply
water to the AES facility that AES will no longer utilize, and requests that both channels
be refilled.

Response: Alterations to the intake channels are not proposed as a part of this
project. Potential environmental effects of filling the channels (e.g., to marine life) are
not addressed in this FSA. Please refer to the Project Description section of the
FSA.

DAVE SHUKLA; AUGUST 12, 2016; TN 212781 — FORWARD
PROGRESS.

Comment: The comment expresses agreement with the Memo by Eric Zahn of Tidal
Influence regarding greater study and measurement of local wetlands species in and
around the project site, notes the local importance of the wetlands, and recommends
that the final project plan should reflect a strong commitment to the local unique eco-
tone.

Response: Please see the responses to comments from Eric Zahn of Tidal
Influence, (Los Cerritos Wetlands Land Trust; August 10, 2016; TN 212764-4 —
Attachment 3 - Tidal Influence Final Memo Re - AES PSA Aug 2016), above.

PUBLIC WORKSHOP COMMENTS

Comment: One member of the public commented that field surveys for southern
tarplant may be of limited value due to the ongoing drought; that construction oversight
is important to ensure follow-through on conditions of certification; and that burrowing
owls or other raptors may use the site.

Response: Regarding southern tarplant, please see staff's responses to the
applicant’s Initial PSA Comments (TN 212487, above). Staff agrees with the
importance of construction oversight; please refer to the verification language
accompanying each condition of certification. Staff agrees with the comment
regarding burrowing owls and raptors; please refer to staff's responses to comments
by Tidal Influence (TN 212764-4, above).
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CONCLUSIONS

Special-status plants and wildlife are not expected to occur on the AEC site, although
there is a potential for impacts to one special-status plant species on the proposed
wastewater pipeline route. The nearby Los Cerritos wetlands and other natural areas
support special-status birds, including the Belding’s savannah sparrow (state-listed
endangered), western snowy plover (federally listed threatened), California least tern
(federally and state-listed endangered), and California brown pelican (state fully
protected). Project construction and operation could result in the direct and indirect
effects presented in Biological Resources Table 4. All potential impacts to biological
resources can be reduced to less than significant by implementing mitigation measures
recommended in this staff assessment.

Biological Resources Table 4
Summary of Impacts to Biological Resources from the AEC

Significance

Impact Condition of Certification .
Determination

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

Native vegetation: removal of native

. None Less than significant
vegetation
e BIO-7 limits disturbance area; N
Common wildlife: disturbance and i i Less than significant
injury or mortality to common wildlife, * B!O-8 requires pre-construction with implementation of
including nesting birds nest surveys and impact conditions of certification

avoidance.

BI1O-7 controls invasive weeds;

SOIL&WATER-1 requires a
SWPPP to control runoff and

Special-status plants: potential b R
! . . revent contamination;
direct impacts on wastewater line; P Less than significant

potential off-site impacts from runoff, © AQ-SC3 requires measures to with implementation of

dust. or invasive weeds minimize fugitive dust; conditions of certification

e AQ-SC4 requires construction
monitoring and remediation for
visible dust plumes.

B10O-7 confines work to delineated
areas and controls invasive
weeds;

BIO-8 requires pre-construction
nest surveys and impact

Special-status wildlife: av0|dance;_ o

disturbance from noise and lighting, [ NO!SE-6 minimizes general Less than significant
habitat degradation from invasive construction noise; with implementation of
weeds, stormwater runoff, e NOISE-8 minimizes noise and conditions of certification
groundwater contamination vibration from pile driving;

SOIL&WATER-1 requires a
SWPPP to control runoff and
prevent contamination;

e VIS-1 minimizes offsite lighting.
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Impact

Condition of Certification

Significance
Determination

Jurisdictional wetlands and
waters: potential 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

Stormwater runoff: degradation of
adjacent habitat

SOIL&WATER-1 requires a
SWPPP to control runoff.

Less than significant
with implementation of
conditions of certification

Groundwater contamination:
degradation of adjacent habitat

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 wildlife

None

Less than significant

Lighting: disturbance resulting in
altered behavior or increased
predation

BIO-7 requires any aviation
lighting to be configured to
minimize attraction of birds;

VIS-4 minimizes offsite lighting.

Less than significant
with 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

B10O-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

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.

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.

The Designated Biologist must meet the following minimum qualifications:

1. Bachelor's degree in biological sciences, zoology, botany, ecology, or
a closely related field;
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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 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.

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, demolition, and construction activities. At the direction of the CPM,
the project owner may terminate the Designated Biologist’s function during
plant operation. However, the project owner shall appoint a replacement
Designated Biologist at any time as directed by the CPM, and will ensure the
same duties are performed during closure and restoration activities. If no
Designated Biologist is available at any time during the life of the project
(including operation phase) and the CPM determines that project-related
actions may affect biological resources, the CPM may direct the project owner
to assign a Biological Monitor or replacement Designated Biologist, for short-
term or long-term monitoring and reporting. 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;

2. Consult on the preparation of the Biological Resources Mitigation

Implementation and Monitoring Plan (BRMIMP) to be submitted by the
project owner;
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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 or direct the site personnel how to 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. Inspect soil or spoil stockpiles and dust abatement watering for
compliance with Condition of Certification BIO-7. Inspect erosion
control materials (e.g., hay bales) to confirm weed-free certification.
Inspect weed infestations and monitor eradication measures to
determine success. Inspect trash receptacles, monitor site personnel
compliance with trash handling, pet prohibitions, and all other WEAP
components (Condition of Certification B1O-5);

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,;

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 will notify the CPM of any non-compliance or
special-status species injury or mortality within one (1) working day of the incident. 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. The Designated Biologist's written records will
be made available for the CPM'’s inspection on request at any time during normal
business hours. 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 Monitor(s) 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. Within 10 days of completion of training, 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 or 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;

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; and

4. The CPM, in coordination with CDFW or USFWS, as appropriate, will
determine if corrective action has been effective and will direct the
project owner to take further corrective action as needed.

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 within one (1) working day of initiating the corrective action.
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WORKER ENVIRONMENTAL AWARENESS PROGRAM (WEAP)

BIO-5 The project owner shall develop and implement a project-specific Worker
Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) and shall secure approval for the
WEAP from the CPM. 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 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 resource protection laws 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 protected birds including Belding’s
savannah sparrow and burrowing owl, 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. Include a discussion of the biological resources conditions of
certification;

7. ldentify whom to contact if there are further comments and questions
about the material discussed in the program; and

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 project-specific WEAP shall be administered by a competent individual(s)
acceptable to the Designated Biologist.
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Verification: At least 45 days prior to the start of any planned project-related ground
disturbance activities, or any other project-related activities that could affect biological
resources (including disturbance or demolition of existing structures or vegetation), the
project owner shall provide to the CPM a copy of the draft WEAP and all supporting
written materials and electronic media prepared or reviewed by the Designated Biologist
and a resume of the person(s) administering the program. The Notice to Proceed will
not be issued until the WEAP has been revised according to the CPM’s direction, and
approved by the CPM.

The project owner shall provide in the monthly compliance reports 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.

Throughout the life of the project, the worker education program shall be repeated
annually for permanent employees, and shall be routinely administered either in person
or via video within one week of arrival to any new 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 attended the
program and understand all protection measures. These forms shall be maintained by
the project owner and shall be made available to the CPM upon request. Workers shall
receive and be required to visibly display a hardhat sticker or certificate indicating that
they have completed the required training.

Training acknowledgement forms signed during construction shall be kept on file by the
project owner for at least six months after the completion of all project construction
activities. 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 and implement a BRMIMP. The BRMIMP
shall be prepared in consultation with the Designated Biologist 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;

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. A list or tabulation of 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;
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6. A detailed description of measures that shall be taken to avoid or
mitigate disturbances from construction and demolition activities;

7. All locations, shown 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 prior to any site disturbance or
related facilities mobilization, for comparison with aerial photographs at
the same scale to be provided subsequent to completion of project
construction (see Verification).

9. Duration for each type of monitoring and a description of monitoring
methodologies and frequency;

10. Performance standards from each biological resource condition of
certification to determine if mitigation and conditions are or are not
successful,

11.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 BRMIMP 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: No fewer than 45 days prior to planned start of construction, the project
owner will submit a draft BRMIMP to the CPM for review and approval. The Notice to
Proceed will not be issued until the BRMIMP has been revised according to the CPM’s
direction, and approved by the CPM.

If there are any federal permits that have not yet been received when the BRMIMP is
first submitted, these permits shall be submitted to the CPM within 5 days of their
receipt, and the BRMIMP shall be revised or supplemented to reflect the permit
condition and submitted to the CPM within 10 days of their receipt by the project owner.

The project owner shall notify the CPM no less than 5 working days before
implementing any proposed modifications to the approved BRMIMP and will implement
changes only after obtaining CPM approval.
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Implementation of all 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. The Construction Closure
Report will include a set of aerial photographs of the site at an approved scale for
comparison with the pre-construction set (Item 8 above).

GENERAL IMPACT AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES

BIO-7  The project owner shall ensure implementation of 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 demolition
or 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 animal to a safe location. Any wildlife encountered during the
course of construction shall be allowed to leave the construction area
unharmed.

3. Transmission lines and all electrical components shall be designed,
installed, and maintained in accordance with the Avian Power Line
Interaction Committee’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.
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4. Spoils shall not be stockpiled adjacent to the outlet channel fence line to
minimize potential for spoils to enter into adjacent waterways.

5. Soil bonding and weighting agents used on unpaved surfaces shall be
non-toxic to wildlife and plants.

6. To the extent feasible, any aviation warning 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.qg.,
L-810s) shall be used.

7. 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 to prevent the formation of puddles,
which could attract predators of special-status species 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.

8. 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.

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 immediately of any hazardous
spills. Any on-site servicing of vehicles or construction equipment shall
take place only at a designated area approved by the Designated
Biologist. 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.
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11. Except for law enforcement personnel, no workers or visitors to the site
shall bring firearms or weapons.

12.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
minimum area needed for safe completion of project activities, 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.

13. 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 or adjacent wetlands. If rodent control
must be conducted, zinc phosphide or an equivalent product shall be
used.

Verification:  All mitigation measures and their implementation methods shall be
included in the BRMIMP and implemented. Implementation of the measures shall 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 Completion Report identifying how
measures have been completed (see Condition of Certification BIO-6 verification).

Monthly and annual compliance reports will include results of all regular inspections by
the Designated Biologist and Biological Monitor(s), including but not limited to the
requirements cited above and in Condition of Certification BIO-2.

The project owner will maintain written records of vehicle and equipment inspection and
maintenance, and will provide summaries in each monthly and annual compliance
report. The complete written vehicle maintenance record will be available for the CPM’s
inspection during normal business hours.
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The BRMIMP (Condition of Certification B1O-6) will include affirmation by the project
owner that:

e All electrical component design conforms to applicable APLIC guidelines; and

e All soil binders conform to the requirements stated above.

PRE-CONSTRUCTION NEST SURVEYS AND IMPACT AVOIDANCE
AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES FOR BREEDING BIRDS

BIO-8 Pre-construction nest surveys shall be conducted if construction or demolition
activities on the project site or wastewater pipeline will occur from January 1
through August 31. In addition, burrowing owl surveys shall be conducted
prior to any ground disturbing activity year-round. The Designated Biologist or
Biological Monitor shall perform surveys in accordance with the following
guidelines:

1. Surveys shall cover all potential nesting, burrow, or surrogate burrow
habitat and substrate within the project site and areas surrounding the
project site within 300 feet of the project boundary.

2. 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 during January 1 through August 31 in any given area, an
interval during which birds may establish a nesting territory and initiate
egg laying and incubation.

3. If active nests, burrows, or surrogate burrows 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); these buffers may be modified with the CPM’s approval. 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.

Biological Resources Table 5
AEC Construction and Demolition Buffers for Active Nests

Buffer for Construction
and Demolition
Activities (feet)

Species Potentially Nesting in the

Avian Group Project Vicinity

Black-crowned night heron, great

Bitterns and herons | blue heron, great egret, green 250
heron, snowy egret

Cormorants Double-crested cormorant 100

Doves Mourning dove 25
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Avian Group

Species Potentially Nesting in the
Project Vicinity

Buffer for Construction
and Demolition
Activities (feet)

American widgeon, blue-winged
teal, cinnamon teal, Canada goose,

Geese and ducks gadwall, mallard, northern pintail, 100
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 (Category | American kestrel, barn owl, red- 50
1) tailed hawk
Raptors (Category | Cooper’s hawk, red-shouldered 150
2) hawk, sharp-shinned hawk

Raptors (Category

Northern harrier, white-tailed kite,

These are special-status
species; buffer

3) burrowing owl determined in
consultation with CPM
Stilts and Avocets American avocet, black-necked stilt 150
Terns Elegant tern, Forster's tern, royal 100
tern
Passerlngs (cavity House wren, Say’s phoebe, western
and crevice ; 25
bluebird
nesters)
Passerines (bridge, | g1,y phoebe, cliff swallow, house
culvert, and finch, Say’s phoebe 25
building nesters) » 28y's P
Passerines (ground
nesters, open Horned lark 100
habitats)
American goldfinch, blue-gray
Passerines gnatcatcher, bushtit, California
(understory and towhee, common yellowthroat, red- 25
thicket nesters) winged blackbird, song sparrow,
Swainson’s thrush
American crow, American goldfinch,
American robin, blue-gray
Passerines (scrub gnatcatcher, Bullock’s oriole,
bushtit, Cassin's kingbird, common 25
and tree nesters) . .
raven, hooded oriole, house finch,
lesser goldfinch, northern
mockingbird
Passerines (tower Common raven, house finch 25
nesters)
Passerines (marsh | Common yellowthroat, red-winged
. 25
nesters) blackbird
. Domestic waterfowl, including
Species not .
domesticated mallards, feral (rock)
covered under ; : N/A
MBTA 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
will prepare a Nest Monitoring Plan. 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.

Verification:  Within ten (10) days of completion of the field work, the project owner
shall provide the CPM, CDFW, and USFWS a letter-report describing the findings of the
preconstruction nest surveys, including a description and representative photographs of
habitat; the time, date, methods, and duration of the surveys; identity and qualifications
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). The CPM will consider any timely comments received from CDFW
and USFWS in review of the letter-report.

Additionally, the nest monitoring plan shall be submitted to the CPM for review and
approval prior to any planned demolition or construction activities in the vicinity of any
active nest. No such demolition or construction activities may proceed without CPM
approval of the monitoring plan, in consultation with CDFW and USFWS. 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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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES-APPENDIX-1

NITROGEN DEPOSITION ANALYSIS
Testimony of Wenjun Qian, Ph.D., P.E.

INTRODUCTION

The following provides a technical description of the nitrogen deposition analysis for the
Alamitos Energy Center (AEC) project.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The AEC would be a natural-gas-fired, air-cooled, combined-cycle and simple-cycle,
electrical generating facility with a nominal generating capacity of 1,040 megawatts
(MW). The AEC would have two power blocks. The combined-cycle power block would
consist of two natural gas-fired combustion turbine generators (CTGs) in a combined-
cycle configuration, two unfired heat recovery steam generators (HRSGS), one steam
turbine generator, one air-cooled condenser, one auxiliary boiler, and related ancillary
equipment. The simple-cycle power block would consist of four simple-cycle LMS-100
CTGs with fin-fan coolers and their ancillary facilities (AEC 2015f).

NITROGEN DEPOSITION

Nitrogen deposition is the term used to describe the input of reactive nitrogen species
from the atmosphere to the biosphere. The pollutants that contribute to nitrogen
deposition derive mainly from oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and ammonia (NH3) emissions.
NOx emissions (a term used for nitric oxide [NO] and nitrogen dioxide [NO;]), generally
the result of industrial or combustion processes, are much more widely distributed than
NHs. Reduced forms of nitrogen (NHx) are primarily emitted from intensive animal
operations (e.g., dairies) and vehicles with catalytic converters.

In the atmosphere NOXx is transformed to a range of secondary pollutants, including
nitric acid (HNO3), nitrates (NO3) and organic compounds, such as peroxyacetyle nitrate
(PAN), while NH3 is readily absorbed by surfaces such as water and soil as well as
being rapidly transformed to ammonium (NH4+) by reaction with acidic compounds.
Both the primary and secondary nitrogen-based pollutants may be removed by wet
deposition (scavenging of gases and aerosols by precipitation) and by dry deposition
(direct turbulent deposition of gases and aerosols) on the earth’s surface.

NITROGEN DEPOSITION MODELS

Staff used the American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency
Regulatory Model known as AERMOD to evaluate the potential nitrogen deposition
impacts of this power plant project. AERMOD is a steady-state Gaussian plume model
that incorporates air dispersion based on planetary boundary layer turbulence structure
and scaling concepts, including treatment of both surface and elevated sources, and is
applicable for use in both simple and complex terrain.
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AERMOD is used for chemically inert pollutants and cannot account for transformation
of the nitrogen species which are time and reaction dependent. When using AERMOD,
the analysis must assume these transformations have already occurred at the exit of the
stack. Therefore, it is a conservative model that overestimates transformation rates and
deposition impacts. But, it is also approved for regulatory purposes for near-field
impacts analyses (used by the Energy Commission and the air district), is most familiar
to users and regulatory agencies, and it is generally used to estimate nitrogen
deposition.

Staff used several assumptions with regard to nitrogen formation and deposition, all of
which tend to overestimate impacts. These assumptions include:

e One hundred percent conversion of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and ammonia (NHz)
into atmospherically derived nitrogen (ADN) within the exhaust stacks rather than
allowing the conversion of NOx and NH3 to occur over distance and time within
the plume and atmosphere, which is beyond the scope of AERMOD as noted
above;

e Maximum settling velocities derived from the parameters for nitric acid (HNOs3,
which, of all the depositional species, has the most affinity for soils and
vegetation and the tendency to adhere to what it is deposited on) to produce
maximum, or conservatively estimated, deposition rates;

e Emissions rates based upon the proposed project’'s maximum potential to emit as
required by local air district rules, rather than annually averaged likely emissions
based on previous equipment performance and expected actual operations; and

e Ammonia emissions are modeled at a conservatively averaged level of 2.5 ppm,
which is half of the permitted level of 5 ppm. In reality, ammonia emissions are
generally less than 1 ppm until near the end of the catalyst life. Plant operators
have an extraordinary impetus to avoid exceedances of their NOx permit limits,
because they can be fined. Owners keep their catalyst clean and active, which
keeps NOx level low and limits unreacted ammonia in the exhaust. The permit
would require the catalyst to be replaced or cleaned whenever the ammonia
emissions exceed 5 ppm.

Assuming 100 percent of the NOx and NH3 conversion to ADN within the exhaust
stacks ignores the fact that the conversion process requires sunlight, moisture, and
time. Since staff analyzes habitat areas within a 6-mile radius of the project, it is unlikely
that there would be sufficient time for all of the emitted nitrogen to convert to ADN.
Therefore, it is likely that a less than significant amount of the project’s nitrogen
emissions would actually deposit on these habitat areas. However, at this time staff
does not have refined data on the amount of time needed for this conversion to occur.
Therefore, staff conservatively assumes total conversion at the stack. The project could
contribute to annual nitrogen deposition, but not at the levels predicted by AERMOD
due to the limited time it takes for the plumes to travel to the habitat areas and the
conservative assumptions used for nitrogen formation and deposition.

Appendix Bio-1Table Ndep-1 shows the emission rates of NOx and NH3; from the
proposed AEC that staff used to model nitrogen deposition impacts.
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Appendix Bio-1Table Ndep-1
AEC, Modeled Nitrogen Species Emissions (tons per year [tpy]) ¢

Depositional Depositional Total
Source NOx NH; Nitrogen from | Nitrogen from | Depositional
NOx NH3 Nitrogen
Facility Total 135.8 49.4 41.3 40.7 82.0

Source: CH2 20160, CH2 2016s, and Energy Commission staff analysis
Note: * Nitrogen emissions are calculated based on the ratios between the molecular weight of nitrogen (14), the molecular
weight of NOx as NO; (46), and molecular weight of NH; (17).

For average meteorological conditions, it would take the AEC plumes less than 2 hours
to reach the furthest habitat of interest. However, in urban atmospheres, the oxidation
rate of NOx to nitric acid (HNO3) is approximately 20 percent per hour, with a range of
10 to 30 percent per hour (ARB 1986). Nighttime NOx oxidation rates are generally
much lower than typical daytime rates. HNOj is readily taken up by soil, vegetation, and
water surfaces. HNOj3 also reacts with gaseous NH3 to form ammonium nitrate
(NH4NO:s3), but the reaction is reversible and dependent on temperature, relative
humidity, and concentrations of other pollutants. The ambient concentration of nitrate is
limited by the availability of NH3 which is preferentially scavenged by sulfate (Scire et al
2000).

On the other hand, because NHj3 is readily taken up by damp soils and vegetation and
by water bodies, a significant portion of the emitted NH3 can be deposited to vegetation
depending on the type of land cover and on meteorological conditions (Hatfield and
Follett 2008). NH3 is also readily taken up by aerosol particles of sulfuric acid (H,SO,) to
form ammonium sulfate ((NH4).SO4 [Metcalfe et al 1999]). But since most (NH4).SO,
particles deposit to ground by rain (wet deposition), it is likely that less than a significant
amount of the (NH4)>,SO, particles would actually deposit on the habitat areas within the
6-mile radius of the project (since the average annual rainfall in Long Beach is only
about 12 inches, with the majority falling between November and March). Instead, the
(NH4)2S0O, particles may travel hundreds or even thousands of miles away from the
project before they deposit on the earth’s surface.

The Energy Commission’s 2007 report Assessment of Nitrogen Deposition: Modeling
and Habitat Assessment (Tonnesen et al 2007) reviewed two other air dispersion
models which can represent chemically reactive emissions and formation and
deposition of aerosols: CALPUFF and the Community Multiscale Air Quality (CMAQ)
model. The CMAQ version used in the Tonnesen report sometimes produced relatively
large numerical errors. Thus, the report concluded that CMAQ cannot be used reliably
for single point source impact simulations.
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CALPUFF is a non-steady-state Lagrangian Gaussian puff dispersion model that
simulates the effects of time- and space-varying meteorological conditions on pollution
transport, transformation, and removal. It does so by modeling parcels of air as they
move along their trajectories. Different from AERMOD, CALPUFF uses simplified
chemistry to attempt to represent nitrogen partitioning and transformation with relatively
low computational cost compared to CMAQ. The Tonnesen report concluded that the
CALPUFF model can be used to simulate nitrogen deposition, and its results were
generally similar in magnitude to the CMAQ-simulated nitrogen deposition. However,
CALPUFF is more appropriate for long-range transport (i.e., greater than 50 kilometers
— at less than 50 km, and for complex terrain, it requires regulatory approval for its use
by the relevant reviewing agency). In addition, CALPUFF allows users to define certain
parameters in its meteorological processor, which makes it difficult to be standardized
for regulatory review purposes at the current time.

Both AERMOD and CALPUFF have strengths and weaknesses in modeling nitrogen
deposition as mentioned above. Based on staff's modeling experience and U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service’s analysis on the Russell City Energy Center Project (USFWS
2010), nitrogen deposition rates at habitat areas within 6 miles of the project predicted
from CALPUFF are usually an order of magnitude lower (i.e., 1/10") than those from
AERMOD. At this time, staff continues to believe AERMOD, with the overlay of
conservative assumptions mentioned above, is the most conservative model to use for
nitrogen deposition modeling.

NITROGEN DEPOSITION IMPACTS AND MITIGATION CALCULATIONS

Staff used AERMOD with the assumptions mentioned above to conservatively estimate
nitrogen deposition incremental impacts from AEC. Staff's analysis covers the habitat
areas within the 6-mile radius from the project (see details in the Biological Resources
section of this staff assessment).

The analysis does not account for the net benefit from discontinued operation of the
existing boilers at the Alamitos Generating Station (AGS). At its current capacity factors,
AGS produces only a fraction of the maximum annual nitrogenous emissions that the
proposed project would be permitted to produce. But the comparison of past actual
emissions to future permitted emissions is another conservative assumption, as it is
unlikely that the AEC units would ever approach their permitted level of operation as
California moves to a high renewable, low carbon (greenhouse gas or GHG) electricity
generation system.

Staff emphasizes that its modeling provides an overestimation of nitrogen deposition of
the project, based on conservatisms layered upon conservatisms. However, it is the
best tool we currently have that is accepted to provide a consistent, albeit extremely
conservative result.

Staff used the conservatively modeled project nitrogen deposition impact and baseline
nitrogen deposition (see more descriptions regarding baseline below) to compute the
total nitrogen deposition rates on habitat areas. Staff calculated nitrogen deposition
rates from the project in the surrounding area (Appendix Bio-1 Figure Ndep-1),
however staff believes the modeling tools and background deposition rates identify a
much higher rate of nitrogen deposition than is reasonably expected to occur.
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The results could be used to assess the extent of affected habitat to include areas
where the total nitrogen deposition exceeds the critical load for each vegetation type.
Staff considers that vegetation types below critical load are not significantly impacted by
the project and does not require mitigation (see more details in the Biological
Resources section of this staff assessment). The baseline nitrogen deposition rates
used in staff's analysis are based on emission inventory for calendar year 2002 (see
more details below). Staff believes that additional conservatisms are introduced by
using the 2002 baseline nitrogen deposition rates as discussed below.

California and South Coast Air Basin Baseline Nitrogen Deposition

The baseline nitrogen deposition rates used in staff's analysis are from the Energy
Commission’s 2007 report (Tonnesen et al 2007), which provided the total nitrogen
deposition on a rather coarse 4-km (2.5-mile) grid (4 km x 4 km, or 16 km?) throughout
California. The report used emission inventory data that were previously developed
through the Western Regional Air Partnership (WRAP) to simulate annual air quality
and visibility for calendar year 2002. The source categories included for the calendar
year 2002 include: area sources, point sources, mobile sources, non-road mobile
sources, road dust, off shore sources, Mexico emissions inventory, and biogenic
emissions for volatile organic compounds (VOC).

However, the U.S. EPA’s enforcement efforts, implemented through the State
Implementation Plan (SIP) enforced by the regional air district’s Air Quality Management
Plan (AQMP, see more details in the Air Quality section of this staff assessment), have
significantly reduced nitrogen emissions from mobile and stationary sources sectors
since 2002, and these downward trends are expected to continue. Appendix Bio-1
Figures Ndep-1a and Ndep-1b show that both the actual and forecasted nitrogen
emissions calculated from the NOx and NH3 emissions (red solid lines) for all sources in
South Coast Air Basin decrease significantly from year 2000 to year 2035. The nitrogen
emissions from the NOx and NH3; emissions are based on the mass fraction of nitrogen
in NOx and NHs. It should be noted that nitrogen constitutes about 82 percent of NH3 by
weight while it only constitutes about 30 percent of NOx by weight.

The emissions from stationary sources, including electric generation facilities, are also
presented (green dashed lines) in the figures for comparison. NOx emissions from the
stationary sources only account for 8 to 22 percent of those from all sources and also
show a steady decrease over the years. Although the NH3z emissions from the stationary
sources, mainly waste disposal and fuel combustion, show a modest increase, they only
account for 22 to 47 percent of the total emissions from all sources. The majority of the
NOXx emissions come from mobile sources and the majority of the NH3; emissions come
from area wide sources such as livestock operations, fertilizer applications, and mobile
sources.
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Appendix Bio-1 Figure Ndep-2 shows measured annual averaged nitrates (NO3) and
sulfates (SO,4) concentrations of dry particles at the San Gabriel monitoring station
(located in South Coast Air Basin) from the Interagency Monitoring of Protected Visual
Environments (IMPROVE) network. This is representative of depositional particles in
ambient air at the station. The nitrates (NO3) concentrations have decreased more than
50 percent from 2002 to 2015, while the sulfates (SO4) concentrations have decreased
more than 30 percent from 2002 to 2015. This indicates that the reductions in the
nitrogen emissions shown in Appendix Bio-1 Figures Ndep-1a and Ndep-1b are
effective in reducing the background nitrates and sulfates in the South Coast Air Basin.

Considering the decreasing nitrogen emission inventory trend (an overall reduction of
over 50 percent from 2002 to 2015, shown in Appendix Bio-1 Figures Ndep-1a and 1b
from the two trends for all sources combined), the relatively small contribution from the
stationary sources, and the decreasing nitrates and sulfates concentration
measurements, the use of 2002 emissions inventory in the baseline nitrogen deposition
rates (as discussed in Biological Resources section of this staff assessment) probably
overestimates baseline deposition by a factor of 2. Certain map zones that staff
considered would be significantly impacted by the project, based on overestimated
baseline as well as overestimated project impact, might have total nitrogen deposition
below critical load. Thus the acreage of affected habitat is probably overestimated using
2002 baseline and conservatively estimated project impacts. Unfortunately, the 2007
Tonnesen work for the 2002 model year has not been updated and there aren’t any
more recent background data to use.

Staff assumes that total nitrogen loading is directly proportional to NOx and ammonia
inventories. Since deposition pathways are complex and dependent on components
such as time, humidity, sunlight exposure, and uniform mixing of needed reactants,
deposition rates at the habitat areas near the project may be reduced more than the
percentage change to nitrogen inventories.

In addition, the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) implemented
the Regional Clean Air Incentives Market or RECLAIM program on January 1, 1994.
Facilities subject to this program, such as AEC, are required to purchase RECLAIM
Trading Credits (RTCs) to offset their annual NOx emission increase in a 1-to-1 offset
ratio. As a result, any new stationary source like AEC would not result in a net increase
in NOx emissions basin wide (see details in the Air Quality section regarding AEC
RECLAIM participation and compliance). In addition, since AEC would be located in
Zone 1 (South Coast Air Basin coastal zone) RTCs may only be obtained from Zone 1.
The resulting new emissions (potential NOx increases) from AEC and the required
RTCs (NOx reductions or offsets) would be balanced to zero, or no net increase,
annually in the more local coastal zone. So the baseline nitrogen from NOx would not
change due to NOx emissions from AEC.
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Appendix Bio-1 Figure Ndep-la

Nitrogen Portion® of the NOx Emissions Trends in South Coast Air Basin

(tons/day, annual average)
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Source: The California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality - 2013 Edition, Air Resources Board

(ARB 2013) and Energy Commission staff analysis

Note: ® The nitrogen portion of the NOx emissions is calculated based on the ratio between the

molecular weight of nitrogen (14) and the molecular weight of NO, (46).

Appendix Bio-1 Figure Ndep-1b

Nitrogen Portion® of the NH3z Emission Trends in South Coast Air Basin

(tons/day, annual average)
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Source: The California Alimanac of Emissions and Air Quality - 2013 Edition, Air Resources Board

(ARB 2013) and Energy Commission staff analysis

Note: ® The nitrogen portion of the NHs emissions is calculated based on the ratio between the

molecular weight of nitrogen (14) and the molecular weight of NH3 (17).
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Appendix Bio-1 Figure Ndep-2
Nitrates (NO3) and Sulfates (SO4) Concentrations (ug/m?) Measured at San

Gabriel Monitoring Station
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Source: Interagency Monitoring of Protected Visual Environments (IMPROVE) and Energy
Commission staff analysis

Note: The gap between the data for 2009 and 2011 means there was no data for 2010.

CONCLUSIONS

Staff believes that because AERMOD does not account for the transformation of the
nitrogen species, which is time and reaction dependent, the nitrogen deposition impacts
of the project have been overestimated by as much as a factor of 10 using AERMOD.
Further, the nitrogen emission inventory in the South Coast Air Basin has decreased
more than 50 percent from 2002 to 2015 for oxides of nitrogen and ammonia combined.
The use of the 2002 emissions inventory in the baseline nitrogen deposition rates
probably overestimates baseline nitrogen deposition by a factor of 2. In addition, AEC is
required to purchase RTCs to offset their annual NOx emissions on a 1-to-1 offset ratio.
AEC would not result in a net increase in NOx emissions in South Coast Air Basin
coastal zone. Lastly, since staff modeled ammonia emissions at their conservatively
averaged value, they were modeled at a rate 2.5 times higher than what is reasonably
expected.

Staff calculated a nitrogen deposition rates from the project in the surrounding area
(Appendix Bio-1 Figures Ndep-1), however, staff believes the modeling tools and
background deposition rates identify a much higher rate of nitrogen deposition than is
reasonably expected to occur. For more information on nitrogen deposition, refer to the
Biological Resources section of this document.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES

Testimony of Matthew Braun, Melissa Mourkas, and Gabriel Roark’

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

Staff concludes that the proposed Alamitos Energy Center could result in significant,
direct impacts on buried archaeological resources, which may qualify as historical or
unique archaeological resources under the California Environmental Quality Act. The
adoption and implementation of Conditions of Certification CUL-1 through CUL-8 would
ensure that the applicant would be able to respond quickly and effectively in the event
that archaeological resources are found buried beneath the project site during
construction-related ground disturbance.

Staff’'s analysis of the proposed Alamitos Energy Center with regard to historic built
environment resources concludes that two historical resources are present in the project
area of analysis: the San Gabriel River and Los Cerritos channels. Both are historic-age
engineered structures that figured prominently in regional flood control management.
Staff concludes, however, that the proposed project would not have a direct, indirect or
cumulative impact on either resource.

Staff's analysis of the proposed Alamitos Energy Center with regard to ethnographic
resources concludes that a tribal cultural resource, the Puvunga Ceremonial Site
Complex, is present in the project area of analysis. The Puvunga Ceremonial Site
Complex is recommended as eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources
under criteria 1-3. However, staff's analysis concludes that the construction and
operation of the proposed Alamitos Energy Center would not have a direct or indirect
impact on this ethnographic tribal cultural resource.

Staff has considered environmental justice populations in its analysis of the proposed
project. Staff has not identified significant adverse direct, indirect, or cumulative cultural
resources impacts that would affect environmental justice populations.

INTRODUCTION

This cultural resources assessment identifies the potential impacts of the proposed
Alamitos Energy Center (AEC) on cultural resources. Cultural resources are defined
under state law as buildings, sites, structures, objects, areas, places, records,
manuscripts, and historic districts (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §§ 4852a, 5064.5(a)(3);
Pub. Resources Code, §§ 5020.1(h, j), 5024.1[e][2, 4]). Three broad classes of cultural
resources are considered in this assessment: prehistoric, ethnographic, and historic.

' Braun, ethnographic resources; Roark, archaeological resources; Mourkas, historic built environment
resources, technical assistance by Josh Smallwood and Victoria Smith of Applied Earthworks.

September 2016 4.3-1 CULTURAL RESOURCES



Prehistoric archaeological resources are those materials relating to prehistoric human
occupation and use of an area. These resources may include sites and deposits,
structures, artifacts, rock art, trails, and other traces of Native American human
behavior. In California, the prehistoric period began over 12,000 years ago and
extended through the eighteenth century until 1769, when the first Europeans settled in
California.

Ethnographic resources are those materials important to the heritage of a particular
ethnic or cultural group, such as Native Americans or African, European, or Asian
immigrants. They may include tribal cultural resources (as defined under Pub.
Resources Code, § 21074 (a)), traditional resource collecting areas, ceremonial sites,
topographic features, value-imbued landscapes, cemeteries, shrines, or ethnic
neighborhoods and structures. Ethnographic resources are variations of natural
resources and standard cultural resource types. They are subsistence and ceremonial
locales and sites, structures, objects, and rural and urban landscapes assigned cultural
significance by traditional users. The decision to call resources “ethnographic” depends
on whether associated peoples perceive them as traditionally meaningful to their identity
as a group and the survival of their lifeways.>

Historic-period resources are those materials, archaeological and architectural, usually
associated with Euro-American exploration and settlement of an area and the beginning
of a written historical record. They may include archaeological deposits, sites,
structures, traveled corridors, artifacts, or other evidence of human activity. Under
federal and state requirements, historical cultural resources must be 50 years or older to
be considered of potential historic importance. A resource less than 50 years of age
may be historically important if the resource is of exceptional significance.

For the proposed AEC, staff provides an overview of the environmental setting and
history of the project vicinity, an inventory of the cultural resources identified in the
project vicinity, and an analysis of the potential impacts from the proposed AEC using
criteria from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

If cultural resources are identified, staff determines whether there may be a project-
related impact to them. If the cultural resources cannot be avoided, staff evaluates
whether any of the impacted resources qualifies as a historical resource or unique
archaeological resource, as defined by CEQA (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15064.5[a];
Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21074, 21083.2[g]). If impacted resources qualify as historical
resources or unique archaeological resources, staff recommends mitigation measures
that ensure that impacts to the identified cultural resources are reduced to a less-than-
significant level.

A “lifeway,” as used herein, refers to any unique body of behavioral norms, customs, and traditions
that structure the way a particular people carry out their daily lives.
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LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS

Projects proposed before the Energy Commission are reviewed to ensure that the
proposed facilities would comply with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards (LORS) (Pub. Resources Code, § 25525; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, §§ 1201]r],
1744[b]).

See Cultural Resources Table 1 for a summary of applicable LORS.

Cultural Resources Table 1
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards

Applicable LORS | Description
State
Requires a landowner on whose property Native American human remains are
found to limit further development activity in the vicinity until s/he confers with the
Pub. Resources Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)-identified Most Likely
Code, §§ 5097.98(b) | Descendents (MLDs) to consider treatment options. In the absence of MLDs or
and (e) of a treatment acceptable to all parties, the landowner is required to reinter the

remains elsewhere on the property in a location not subject to further
disturbance.

Section 5097.99 prohibits the acquisition, possession, sale, or dissection with
malice or wantonness of Native American remains or artifacts taken from a
Native American grave or cairn.

Pub. Resources
Code, § 5097.99

This code prohibits the disturbance or removal of human remains found outside
a cemetery. It also requires a project owner to halt construction if human remains
are discovered and to contact the county coroner.

Health and Safety
Code, § 7050.5

Provides for non-disclosure of records that relate to archaeological site
information and reports maintained by, or in the possession of, the Department
of Parks and Recreation (DPR), the State Historical Resources Commission, the
State Lands Commission, the NAHC, another state agency, or a local agency,
including the records that the agency obtains through a consultation process
between a California Native American tribe and a state or local agency.

Government Code, §
6250.10—California
Public Records Act

Local

City of Long Beach
Cultural Heritage
Commission
Ordinance (Municipal
Code: Title 2,
Chapter 2.63)

The ordinance contains no requirements that apply to the proposed facility.

City of Long Beach

Historical Landmarks
Ordinance (Municipal | The ordinance contains no requirements that apply to the proposed facility.
Code: Title 16,
Chapter 16.52)

City of Long Beach

I . The Historic Preservation Element of the city’s General Plan Update 2030 (in
Historic Preservation

preparation) contains no requirements that apply to the proposed facility.

Element (2010)

Southeast Area

Development and The SEADIP contains no cultural resources requirements (City of Long Beach

Improvement Plan 2006).

(SEADIP)

gOUth‘?aSt Area The SEASP contains no cultural resources requirements (City of Long Beach
pecific Plan 2016)

(SEASP) ]

Local Coastal The City of Long Beach'’s (1994) LCP contains no cultural resources

Program (LCP) requirements that pertain to the proposed project.
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SETTING

Information provided regarding the setting of the proposed AEC places it in its
geographical and geological contexts. Additionally, the archaeological, ethnographic,
and historical backgrounds provide the contexts for the evaluation of the historical
significance of cultural resources identified within the project area of analysis (PAA).

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Identifying the kinds and distribution of resources necessary to sustain human life in an
environment, and the changes in that environment over time is central to understanding
whether and how an area was used during prehistory and history. During the time that
humans have lived in California, the region in which the AEC would be located has
undergone several climatic shifts. These shifts have resulted in variable availability of
vital resources, and that variability has influenced the scope and scale of human use of
the project vicinity. Consequently, it is important to consider the historical character of
local climate change, or the paleoclimate, and the effects of the paleoclimate on the
physical development of the area and its ecology. The supplemental application for
certification (SAFC) primarily summarizes the regional paleoenvironment (AES
2015a:5.3-3-5.3-6); staff adds brief site-specific information below, with a detailed
environmental setting in Cultural Resources Appendix CR-1.

Overview

The proposed project site is situated at elevations of 8—15 feet above sea level on fill,
paralic®, and alluvial fan sediments. Current land uses in the project vicinity include
residential and commercial development, industrial, wetland preserves, parklands and
open space, landfill, and marinas. (AES 2015a:5.4-2, 5.6-3, 5.6-5; USGS 1896.)

The modern climate of the project vicinity is influenced by the adjacent open coastline
and its presence in a semi-permanent high-pressure zone. Consequently, the local
weather conditions are typically mild, with average daily highs of 63—84 degrees
Fahrenheit (° F) and average daily lows of 45-63 ° F. Summers are dry and warm,
punctuated by very hot weather, often caused by southeasterly Santa Ana winds.
Winters are mild and wet, most precipitation falling between November and April,
averaging about 12 inches annually. (AES 2015a:5.1-3; Engstrom 2006:847.)

The geology of the project site has been defined on the basis of four soil borings, four
cone penetration tests, and logs from 43 monitoring wells (JA 2011:5; Ninyo & Moore
2011:2). The project site is situated on placed fill, Quaternary* (Holocene to late
Pleistocene epochs) undivided alluvial fan deposits, and paralic deposits. The SAFC
states that sediments in the PAA are Holocene in age to a depth of at least 15 feet
below ground surface. (AES 2015a:5.8-3-5.8-5.)

® Paralic sediments are “the complex of sedimentary environments associated with the sea shore, and
it is intended to include the transitions from wave zone to beach to dune environments, and from there to
estuarine and lagoonal habitats as well” (AES 2015a:5.8-3, fn).

*The Quaternary Period encompasses the Pleistocene (2.588 million years ago—11,700 B.P.) and
Holocene (11,700 B.P.—present day) epochs (Cohen et al. 2013). Without further description, therefore,
Quaternary geologic formations may be taken to date anywhere from 2.588 million years ago to the
present day.
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Geotechnical Boring 2, conducted within proposed Power Block 2, revealed paralic
deposits in borings at a relatively shallow depth and intergrading with alluvial sediments
to about 50 feet below ground surface. Root casts® and shell fragments were found in
the boring starting at 15 feet below ground surface, in silty clay alluvium that likely is
Early Holocene in age. (AES 2015a:5.8-5; Ninyo & Moore 2011:Appendix A.) The
presence of root casts suggests that a former land surface is preserved about 15 feet
below the ground surface (Vogel 2002:14). Jamison and Associates’ study on the
project site notes that the sand and silty clay layers from 15 to 30 feet below ground
surface “are distinguished by the presence of organic material in the form of roots. The
silty clay layer appears to trend through the entire section.” (JA 2011:5.) It therefore
appears likely that a former land surface extends across the project site at
approximately 15 feet below ground surface or 4 feet below mean sea level.

PREHISTORIC SETTING

Staff finds much of the SAFC’s prehistoric setting to be correct and does not repeat it at
length here. The regional prehistoric setting is discussed in four parts: ancient sites
(commonly referred to as the Paleoindian and Paleo-Coastal traditions), Early Holocene
(11,500-7550 B.P.), Middle Holocene (7950-1450 B.P.), and Late Holocene (1450
B.P.—present). (AES 2015a:5.3-6-5.3-8.) However, staff provides supplementary
information in Cultural Resources Appendix CR-1 in order to analyze the AEC’s
potential to affect archaeological resources.

ETHNOGRAPHIC SETTING

The Gabrielino people and representative tribes are the Native Americans most directly
related to the project vicinity. The Gabrielino Tongva have traditionally been split into
four subgroups based on the dialect of the Gabrielino Tongva language spoken: those
of the Los Angeles Basin/Gabrielino proper, those of the northern mountainous area
including the inland San Fernando Valley/Fernandefio, those of Santa Catalina and San
Clemente islands, and those of San Nicolas Island (Harrington 1962.viii). Today, the
names Gabrielino, Tongva, or Gabrielino Tongva seem to be the preferred references of
the indigenous groups from the Los Angeles Basin. The name Gabrielino Tongva will be
used for the purposes of this staff assessment, except when referring to specific tribal
entities that identify by other names.

The proposed AEC is located in the coastal portion of the Gabrielino Tongva’'s mainland
territory and adjacent to the, now channelized, San Gabriel River, about 1.5 miles north
of where the San Gabriel River empties into the Pacific Ocean. Various historians and
anthropologists provide maps of Gabrielino Tongva ethnographic village and camp
locations (Heizer 1968:Map; Johnston 1962:Map; Kroeber 1976:Plate 57). All of the
maps and accompanying text previously mentioned identify a village that is about 0.5
miles north-northwest of the AEC. The village name, provided in the literature variously
as ‘Puvunga’, ‘Pubunga’, ‘Puvd, ‘Pubuna’, ‘Povuu’nga’ and ‘Pubu’ is located on Alamitos
Mesa. Additional information concerning this village site is discussed under “Cultural
Resource Descriptions and Significance Evaluations” below.

® Voids in a stratum that filled with soil particles after plant roots decomposed.
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Contemporary Tribal Entities with Ethnographic Affiliations

There are various Gabrielino Tongva tribes, nations and other organizations. Names are
very similar and it is difficult at first glance to differentiate between the groups. The
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) list provided to staff (Singleton 2014)
provides additional tribal names that represent Gabrielino Tongva people and culture.
Tribal entities are listed below.

e Gabrielino Band of Mission Indians — Kizh (Kitc) Nation

e Gabrielino/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians
e Gabrielino/Tongva Nation

e Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe

e Gabrielino/Tongva Indians of the California Tribal Council
e Tongva Ancestral Territorial Tribal Nation

e Ti'at Society/Intertribal Council of Pimu

e Los Angeles City/County Native American Indian Commission

Staff provides additional information about traditional Gabrielino culture and current
tribal entities in Cultural Resources Appendix CR-1.

HISTORIC SETTING

The historic period of the project vicinity can be divided into three major periods: the
Spanish (1769-1821), Mexican (1822-1848), and American (1848—present) periods.
The Spanish built 21 missions in California and established a series of fortified pueblos.
Pasture lands were divided among the missions and beneficiaries who were awarded
land grants by the Spanish and Mexican governors of Alta California. These
beneficiaries were often former soldiers or others who had served the government. In
1784, Pedro Fages, Spanish governor of California at that time, granted 300,000 acres,
which included today’s Long Beach area, to Manuel Nieto, as a reward for his military
service. Nieto built an adobe home and raised cattle, sheep, and horses on his Rancho
Los Coyotes.

The Mexican Period was characterized by land grants and ranchos awarded by
Mexican Governor Juan Bautista Alvarado. In 1822, Mexico achieved independence
from Spain, and California became an outpost of the Mexican Republic. In 1834, Nieto’s
Rancho Los Coyotes was divided into five smaller ranchos. American settlers in the
1840’s were granted citizenship and some obtained land grants in the greater Long
Beach area. War broke out between the United States and Mexico in May 1846. The
American victory over Mexico was formalized in February 1848 with the signing of the
Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, and Mexico ceded all its land holdings above the Gila and
Rio Grande rivers, including California, to the United States.
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The early American period was characterized by ranching, providing cattle products to
the northern Gold Rush settlers. Two ranchos, Rancho Los Cerritos and Rancho Los
Alamitos, were predominant in the Long Beach area. In 1884, the town of Long Beach
was laid out to occupy the southwest corner of the Rancho Los Cerritos. The City of
Long Beach was incorporated on February 10, 1888. In the early twentieth century,
Long Beach’s economy was built upon shipbuilding, the development of a successful
harbor and transportation hub, and oil production. Today, the city of Long Beach is the
sixth largest city in California, has a population of over 470,000 people and spans 50
square miles.

More detailed historic period information and citations are included in Cultural
Resources Appendix CR-1.

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION

METHOD AND THRESHOLD FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

Various laws apply to the evaluation and treatment of cultural resources. CEQA requires
the Energy Commission to evaluate resources by determining whether they meet
several sets of specified criteria. These evaluations then influence the analysis of
potential impacts to the resources and the mitigation that may be required to ameliorate
any such impacts.

California Environmental Quality Act

CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines define significant cultural resources under two
regulatory constructs: historical resources and unique archaeological resources. An
historical resource is defined as a “resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the
State Historical Resources Commission, for listing in the CRHR [California Register of
Historical Resources]’, or “a resource listed in a local register of historical resources or
identified as significant in a historical resource survey meeting the requirements of
Section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code,” or “any object , building, structure,
site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency determines to be
historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific,
economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of
California, provided the agency’s determination is supported by substantial evidence in
light of the whole record.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15064.5[a].) Historical resources
that are automatically listed in the CRHR include California historical resources listed in
or formally determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and
California Registered Historical Landmarks from No. 770 onward (Pub. Resources
Code, § 5024.1[d]).

Under CEQA, a resource is generally considered to be historically significant if it meets
the criteria for listing in the CRHR. In addition to being at least 50 years old,® a resource
must meet at least one (and may meet more than one) of the following four criteria
(Pub. Resources Code, § 5024.1):

® The Office of Historic Preservation (OHP 1995:2) endorses recording and evaluating resources over
45 years of age to accommodate a five-year lag in the planning process.
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e Criterion 1, is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to
the broad patterns of our history;

o Criterion 2, is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

e Criterion 3, embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method
of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or
possesses high artistic values; or

e Criterion 4, has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important to history
or prehistory.

In addition, historical resources must possess integrity of location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 4852[c]).

Even if a resource is not listed or determined to be eligible for listing in the CRHR,
CEQA allows the lead agency to make a determination as to whether the resource is a
historical resource as defined in Public Resources Code, sections 5020.1(j) and 5024 .1.

Archaeological artifacts, objects, or sites can meet CEQA’s definition of a unique
archaeological resource, even if it does not qualify as a historical resource (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, § 15064.5[c][3]). Archaeological artifacts, objects, or sites are considered
unique archaeological resources if “it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely
adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of
the following criteria:

1. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions
and that there is a demonstrable public interest in that information.

2. Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the
best available example of its type.

3. Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or
historic event or person.” (Pub. Resources Code, § 21083.2[g].)

To determine whether a proposed project may have a significant effect on the [cultural
resources] environment, staff analyzes the proposed project’s potential to cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of historical or unique archaeological
resources. The magnitude of an impact depends on:

e The cultural resource affected;
e The nature of the resource’s historical significance;

e How the resource’s historical significance is manifested physically and
perceptually;

e Appraisals of those aspects of the resource’s integrity that figure importantly in
the manifestation of the resource’s historical significance; and

e How much the impact will change those integrity appraisals.
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The State CEQA Guidelines define a substantial adverse change as “physical
demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of the resource or its immediate
surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially
impaired” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15064.5[b]).

California Native American Tribes, Lead Agency Tribal Consultation
Responsibilities, and Tribal Cultural Resources

Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) amended CEQA to define California Native American tribes,
lead agency responsibilities to consult with California Native American tribes, and tribal
cultural resources. “California Native American tribe” means a “Native American tribe
located in California that is on the contact list maintained by the Native American
Heritage Commission [NAHC] for the purposes of Chapter 905 of the Statutes of 2004”
(Pub. Resources Code, § 21073). Lead agencies implementing CEQA are responsible
to conduct tribal consultation with California Native American tribes about tribal cultural
resources within specific time frames, observant of tribal confidentiality, and if tribal
cultural resources could be impacted by project implementation, are to exhaust the
consultation to points of agreement or termination.

Tribal cultural resources, a type of historical resource, are either of the following.

1. Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with
cultural value to a California Native American tribe that are either of the following.

a. Included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the CRHR.

b. Included in a local register of historical resources as defined in the Public
Resources Code, section 5020.1(k).

2. Aresource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in the Public
Resources Code, section 5024.1(c). In applying the aforesaid criteria, the lead
agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21074[a].)

A cultural landscape that meets the criteria of Public Resources Code, section
21074(a), is a tribal cultural resource to the extent that the landscape is geographically
defined in terms of its size and scope (Pub. Resources Code, § 21074[b]).

Historical resources, unique archaeological resources, and non-unique archaeological
resources, as defined at Public Resources Code, sections 21084.1, 21083.2(g), and
21083.2(h) may also be a tribal cultural resource if they conform to the criteria of Public
Resources Code, section 21074[a], two paragraphs above.

This final staff assessment (FSA), therefore, assesses the proposed project’s impacts
on all types of historical resources and unique archaeological resources.

AB 52 also amended CEQA to state that a project with an impact that may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is a project
that may have a significant effect on the environment (Pub. Resources Code, §
21084.2).
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HISTORICAL RESOURCES INVENTORY

The development of the inventory of historical resources in and near the proposed AEC
is the requisite first step in the assessment of whether the AEC would cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, and could,
therefore, have a significant effect on the environment (Pub. Resources Code, §
21084.1). The effort to develop the inventory for the proposed AEC involved a sequence
of investigatory phases that includes background research, consultation with local
Native American communities, primary field research, interpretation of the results of the
inventory effort as a whole, and evaluation of the significance of cultural resources
found in the PAA. This section discusses the methods and the results of each inventory
phase, develops the historical resources inventory for the analysis of the proposed
AEC, and interprets the inventory to assess how well it represents the cultural resources
in the PAA.

Project Area of Analysis

The PAA defines the geographic area in which the proposed project has the potential to
affect cultural resources. Effects may be immediate, further removed in time, or
cumulative. They may be physical, visual, auditory, or olfactory in character. The PAA
may or may not be one uninterrupted expanse. It could include the project area, which
would be the site of the proposed plant (project site), the routes of requisite
transmission lines and water and natural gas pipelines, and other offsite ancillary
facilities, in addition to one or several discontiguous areas where the project could be
argued to potentially affect cultural resources.

Staff defines the AEC’s PAA as comprising (a) the proposed project site and new
process water/sanitary wastewater pipeline, (b) an ethnographic study area, and (c) an
architectural study area set one parcel beyond the proposed project site.

Staff defines the archaeological component of the PAA as the proposed project site and
the new process water/sanitary wastewater pipeline, with a 200-foot buffer surrounding
the project site and a 50-foot buffer around the proposed pipeline. Demolition and
excavation are proposed within the project site to variable depths. The applicant
expects much of the construction-related excavation to reach as deep as 10-20 feet
below the current ground surface, except for the driving of foundation piles, which would
require ground disturbance to approximately 50 feet below finished grade (AES
2015a:5.3-24-5.3-25, 5.8-5; Ninyo & Moore 2011:22-23). Other construction activities
would involve digging to various depths (see Cultural Resources Appendix CR-1,
Table 1). This information defines the vertical limits of the PAA. The PAA for
archaeological resources is presented in Cultural Resources Figure 1.
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For ethnographic resources, the PAA is expanded to take into account sacred sites,
tribal cultural resources, traditional cultural properties (places), and larger areas such as
ethnographic landscapes that can be vast and encompassing, including viewsheds that
contribute to the historical significance of such historical resources. The NAHC assists
project-specific cultural resources consultants and agency staff in identifying these
resources, and consultation with Native Americans and other ethnic or community
groups may contribute to defining the area of analysis. For the proposed AES, staff
identified one ethnographic resource in the area, the Puvunga Ceremonial Site Complex
(PCSC), and so defined an area of analysis that includes Puvunga and the related
village camp sites on Alamitos Mesa (Cultural Resources Figure 2).

In the urban context of the proposed AEC, the PAA for built environment resources is
defined as the proposed project site, any linear facilities, and a buffer of a single parcel
around the project site and facilities (Cultural Resources Figure 3). The proposed
project site at the Alamitos Generating Station (AGS) consists primarily of buildings,
structures, pavement, hardscape, and modest landscape elements, most of which date
to the historic period. To the north of the AGS, the PAA includes a vacant lot between
the Los Cerritos Channel and the San Gabriel River, and the existing Southern
California Edison (SCE) Switchyard, constructed during the late 1950s concurrent with
the AGS. To the east, the PAA includes a segment of the San Gabriel River and the
Haynes Generating Station (HGS) property on the east side of the river. To the south of
the project site, the PAA includes an industrial parcel, ending at Westminster
Boulevard/2nd Street. To the west, the PAA includes a segment of the Los Cerritos
Channel and two residential parcels in the southeast corner of the University Park
Estates subdivision.

Background Research

The background research for the FSA employs information that the applicant and
Energy Commission staff gathered from literature and record searches, and information
that staff obtained as a result of consultation with affiliated Native American entities. The
purpose of the background information is to help formulate the initial cultural resources
inventory for the present analysis, to identify information gaps, and to inform the design
and the interpretation of the field research that will serve to complete the inventory.

Literature Review and Records Search

The literature review and records search are purposed to gather and interpret
documentary evidence of the known cultural resources in the PAA. The source for the
present search was the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) of the
California Historical Resources Information System.

CH2M Hill Engineers (CH2M) archaeologist, Gloriella Cardenas, requested a records
search from the SCCIC for the proposed AEC on August 30, 2011 (Noyes 2011:1). The
records search covered the proposed AEC and a 1-mile buffer around it (AES 2013:5.3-
20; AES 2015a:5.3-18). The records search, conducted by SCCIC staff on August 31,
2011 (SCCIC # 11786.8528), included examinations of the SCCIC’s base maps of
previous cultural resource studies and known cultural resources as well as:

e The NRHP listings.
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e The CRHR listings.

e California Historical Landmarks listings.

e California Points of Historical Interest listings.

e Historic Property Data File (Noyes 2011:1; OHP 2011:204; OHP 2012:256-269).

e Archeological Determinations of Eligibility (COHP 2011:98, 2012a:101,
2012b:154, 156).

e Historic maps (COE 1942; USGS 1896). (Noyes 2011.)

CH2M also conducted a records search at the SCCIC on July 2, 2013 to ensure
coverage of the proposed process/sanitary wastewater pipeline. This records search
covered the proposed pipeline and a 0.5-mile buffer surrounding it. The same sources
were consulted as listed above. CH2M conducted additional records searches on
February 25, 2014 to answer staff data requests during the data adequacy review and
discovery period. (AES 2014a:5.3-4, 2014b, 2015a:5.3-18.)

The literature review and records search indicate that 81 previous cultural resource
studies have been conducted in the PAA. Of these, 12 cultural resource studies have
been conducted within or adjacent to the archaeological and historic built environment
portion of the PAA and 80 in the ethnographic portion of the PAA. These studies are
tabulated and bibliographic information provided in Cultural Resources Appendix CR-
1, Tables 2-3. The studies include an initial study/mitigated negative declaration (CLB,
with Rincon 2010), a cultural resources overview of the city of Seal Beach (Stickel
1991), a cultural resources overview of the Southeast Area Development and
Improvement Plan/Southeast Area Specific Plan (McKenna 2016), an archaeological
resources protection plan for the Seal Beach Naval Weapons Station (Davy 1997a),
four negative-findings cultural resource inventories (Billat 2003; Cardenas et al. 2012;
McKenna 1990, 2001), a survey and NRHP evaluation of the Bixby Ranch Qil Field
Office’ (Strudwick et al. 1996), a salvage excavation at CA-LAN-306/H (Zahniser 1974),
an inventory and CEQA evaluation of the AGS Fuel Oil Tank Farm® (Strudwick 2004),
and an inventory and CEQA evaluation of the project site (AES 2015a:Section 5.3;
Cardenas et al. 2013).

The literature review and records search indicate that a total of 98 cultural resources
have been previously recorded in the records search area (Cultural Resources
Appendix CR-1, Table 4). Of these, thirty-one are located in the PAA (Cultural
Resources Table 2).

" P-19-187657.
8 P-19-186880.
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Cultural Resources Table 2
Literature Review Results: Previously Recorded Cultural Resources in the PAA

Resource I . .
Designation Type Description Location Significance Source
Archaeological Resources
P-19-000234  |Prehistoric and |Shell, lithic Ethnographic NRHP/CRHR Dixon 1960a,
(CA-LAN- historic debitage, human |PAA listed 1973; Leonard
234/H) remains 1974; Mellon

1981; Noguchi
and Wilson 1979;
Sutherland 1981

P-19-000235 |Prehistoric and |Human remains, |Ethnographic NRHP/CRHR Dixon 1960b,

(CA-LAN- historic shell, lithic PAA listed 1973; Noguchi
235/H) debitage and Wilson 1979
P-19-000272  |Prehistoric Deeply buried Ethnographic Unevaluated Brooks et al.
(CA-LAN-272) |human remains |human skull PAA 1965
P-19-000274  |Prehistoric Shell fragments |Ethnographic Unevaluated Dixon 1961
(CA-LAN-274) |archaeological PAA
site
P-19-000306  |Prehistoric Puvunga Indian |Ethnographic NRHP/CRHR Dixon 1964,
(CA-LAN-306) |archaeological |Village: midden, |PAA listed 1973; Milliken et
site shell, manos, al. 1997; Noguchi
pestles, metate and Wilson 1979
fragments,

steatite bowls,
bifaces, projectile
points, debitage,
shell ornaments,
asphaltum, stone

disc and shell
beads
P-19-100485  |Prehistoric Shell bead Ethnographic Mason
archaeological [scatter PAA 2009a:Table 1
site
P-19-120038  |Prehistoric Midden Ethnographic Unevaluated CSULB 1977a
(Trace A) archaeological PAA
site
P-19-120045  |Prehistoric Redeposited or |Ethnographic Unevaluated CSULB 1977b;
(Trace H) archaeological |disturbed shell [PAA Mason
site scatter 2009a:Table 1
P-19-120048  |Prehistoric Redeposited or |Ethnographic Unevaluated CSULB 1977¢;
(Trace K) archaeological |disturbed shell [PAA Mason
site scatter 2009a:Table 1;
Underwood 1993
P-19-120049 Prehistoric Redeposited or |Ethnographic Unevaluated CSULB 19774;
(Trace L) archaeological |disturbed shell |PAA Mason
site scatter 2009a:Table 1;

Underwood 1993
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Resource

Designation Type Description Location Significance Source
P-19-120050  |Prehistoric Redeposited or  |[Ethnographic Unevaluated CSULB 1977e;
(Trace B — archaeological |disturbed shell |PAA Mason
second location)|site scatter 2009a:Table 1
P-30-000143  |Prehistoric Shell midden, Ethnographic Destroyed in Brotman 1965a,
(CA-ORA- archaeological |burials, steatite |PAA 1960s 1965b; Davy
143)/P-30- site/historic bowl fragments, 1997b; McKinney
000265 (CA- ranch house and lhammerstone, 1964, 1969a;
ORA-265), structures (the |bone, scrapers, Redwine 1958;
Landing Hill #10 |latter not siltstone Singer 1965

formally charmstone,
recorded) fossil bone,

rubbing stones,

obsidian and

CCS debitage,

shell bead, effigy,

points, manos,

pestles, drills,

bowl mortars,

metates, maul,

shell; buildings

and structures
P-30-000256  |Prehistoric Midden, shell Ethnographic Destroyed about |McKinney 1969b;
(CA-ORA-256), |archaeological PAA 1958 Redwine 1958;
Landing Hill #1 |site SRS 1981;

Stickel 1996a,
1996b

P-30-000257  |Prehistoric Two manos, two |Ethnographic Destroyed about |McKinney 1969c;
(CA-ORA-256), |archaeological |metate PAA 1958 Redwine 1958;
Landing Hill #2 |site fragments, two SRS 1981;

pieces of worked Stickel 199643,

stone 1996¢
P-30-000258  |Prehistoric Possible hearth, |Ethnographic Destroyed about |PCAS 1969;
(CA-ORA-258), |archaeological |[shell, metates, |PAA 1958 Redwine 1958;
Landing Hill #3 |site manos, SRS 1981;

hammerstones, Stickel 1996a,

mortars, pestles, 1996d

polishing stones,

projectile points,

grooved axe
P-30-000259 |Prehistoric Shell midden, Ethnographic Unevaluated McKinney 1969d;
(CA-ORA-259), |archaeological |metates, manos, |[PAA Redwine 1958;
Landing Hill #4 |site mortars, Stickel 1996a,

hammerstone,
polishing stone,
projectile point,
blade, chert
debitage, worked
stone, faunal
bone

1996e
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Resource

Designation Type Description Location Significance Source
P-30-000260 |Prehistoric Domestic Ethnographic Significant, Cleland et al.
(CA-ORA-260), |archaeological |habitation PAA regulatory criteria|2007; Flaherty
Landing Hill #11 |site, possible (Millingstone— unstated and Stickel 1996;

ceremonial site |Intermediate McKinney 1996e;
period Redwine 1958;
occupation), SRS 1981;
shell, metate, net Stickel 19964,
weight, burnt 1996f; York et al.
bone, manos, 1997
mortars, stone
fragments,
ground flakes
P-30-000261 Prehistoric Shell midden, Ethnographic Significant, Cleland et al.
archaeological |metate, human |PAA regulatory criteria|2007; SRS 1981;
site remains; Late unstated York et al. 1997
Intermediate
Period
occupation
P-30-000262  |Prehistoric Campsite, shell |Ethnographic Significant, Cleland et al.
(CA-ORA-262), |archaeological |midden, mano, |PAA regulatory criteria|2007; McKinney
Landing Hill #7 |site hammerstones, unstated 1969f; Redwine
pestle, human 1958; SRS 1981;
remains; Stickel 1996a,
Millingstone and 19969; York et al.
Late Prehistoric— 1997
Protohistoric
occupations
P-30-000263  |Prehistoric Shell midden, Ethnographic Significant, Cleland et al.
(CA-ORA-263), |archaeological |manos, pestle PAA regulatory criteria|2007;
Landing Hill #8 |site chopper, bone unstated Colguehoun
and P-30- awl, human n.d.a; McKinney
000852 (CA- burials & 1969g; Redwine
ORA-852), Area cremations; 1958; SRS 1981;
5 Millingstone and Stickel 1996a,
Intermediate 1996h, 1996k;
period York et al. 1997
occupations; Late
Prehistoric
ceremonial use
P-30-000264  |Prehistoric Occupation site  |Ethnographic Significant, Cleland et al.
(CA-ORA-264), |archaeological |with human PAA regulatory criteria|2007; McKinney
Landing Hill #9 |site remains, shell, unstated 1969h; Redwine

metates, manos,
mortars, pestles,
hammerstones,
pelican stone,
cog stone,
medicine tube;
Millingstone—Late
Prehistoric

1958; York et al.
1997
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Resource I . -

Designation Type Description Location Significance Source
P-30-000298  |Prehistoric Shell scatter, Ethnographic Recommended |[Clevenger et al.
(CA-ORA-298), |archaeological |metate PAA NRHP-eligible 1993
Hog Island site (Criterion D)

P-30-000322  |Prehistoric Midden, shell Ethnographic Recommended |Clevenger and
(CA-ORA-322) |archaeological |midden, shell, PAA NRHP-eligible  |Crawford 1997;
and P-30- site bone tool, bone (Criterion D) Clevenger et al.
001118 (CA- fragments core, 1993
ORA-1118) CCS debitage,
potsherd
P-30-000850  |Prehistoric Shell scatter Ethnographic Not evaluated Colquehoun n.d.b
(CA-ORA-850), |archaeological PAA Stickel 1996a,
Area 3 site 1996i; York et al.
1997
P-30-000851 Prehistoric Shell scatter, Ethnographic Not evaluated Colquehoun n.d.c
(CA-ORA-851), |archaeological |CCS flake or PAA Stickel 1996a,
Area 4 site core 1996j; York et al.
1997
P-30-001352 Prehistoric Redeposited Ethnographic Capped by Mason
(CA-ORA-1352) |archaeological |shell scatter PAA building 2009a:Table 1
site
P-30-001455 Ethnographic
PAA
P-30-001502  |Prehistoric Shell midden, Ethnographic Recommended |Mason 2009a,
(CA-ORA-1502) |archaeological |human remains, [PAA eligible for NRHP [2009b
site stone disk,
manos, mortars,
cores, debitage
P-30-001505  |Prehistoric Shell, debitage |Ethnographic Mason
archaeological PAA 2009a:Table 1
site
P-30-001568  |Prehistoric Shell, burned Ethnographic Mason
(CA-ORA-1568) |archaeological |animal bone, PAA 2009a:Table 1
site debitage
Historic Built Environment Resources
P-19-186880  |Historic industrial| AGS Fuel Tank [PAA (1-parcel NRHP/CRHR-  |AES 2013:5.3-25;
structures Farm buffer): 609 N.  |ineligible, 2004 |Cardenas et al.
Studebaker Rd  |(demolished 2013; Strudwick
2010) 2004

Notes: AGS = Alamitos Generating Station; CA = California; CCS = cryptocrystalline silicate stone (chert, jasper, etc.); CRHR =

California Register of Historical Resources; CSULB = California State University, Long Beach; LAN = Los Angeles County; NRHP =
National Register of Historic Places; ORA = Orange County; PAA = project area of analysis; PCAS = Pacific Coast Archaeological
Society; Rd = Road; SRS = Scientific Resource Surveys

The records search and literature review indicates that 88 archaeological resources
have been identified within the 1-mile buffer surrounding the proposed AEC, but outside
the archaeological component of the PAA. The previously recorded archaeological
resources consist of 79 prehistoric archaeological resources, two historic archaeological
resources, six archaeological resources containing prehistoric and historic materials,
and one archaeological resource of unknown properties.
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Prehistoric archaeological resources in the records search area include shell middens,
middens, lithic scatters, human remains (including isolated human remains), ochre
deposits, villages (including an NRHP-eligible district), ceremonial locations,
redeposited and redistributed middens, and refuse pits. Archaeological resources with
both prehistoric and historic archaeological components consist of glass and ceramic
scatters among shell scatters, and human remains. Historic archaeological resources
consist of refuse deposits. Thirteen of the previously recorded archaeological resources
were identified in buried contexts, with no surface indication of their presence (P-19-
000272, P-19-000705, P-19-001000, P-19-002616, P-19-002629, P-19-002630, P-30-
001542, P-30-001644, Burial 4, Burial 23, Burial 25, Burial 31, and Prehistoric Trash
Pit). (Cultural Resources Table 2; Cultural Resources Appendix CR-1, Table 4.)

Within the 1-mile literature review and records search area, the applicant identified
seven previously recorded built environment resources of historic age (AES
2015a:Table 5.3-2). The resources include residential, commercial, industrial, civic, and
military properties. Three of these resources have not been previously evaluated; one is
listed on the NRHP and is, therefore, automatically listed in the CRHR, one is a
California Historical Landmark (CHL) and is also automatically listed in the CRHR; two
have been determined ineligible for the NRHP; and one was determined ineligible for
the NRHP and CRHR and subsequently demolished. These resources, along with a
brief description and location of each, are included in Cultural Resources Table 2 and
Cultural Resources Appendix CR-1, Table 4.

The applicant’s literature review identified one previously recorded built environment
resource of historic age (45 years or older as of the date of the survey) within the PAA:
the AGS Fuel Tank Farm (P-19-186880). The large-capacity petroleum storage tank
farm was built in 1955 as part of the original AGS. The resource consisted of four large-
capacity storage tanks, each 40 feet in height and 60 feet in diameter (Strudwick 2004).
The tank farm, located adjacent to the project site, was recorded by Ivan Strudwick in
2004 and determined ineligible for both the NRHP and CRHR. The tanks were removed
in 2010. Since all of the associated structures have been removed, the tank farm is no
longer considered a historic built environment resource by the applicant or staff and is
not included in staff’'s analysis of potential impacts.

Additional Literature Review

CH2M contacted the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning and the
City of Long Beach Development Services as part of their literature search efforts (AES
2015a:5.3-18; Cardenas et al. 2013:3-1; Hungerford 2011).

Staff conducted an online search for proposed projects and environmental impact
analyses using the websites of the cities of Long Beach and Seal Beach, Seal Beach
Naval Weapons Station, Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, and County of
Orange. The purpose of this search was to identify cultural resource analyses that might
not have been submitted to the SCCIC or were submitted after August 31, 2011 or July
2,2013.
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Staff consulted the City of Long Beach Planning website® and Long Beach Heritage
website™ for a map and list of designated historic districts and historic landmarks. Staff
confirmed through those sources that no designated historic districts are present within

a 1-mile radius of the proposed AEC. However, one City of Long Beach Historic
Landmark—the Rancho Los Alamitos adobe ranch house and gardens and site of
Puvunga Village—is located less than 0.5 mile northwest of the proposed AEC. This
resource was identified by the applicant as listed on the NRHP and is included in
Cultural Resources Appendix CR-1, Table 4.

Staff also consulted the California Office of Historic Preservation website
(http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/ListedResources/) for the status of the listing of resources on
the NRHP, CRHR, California Points of Historical Interest, and CHL. No additional
historic built environment resources within the review area were identified through that
search. The City of Seal Beach in Orange County, located within the 1-mile literature
search radius, established a Historic Preservation Committee on August 10, 2015 with
the adoption of Resolution 6591. The purpose of the Committee is to advise the City
Council in the protection and preservation of certain archaeological, paleontological,
and historical resources. The City of Seal Beach General Plan of December 2003 calls
for the establishment of a City Inventory of Historic and Cultural Landmarks (City of Seal
Beach 2003). However, the City of Seal Beach does not currently maintain a list of
designated historical resources.

Staff also consulted the California Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans) Bridge
Inventory regarding bridges within the PAA. That research identified three previously
evaluated bridges within the PAA dating to the historic period that were not identified by
the applicant in their literature review in the AFC (AES 2013), Data Adequacy
Supplement (AES 2014a), or SAFC (AES 2015a). These three historic built environment
resources are summarized in Cultural Resources Table 3 below.

Cultural Resources Table 3
Built Environment Resources in the Literature Search Area Not Summarized by

Applicant
No Resource Type & Location Year Local/NRHP/CRHR
' Designation Description Built Status
Long Beach
Bridge 1563 (Caltrans’|Transportation: zgg,glf\lpjéﬁelln?g:?); over Determined ineligible
1 |Bridge 53C0801L and |concrete vehicular 1966 [for NRHP by Caltrans
. Channel on Studebaker
R). bridge (2015)
Road
Bridge 3460 (Caltrans’|Transportation: zgé,(sl_sﬁtrfhe::t:fggr); over Determined ineligible
2 |Bridge 53C0802L and |concrete vehicular 1966 |for NRHP by Caltrans
. Channel on Studebaker
R). bridge (2015)
Road
. ,[Transportation:  |PAA (1-parcel buffer); over Determined ineligible
3 g::ggg gg%;gg;trans concrete vehicular|Los Cerritos Channel on 1966 |for NRHP by Caltrans
9 " lbridge Loynes Drive (2015)

Abbreviations: AGS = Alamitos Generating Station; Caltrans = California Department of Transportation; CRHR = California Register of
Historical Resources; NRHP = National Register of Historic Places; PAA = project area of analysis

o http://www.lbds.info/planning/historic_preservation/historic_landmarks.asp
10 http://www.lbheritage.org
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Staff conducted additional research at the Energy Commission library through inter-
library loans services, California History Room of the California State Library in
Sacramento, and online sources, as well as consulted the reports contained in the
applicant’s records searches to improve the historic map coverage acquired by the
applicant (AES 2015a; Cardenas et al. 2013:3-1, Appendix 5.3C). The purpose of this
research was to obtain a visual understanding of the natural and cultural development
of the land in and around the PAA, identify locations of potential historic built
environment and archaeological resources, and have a partial, chronological record of
disturbances in the PAA. To this end, staff attempted to locate detailed maps of the PAA
at 10-year intervals'’, beginning about A.D. 1769 and moving toward the present. All
consulted historic maps are presented in Cultural Resources Table 4.

Staff conducted ethnographic research at Loyola Marymount University’s Special
Collections in Los Angeles, and also retrieved additional cultural resources technical
reports and DPR forms from the SCCIC at California State University, Fullerton.

Cultural Resources Table 4
Historic Maps Consulted

Map Name Scale Survey Date Reference
Plat of Rancho Los 1 inch = 40 chains About 1873 GLO 1873
Alamitos
Downey Sheet 1inch = 1 mile 1893-1894 USGS 1896
Southern Calfornia, Sheet 1:250,000 About 1901 EDR 2011b
Downey Quadrangle 1 inch = 5,208 feet About 1902 EDR 2011b
Plat of Township 5 South | 4 noh = 40 chains 1914 GLO 1914
Range 12 West
Long Beach 1 inch = 2,000 feet About 1925 EDR 2011b
Aerial Photograph 1 inch = 500 feet 1928 EDR 2011a
Aerial Photograph 1 inch = 555 feet 1938 EDR 2011a

. _ . Surveyed 1923, aerial

Downey Quadrangle 1 inch = 1 mile photographs taken 1941 COE 1942
Aerial Photograph 1 inch = 666 feet 1947 EDR 2011a
Downey Quadrangle 1:50,000 About 1947 EDR 2011b
Los Alamitos Quadrangle 1 inch = 2,000 feet About 1950 EDR 2011b
Long Beach Vicinity 1 inch = 2,000 feet About 1951 EDR 2011a
Quadrangle
Aerial Photograph 1 inch = 400 feet 1956 EDR 2011a
Los Alamitos 1inch = 2,000 feet About 1964 EDR 2011b
Aerial Photograph 1 inch = 480 feet 1968 EDR 2011a
Los Alamitos Quadrangle 1 inch = 2,000 feet About 1972 EDR 2011b
Aerial Photograph 1 inch = 666 feet 1976 EDR 2011a
Los Alamitos Quadrangle 1 inch = 2,000 feet About 1981 EDR 2011b
Aerial Photograph 1 inch = 666 feet 1989 EDR 2011a
Aerial Photograph 1 inch = 500 feet 1994 EDR 2011a
Aerial Photograph 1 inch = 500 feet 2005 EDR 2011a

Abbreviations: COE = Corps of Engineers; EDR = Environmental Data Resources; GLO = General Land Office; USGS = U.S.
Geological Survey

" Five- to 10-year intervals are widely regarded as a reasonable basis on which to observe mapped
changes in landscapes and settlement patterns in historical research (Conzen 1990:189).
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Native American Consultation

The Governor’s Executive Order (E.O.) B-10-11, executed on September 19, 2011,
directs state agencies to engage in meaningful consultation with California Indian Tribes
on matters that may affect tribal communities. The California Resources Agency has
adopted a Final Tribal Consultation Policy on November 20, 2012. The adopted policy
exhorts informed decision making by collaboratively working with tribes to seek positive,
achievable, and durable outcomes. The Energy Commission tribal consultation policy,
adopted in December 2014, furthers the Energy Commission’s effort to engage in
effective dialogue concerning proposed power facility potential impacts to cultural
resources of concern to tribes. Because the AES application was submitted prior to July
1, 2015, the AB 52 CEQA consultation procedures do not apply to this proceeding. In
addition to agency requirements to consult tribes, the Energy Commission Siting
Regulations require applicants to contact the NAHC for information on Native American
sacred sites and a list of Native Americans interested in the project vicinity. The
applicant is then required to notify those Native Americans on the NAHC’s list about the
project and include a copy of all correspondence with the NAHC and Native Americans,
including any written responses received, as well as a written summary of any oral
responses in the SAFC (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, § 1704[b][2], Appendix B[g][2][D]).

The NAHC is the primary California government agency responsible for identifying and
cataloging Native American cultural resources, providing protection to Native American
human burials and skeletal remains from vandalism and inadvertent destruction, and
preventing irreparable damage to designated sacred sites and interference with the
expression of Native American religion in California. It also provides a legal means by
which Native American descendents can make known their concerns regarding the
need for sensitive treatment and disposition of Native American burials, skeletal
remains, and items associated with Native American burials.

The NAHC maintains two databases to assist cultural resources specialists in identifying
cultural resources of concern to California Native Americans, referred to by staff as
Native American ethnographic resources. The NAHC’s Sacred Lands database has
records for areas, places, sites, and objects that Native Americans consider sacred or
otherwise important, such as cemeteries and gathering places for traditional foods and
materials. The NAHC Contacts database has the names and contact information for
individuals, representing a group or themselves, who have expressed an interest in
being contacted about development projects in specific areas.

Applicant’s Methods

The applicant’s consultant, CH2M, contacted the NAHC on August 26, 2011 and
requested a search of the Sacred Lands File and a list of Native American contacts in
the project vicinity. The NAHC responded on August 31, 2011 that no Native American
cultural resources were identified in the project area and provided a list of Native
American representatives for CH2M to contact. CH2M sent letters to the representatives
on this list on September 2, 2011, and made follow-up telephone calls on September 21
and 23, 2011 (to the Gabrielino/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians), as well
as March 16, 2012 (to all other NAHC-listed contacts). (AES 2013:5.3-30, Appendix
5.3A; AES 2015a:5.3-27; Cardenas et al. 2013:3-3.)
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Staff’s Methods

In an effort to conduct an independent analysis of ethnographic resources, staff
requested information from the NAHC on the presence of sacred lands in the vicinity of
the proposed project, as well as a list of Native Americans to whom inquiries should be
sent to identify both additional cultural resources and any concerns the Native
Americans may have about the proposed AEC.

Staff contacted the NAHC on March 10, 2014 and requested a search of the Sacred
Lands File and a Native American contacts list. The NAHC responded on March 11,
2014 with a list of Native Americans interested in consulting on development projects in
the project area. A check of the NAHC sacred lands files resulted in negative findings
within the project site. Staff sent letters to all of the NAHC-listed tribes on April 1, 2014
inviting them to comment on the proposed AEC and offered to hold face-to-face
consultation meetings if any tribal entities so requested. Staff made follow-up phone
calls on April 30 and May 1, 2014. Subsequent email and phone conversations also
occurred on May 6 and 16, 2014. Staff met with Gabrielino Tongva individuals and
groups on June 6 and 7, 2014.

In November of 2014, the applicant obtained a power purchase agreement which
necessitated the submission of an SAFC, filed in October of 2015. Staff contacted
interested tribes with updates during the 11 month period, and again formally contacted
them in November of 2015 regarding the SAFC. No responses have been received.
Staff also notified the interested tribes by email when the preliminary staff assessment
(PSA) was published and the PSA workshop announced.

Results

The tribes and organizations contacted by the applicant’s consultant did not reply with
any comments regarding potential impacts from the proposed AEC (AES 2015a:5.3-27;
Cardenas et al. 2013:3-3).

Staff received several comments from tribal entities that because the project region is
highly sensitive for cultural resources (specifically, the sites and burials at Landing Hill
south of the project site and at LeisureWorld, east of the project site, were mentioned),
tribal monitors should be required during project ground-disturbing activities, and that
the project should proceed with caution. Additionally, several responses were received
that expressed concern regarding potential impacts to the ceremonial site of Puvunga,
which was the focus of meetings held on June 6-7, 2014.

Consultation with Others

The applicant contacted the Los Alamitos Museum Association, Historical Society of
Long Beach, Long Beach Heritage Coalition, Historical Society of Southern California,
County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning, and City of Long Beach
Development Services (AES 2015a:5.3-27-5.3-28; Cardenas et al. 2013:3-4). That
consultation was performed via written correspondence and, in the case of the City of
Long Beach, via phone calls. The consultation performed by the applicant sought
information regarding historical resources or values within the project area or concerns
regarding issues related to the overall project. Documentation of agency consultation
performed by the applicant is provided as Appendix 5.3A of the SAFC (AES 2015a).
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The documentation provided indicates that only the City of Long Beach Development
Services responded to the applicant’s consultation efforts, informing the applicant that
the City’s Historic Landmark List of significant properties was located online.

Staff consulted with the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works and Los
Angeles District of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers by phone on June 23, 2014. The
purpose of the calls was to identify whether staff at either of the two agencies
responsible for management of the San Gabriel River were aware of prior inventory and
evaluations of the engineered portions of the river as a historic built environment
resource. Both agencies responded that they were unaware of any prior inventory
studies or CRHR/NRHP evaluations or determinations of eligibility for the San Gabriel
River.

Staff visited the Rancho Los Alamitos and consulted with rancho personnel. Rancho
Los Alamitos staff gave Energy Commission staff documents, briefed them regarding
contemporary Native American use of the Rancho, and gave staff a valuable tour of the
grounds.

Environmental Justice/Socioeconomic Methods

In accordance with federal and state law, regulations, policies, and guidance, staff
considered the proposed project’s potential to cause disproportionate significant
adverse impacts to environmental justice (EJ) populations (E.O. 12898; 40 C.F.R. §§
1508.8, 1508.14; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §§ 15064(e), 15131, 15382; Cal. Code Regs.,
tit. 14, § 1704(b)(2), App- B(g)(7); CEQ 1997). Socioeconomics Figure 1 shows the
presence of an EJ population based on race and ethnicity within the 6-mile radius;
Socioeconomics Table 5 shows that the cities of Long Beach and Hawaiian Gardens
have below-poverty-level populations large enough to be considered EJ populations.
Please refer to the Socioeconomics section of this document for a full explanation of
how staff determines the presence of EJ populations. In addition, staff reviewed the
ethnographic and historical literature, and corresponded with Native American tribes, to
determine whether any additional EJ populations use or reside in the PAA. These
efforts are documented in the “Ethnographic Setting” and “Native American
Consultation” subsections of this FSA. Based upon additional review staff concludes
that there is not an EJ impact to Native Americans.

Cultural Resources Distribution Models

One critical use of the background research is to inform the design and the
interpretation of the field investigation that will complete the cultural resources inventory
for the analysis. A further role of background research is to help develop predictive or
anticipatory models of the distribution of cultural resources across the PAA. Such
models of the types and patterns of archaeological, ethnographic, and built-environment
resources, distributed across and beneath the surface of the landforms of the PAA,
provide the means to tailor more appropriate research designs for the field
investigations that will complete a cultural resources inventory, and gauge the degree to
which the results of those investigations reflect the actual population of archaeological,
ethnographic, and built-environment resources in the PAA. Such models also provide
important contexts for the ultimate interpretation of the results of those investigations.
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Models of the distribution of prehistoric archaeological sites, ethnographic resources,
and historical archaeological resources are developed here and draw on information in
the “Environmental Setting,” “Prehistoric Setting,” “Ethnographic Setting,” “Historic
Setting,” and “Background Research” subsections (this section and Cultural
Resources Appendix CR-1). Staff formulated data requests during the discovery
phase of the present certification process on the basis of these models to ensure the
collection of enough information to factually support the conclusions of this analysis.
The discussions in the “Interpretation of Results” subsection below also employ the
models.

Model of Prehistoric Archaeological Resources

The analysis of the information in the “Environmental Setting,” “Prehistoric Setting,” and
“‘Background Research” leads to the hypotheses that the likelihood of prehistoric
archaeological deposits across the surface of the PAA is low, and subsurface
prehistoric archaeological deposits might be present in the archaeological component of
the PAA.

Staff expects that the potential to encounter prehistoric archaeological resources on the
surface of the archaeological portion of the PAA is low because most of it is paved.

Despite the low potential to identify prehistoric archaeological resources on the surface
of the archaeological component of the PAA, staff hypothesizes that prehistoric
archaeological resources might be found below the present ground surface. The
archaeological component of the PAA is located primarily on an alluvial fan of the now-
channelized San Gabriel River and partially on land that was marsh or wetland at the
beginning of the twentieth century (Mesmer 1903:Soil Map). Fourteen previously
recorded archaeological resources are identified in settings similar to the archaeological
portion of the PAA, three of which are buried under 3—-32 feet of fill and natural
sediments (P-19-000272, P-30-001542, and P-30-001644). Prior to 5000—-4500 B.P.,
mean sea level was lower and watercourses and other aquatic features were positioned
differently than in modern times, altering the suitability of the archaeological resources
PAA for human habitation. Since pre-5000—4500-B.P. landforms in the project vicinity
are buried under the present land surface (unless eroded), staff assesses the potential
to encounter buried prehistoric archaeological resources during construction.

The SAFC discloses that construction would extend 1—4 feet below engineered fill at the
project site, while another section of the SAFC states that construction of the AEC could
require excavations up to 20 feet below current grade (disturbing 10—-14 feet of natural
soils or sediments). Pile-driving for certain project components would disturb soils and
sediments up to 50 feet below current grade. (AES 2015a:5.3-24-5.3-25, 5.8-5.)
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Whether the applicant would encounter buried prehistoric archaeological deposits
during construction depends on several factors, including the depositional character and
the ages of the sedimentary deposits that construction would disturb, the presence of
buried land surfaces or buried surfaces of paleosols™, the duration or stability of any
paleosols, the post-depositional character of geomorphic processes in the PAA, and the
nature of past human activities in the area. Given the character (described in the
preceding paragraphs) of the archaeological resources PAA, staff concludes that the
archaeological resources PAA might contain buried archaeological resources.

Model of Ethnographic Resources

Ethnography fulfills a supporting role for other anthropological disciplines as well as
providing contributions on its own merits. For example, ethnography provides a
supporting role to the discipline of archaeology by providing a cultural and historic
context for understanding the people associated with the material remains of the past.
By understanding the cultural milieu in which archaeological sites and artifacts were
manufactured, used, or cherished, this ethnographic information can provide greater
understanding for identification efforts, making significance determinations per the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) or CEQA, as applicable; eligibility
determinations for the NRHP or the CRHR, as applicable; and for assessing if and how
artifacts are subject to other cultural resources laws, such as the Native American
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act.

In addition, ethnography has merits of its own by providing information concerning
ethnographic resources that tend to encompass physical places, areas, or elements or
attributes of a place or area. Ethnographic resources have overlap and affinity to historic
preservation property types referred to as cultural landscapes, traditional cultural
properties (TCPs), sacred sites, heritage resources, historic properties, or historical
resources that are areas or places, and specific historic property or historical resource
types of sites, objects, buildings, structures, districts, areas or places. There is notable
overlap in terminology when referring to ethnographic resources. Studies that focus on
specific ethnographic resource types may also take on names such as ethnogeography,
ethnobotany, ethnozoology, ethnosemantics, ethnomusicology, etc. In general, the
ethnographic endeavor attempts to minimize human conflict by facilitating an iterative
cross-cultural understanding and, by extension, self-awareness.

Ethnographic Resources

While several definitions of ethnographic resources can be found in historic preservation
literature, the National Park Service (NPS) provides the most succinct and commonly
used definition (NPS 2007:Chapter 10):

Ethnographic resources are variations of natural resources and standard cultural
resource types. They are subsistence and ceremonial locales and sites, structures,
objects, and rural and urban landscapes assigned cultural significance by traditional
users. The decision to call resources “ethnographic” depends on whether associated
peoples perceive them as traditionally meaningful to their identity as a group and the
survival of their life ways.

'2 A term used in geology and geoarchaeology to refer to a former soil or stable surface preserved by
burial underneath either natural or cultural deposits (Vogel 2002:29).
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The term ethnographic resources can also include resources that are also referred to as
tribal cultural resources, traditional cultural properties, sacred sites, cultural or
ethnographic landscapes, heritage resources, historic properties, or historical resources
that are sites, areas or places.

Traditional Cultural Properties/Places

TCPs were defined in order to provide a layer of meaning, relevancy, and significance
from a communal or localized perspective to the cultural resources profession that is
otherwise dominated by archaeology and the knowledge and perspectives that
archaeologists promote (King 2003:21-33). An explanation of “traditional cultural
significance” is provided in the following quote from NPS Bulletin 38 (Parker and King
1998:1):

One kind of cultural significance a property may possess, and that may make it
eligible for inclusion in the Register, is traditional cultural significance. “Traditional” in
this context refers to those beliefs, customs, and practices of a living community of
people that have been passed down through the generations, usually orally or
through practice. The traditional cultural significance of a historic property, then, is
significance derived from the role the property plays in a community’s historically
rooted beliefs, customs, and practices.

Such places of traditional cultural significance can include: a location that a Native
American group associates with their traditional beliefs concerning their origins, cultural
history, or nature of the world; the buildings, structures, or patterns of land use that
reflect the cultural tradition valued by the long-term residents of a rural community; a
cultural group’s traditional home in an urban environment that reflects its beliefs and
practices; a location where ceremonial activities conducted by Native American
practitioners have historically, or are known or thought to have occurred; or, a location
where the economic, artistic, or other cultural practices that are important in maintaining
a community’s historic identity have traditionally been carried out (Parker and King
1998:1).

Thus, a property that is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP or CRHR because of its
association with cultural practices or beliefs of a living community that “(a) are rooted in
that community’s history, and (b) are important in maintaining the continuing cultural
identity of the community” is a traditional cultural property (Parker and King 1998:1).

While the TCP definition provided in NPS Bulletin 38 addresses many types of special
places, some confusion exists with language added during the 1992 amendments to the
NHPA at Section 101(d)6. This section states that “properties of traditional religious and
cultural importance to an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization may be
determined eligible for inclusion on the National Register.” The section further exhorts
agencies to consult with Indian tribes and Native Hawaiians concerning the values that
their communities may attach to special places. This has led some to erroneously
interpret the Act’s Section 101 language to limit TCPs to only Native Americans and
Native Hawaiians. However, the specific language of the act does not prohibit diversity
beyond the two specific ethnicities called out; but rather, affirms that Native Americans
asserting TCPs during the consultation process must be considered.
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Staff considers the terms “sacred site” to be different than the term TCP, although they
are often used interchangeably, even when it is erroneous to do so. The term sacred
site is derived from the American Indian Religious Freedom Act, Religious Freedom
Restoration Act, and E.O. 13007. Without elaborating further on information concerning
the history and resulting inter-relation of the acts and the order, suffice to say that E.O.
13007 provides the best guidance and definition of the term “sacred site”. E.O. 13007
calls for the federal government to accommodate access to, and ceremonial use of,
sacred sites by Indian religious practitioners and to avoid adversely affecting the
integrity of sacred sites through federal land manager actions (ACHP 2002). The
definition is as follows:

Any specific, discrete, narrowly delineated location on Federal land that is identified
by an Indian tribe, an Indian individual determined to be an appropriately
authoritative representative of an Indian religion, as sacred by virtue of its
established religious significance to, or ceremonial use by, an Indian religion;
provided that the tribe or appropriately authoritative representative of an Indian
religion has informed the agency of the existence of such a site.

Therefore, these two terms are not interchangeable because sacred sites can only be
located on federal lands and the definition calls out the limited geographic extent of
sacred sites as “specific, discrete [and] narrowly delineated.” However, TCPs are often
identified as a result of federal undertakings and tend to be geographically more
expansive than “specific, discrete [and] narrowly delineated sacred sites.” TCPs tend to
be larger because aspects such as view shed and changes through time need to be
considered when defining the boundaries of a TCP (Parker and King 1998:20).For the
purposes of this analysis, the research focus is with Native American sites, places, and
areas otherwise referred to as ethnographic resources, located in and around the
proposed project area. Having said this, and based upon the discussion provided
above, the reader should be aware that there are multiple overlaps of terminology. Staff
will primarily use the term “places” or “areas” in reference to the type of historical
resources discussed in this report; however, where applicable, staff will use the term
that a source document or tribal participant uses.

Ethnographic Methods
Ethnographic methods, when applied to projects of limited size and scope involve four
steps.™

Step 1 involves reviewing the project description and mapped project location and,
based upon the geographic and environmental setting, formulating preliminary guiding
questions that may be asked of people with cultural affiliation to the project area.

Step 2 involves contacting, informally discussing with, or formally interviewing people
who might have a cultural relationship or affiliation to a given area.

'3 See Pelto 2013, Chapter 16 for an overview of applied ethnographic methods for conducting
focused inquiry conducted in limited timeframes.
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As Step 2 is being conducted, a parallel Step 3 involves an archival “search, retrieve,
and assess” process that should be undertaken to provide supporting or conflicting
information to what is being discovered through the discussion process. In addition to
archives, book stores, and other informational repositories (e.g., the internet), the
people themselves or other ethnographers with previous experiences with the same
people, may provide source materials. Findings in Step 3 may require a repetition of
Step 2.

Step 4 involves field visit(s) that are intended to help the ethnographer triangulate
between what people currently say, what people have written in the past, and what is
actually or perceived to be in the project vicinity as a potential ethnographic resource.

Preliminary Guiding Topics

Based upon the project description and project location maps three preliminary Guiding
Topics were developed.

e Research contemporary Gabrielino Tongva connections with the Puvunga site
and Alamitos Mesa.

e Research the role of Chingichnich in traditional Gabrielino Tongva society and
the importance of the religion associated with Chingichnich to the Puvunga
settlement.

e Research the role that Puvunga played in the long distance trade/trail network for
which the project region was one of the trade network hubs and the western end
of one of the most extensive trade/trail networks of western North America.

As documented previously in this cultural resources section (Native American
Consultation), staff contacted Native Americans affiliated with the project area.

Several meetings were held around the proposed AEC in June 2014. One meeting was
held with a representative of the Gabrielino/Tongva Nation on June 6, who expressed a
need to have Native American monitors present during ground disturbing activities, and
noted that the tribe would also be submitting written comments regarding the project.

A meeting on June 7, 2014 was held with some of the members of the Ti'at
Society/Intertribal Council of Pimu and a representative of the Gabrielino Tongva
Indians of California Tribal Council. These Native Americans urged a landscape
approach to the analysis of cultural resources in the PAA, provided knowledge
concerning this landscape and the site of Puvunga, and remarked on the high potential
for buried cultural resources in the AEC vicinity. Staff and these members also travelled
to the Rancho Los Alamitos to examine the Puvunga site and to get a view of the
project site from the Alamitos Mesa. A desire to see the project site more closely was
also expressed, and a site visit was requested.
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A meeting on June 21, 2014 was held with some members of the Ti'at Society/Intertribal
Council of Pimu and a representative of the Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California
Tribal Council at the existing AGS. A representative of AES Southland provided a
PowerPoint presentation of the proposed AEC and led the group on a tour of the project
site. Later that day, staff was invited to and attended a semi-annual song fest and
summer solstice ceremony held at the site of Puvunga on the California State
University, Long Beach (CSULB) campus.

Interviews

Staff completed limited ethnographic interviews and consultation while conducting
archival research. The conversations that were undertaken were productive and
informative concerning the Native American values related to the Puvunga Ceremonial
Site Complex (PCSC).

Archival Research

Staff made efforts to seek, obtain, and assess culturally relevant information from
various archival sources. Information specifically sought related to the relationship
between Puvunga and the Gabrielino Tongva, as well as the relationship between
Chingichnich and the Puvunga settlement. The California History Room of the California
State Library, located in Sacramento, was also used for retrieving ethnographic
information, in addition to the Special Collections at Loyola Marymount University in Los
Angeles.

Field Visit

Ethnographic staff visited the project site and its surroundings on June 6-7 and 20-21,
2014. Staff’s visual observation of the project site and vicinity did not result in the field

identification of ethnographic resources because of the paved character and industrial

nature of the area.

Ethnographic Method Constraints
Listed below are two constraints on the ethnographic methods described above.

1. There has been a significant amount of loss of traditional cultural knowledge on
the part of the Gabrielino Tongva and only recently have they felt comfortable
expressing their understandings of the Long Beach region during the
environmental review process.

2. There has been debate within the archaeological and anthropological community
regarding the location of the PCSC (see Boxt and Raab 2000; Dixon 2000;
Lightfoot 2000; Milliken et al. 1997; Ruyle 2000), and while this debate has not
influenced the Native American’s understanding of this place, the debate does
act as a constraint in that it provides contradictory lines of scientifically-based
evidence.

CULTURAL RESOURCES 4.3-28 September 2016



Model of Historic Archaeological Resources

LTS

The analysis of the information in the “Environmental Setting,” “Historic Setting,” and
“Background Research” (Cultural Resources Appendix CR-1) leads to the hypotheses
that historic archaeological deposits are unlikely to occur on the surface of the
archaeological resources PAA, but might be present below ground surface.

Staff expects that the potential to encounter historic archaeological resources on the
surface of the archaeological portion of the PAA is low because most of it is paved.

Historic maps show that the archaeological resources PAA occupies land that primarily
sat on an alluvial fan of the now-channelized San Gabriel River. In addition, historic
aerial photographs dating to 1928, 1938, and 1947 show a residence, numerous
associated structures, and roads adjacent to the project site, in the vicinity of existing
generating units 3—4 (compare AES 2015a:Figures 2.1-1, 2.1-2; EDR 2011a).
McCormick and Ferraro (2002:15—-16) also report buried historic archaeological features
in a setting similar to the project site, about 1 mile to the west.

Cultural Resources Inventory Fieldwork

This section discusses the methods and the results of each field inventory phase and
interprets the resultant inventory relative to the cultural resources distribution models
above to assess how well the inventory represents the cultural resources of the project
area. Descriptions of each cultural resource in the inventory, evaluations of the eligibility
of each resource for inclusion in the CRHR, assessments of project impacts on each
known historical resource, consideration of and potential impacts on archaeological
resources that might be buried in the PAA, and proposed mitigation measures for
significant impacts may be found in the “Cultural Resource Descriptions and
Significance Evaluations” subsection below.

The field efforts to identify cultural resources in the PAA consist of the applicant’s
pedestrian archaeological and historic built-environment surveys, and staff’s field visits
to the PAA. Six newly identified cultural resources have been found in the PAA as a
result of the applicant’s and staff’s efforts. On the basis of research by staff and the
applicant for the present analysis and the results of the field efforts that are presently
available, the cultural resources within the PAA includes a Gabrielino Tongva traditional
cultural place (also containing archaeological and ethnographic components), and nine
built-environment resources.

Pedestrian Archaeological Surveys

Methods

CH2M Hill Engineers archaeologists, Gloriella Cardenas and Natalie Lawson, surveyed
the project site on September 28-29, 2011, April 15, 2015, and October 5, 2015. The
project site was covered by buildings, structures, roads, and other paved surfaces
constituting the AGS, rendering ground surface visibility to zero except in a few areas of
broken pavement or sparse gravel. These areas were visually inspected as they were
encountered. Within the 200-foot survey buffer, the archaeologist encountered exposed
soil where fuel oil tanks had been removed, streets, sidewalks, Los Cerritos Channel,
San Gabriel River, an open area in the southeastern corner of the project site (a
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proposed parking/laydown area), and an open area in the northwestern corner of the
project site. The open areas were landscaped or covered with fill. The archaeologist
surveyed the open areas by walking transects spaced 30 feet apart. (AES 2013:5.3-26—
5.3-27, Figure 5.3-1; AES 2015a:5.3-24; AES 2015b:Figure 5.3-1R; Cardenas et al.
2013:iii, 4-7—4-8, Figures 1-2.)

Ms. Lawson surveyed the proposed process water/sanitary wastewater pipeline corridor
on July 2, 2012. The archaeologist surveyed a 50-foot buffer on both sides of the
proposed pipeline. The proposed pipeline route intersects the former site of fuel oils
tanks adjacent to the project site, a portion of Los Cerritos Wetlands, sidewalks,
Studebaker Road, Loynes Drive and the bridge carrying it over Los Cerritos Channel,
and a portion of E. Vista Street. The majority of the proposed route is paved. (AES
2013:5.3-26-5.3-27, Figures 5.2-5f, 5.3-1; AES 2015a:5.3-24; AES 2015b:Figure 5.3-
1R; Cardenas et al. 2013:iii, 4-7—4-8, Figures 1-2.)

Results

The applicant did not identify any archaeological resources in the PAA as a result of the
archaeological surveys (AES 2013:5.3-27, 5.3-29; AES 2015a:5.3-24; Cardenas et al.
2013:iii, 1-3, 4-8, 4-10).

Results of Ethnographic Resources Investigations

Staff research and site visits leads staff to conclude that an ethnographic resource, the
PCSC, is present in the PAA.

Historic Built Environment Survey

Methods

The built-environment inventory by the applicant consisted of a pedestrian inventory
survey of the project site and properties within a one-parcel extent of its boundary and a
reconnaissance (windshield) survey covering a one parcel extent from the originally
proposed offsite linear alignment of the proposed process/sanitary wastewater pipeline
(AES 2015a:5.3-25). The applicant’s coverage of the windshield survey for the offsite
linear alignment for the pipeline consisted of 42 parcels along East Vista Street located
within the University Park Estates residential subdivision, which was developed
between 1960 and 1962. The windshield survey was performed to assess the potential
for the presence of historic resources that could be impacted by the proposed project.
As mentioned above, the length of the proposed pipeline was reduced to 1,000 linear
feet since the time of the applicant’s windshield survey, such that only two residential
parcels within the University Park Estates remain within staff's PAA.
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The applicant’s survey area encompassed a mix of industrial, water control/distribution,
transportation, and residential properties. The applicant’s historic built environment
survey was performed by an architectural historian meeting the Secretary of the
Interior’s professional qualifications for that discipline (AES 2013:5.3-27). The applicant
recorded and evaluated extant buildings and structures within the survey area that had
been constructed before 1969, (i.e., structures which at the time of the 2014 survey
were 45 years or older). Fieldwork was conducted by the applicant in September 2011,
and resulted in the identification of two historic-period built environment resources: the
Alamitos Generating Station and the University Park Estates residential subdivision.

Staff’s review of the applicant’'s documentation of the historic built environment and
preliminary review of historic maps of the project area concluded that the historic built
environment survey did not inventory and evaluate all historic period built environment
resources within the required survey area (CEC 2014a:20).

At staff's request, additional architectural survey was performed by the applicant in
February 2014. Two additional historic-period built environment resources were
recorded as a result: the San Gabriel River and Haynes Generating Station (HGS). The
applicant submitted the results of the inventory survey and evaluation of those
resources along with corresponding DPR 523 forms on February 17, 2014 (AES
2014a:Appendix 5.3).

On March 25, 2014, staff performed a reconnaissance survey of the PAA, including the
project site and offsite linear alignment, properties within a one-parcel extent of those
areas, and the immediate surrounding area. Staff's reconnaissance survey was
performed to identify potential impacts of the proposed AEC on historic built-
environment resources and any cultural resources present within the PAA that may not
have been recorded and evaluated by the applicant in the AFC (AES 2013) or Data
Adequacy Supplement (AES 2014a). In addition to the four historic built environment
resources identified by the applicant (AGS, HGS, Los Cerritos Channel and the San
Gabriel River), staff identified five more built environment resources within the PAA, for
a total of nine. The five additional resources identified include Los Cerritos Channel,
Studebaker Road, and three bridges (Bridge #s 1563, 3460, and 2750).

The AGS and HGS were not evaluated by the applicant under CRHR eligibility Criterion
3 in the AFC (AES 2013) or Data Adequacy Supplement (AES 2014a). Five structures
that appeared to be historic in age at the AGS—three retention basins and two intake
channels—were not recorded or included in the eligibility evaluation of the resource.
The San Gabriel River was not adequately defined or recorded as an engineered
historic-period structure and was not evaluated for CRHR eligibility as such; only the
levees were recorded by the applicant and considered in their analysis presented in the
Data Adequacy Supplement (AES 2014a). Additionally, the records search and
literature review performed by the applicant was too narrow in coverage to determine if
the San Gabriel River had been previously recorded as a cultural resource and if any
previous recommendations or determinations of eligibility were on record for the
resource.
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Staff cannot assess the potential effects of the proposed AEC on historical resources if
cultural resources within the PAA are absent from the analysis or if staff lacks sufficient
information as to whether the cultural resources in the PAA are significant.
Consequently, staff submitted Data Requests 44—47 (CEC 2014b) asking the applicant
to provide the missing information needed for staff analysis.

The AEC Data Response Set 1B (Responses to Data Requests 45-47) was docketed
on August 12, 2014 (AES 2014c). The applicant provided an adequate response to
Data Requests 45-46. However, the applicant only responded partially to Data Request
47, which requested survey, formal CRHR eligibility evaluation, and DPR forms for three
bridges (1563 over North Intake Channel, 3460 over South Intake Channel, and 2750
over Los Cerritos Channel on Loynes Drive), Studebaker Road, and Los Cerritos
Channel. Of the five resources identified in Data Request 47, the applicant only
complied with the full request for information for Los Cerritos Channel. In order to fill the
information gaps, staff conducted an independent analysis and evaluation for the three
bridges and Studebaker Road, included later in this section.

Results

The inventory of cultural resources in the PAA is the collective result of archival and
literature research, discussions with local governments and public interest groups, and
field investigations conducted both by staff and the applicant. For the proposed AEC,
these efforts have led to the identification of nine extant built-environment cultural
resources in the PAA dating to the historic period (45 years of age or older).
Descriptions of the resources, staff conclusions regarding historical significance, and
recommendations as to whether the resource warrants further consideration under
CEQA are located below in the Determining the Historical Significance of Cultural
Resources subsection of the FSA.

Cultural Resource Descriptions and Significance Evaluations

Staff has identified 10 cultural resources in the PAA. Of these, one is an archaeological
and ethnographic resource (PCSC) and nine are historic-period built-environment
resources (AGS, HGS, San Gabriel River, the University Park Estates residential
subdivision, El Cerritos Channel, Studebaker Road, and three vehicular bridges
[California Department of Transportation—Caltrans—bridge #s: 1563, 3460, and 2750]).

Archaeological and Ethnographic Resources

Puvunga Ceremonial Site Complex

The PCSC is an archaeological and ethnographic resource, a traditional cultural place
of the Gabrielino Tongva. The archaeological components of the PCSC consist of sites,
artifacts, and features related to prehistoric and protohistoric occupation and use of the
natural resources on and around Alamitos Mesa. The ethnographic components of the
PCSC include associations with the village sites identified as Puvunga located on
Alamitos Mesa, and the natural resources on and around Alamitos Mesa. The
archaeological components of the PCSC are discussed first, followed by the
ethnographic.
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Archaeological Components

The village of Puvunga was first formally recorded by archaeologist Keith Dixon in 1964
as CA-LAN-306, a midden site located at Rancho Los Alamitos. At the time, Dixon
(1964) suggested that the site was an unlikely candidate for Puvunga because he
assumed it was of Middle Holocene origin™, rather than a Late Prehistoric site.
Researchers expected Puvunga to be a Late Prehistoric site because of its mention in
mission baptismal records as the home rancheria of 35 Indians at Mission San Gabriel
and two at Mission San Juan Capistrano (located about 30 miles southeast of the AEC).
However, eight years later, Dixon revised his opinion regarding the location of Puvunga,
arguing that CA-LAN-306 is likely one of the locations on Alamitos Mesa that
corresponded to the village (Dixon 1972). In 1973 Dixon nominated the Puvunga village
(and it was subsequently accepted) to the NRHP, including not only CA-LAN-306, but
also sites CA-LAN-234/235, which are located about 1 mile west of the rancho, on the
CSULB campus. Dixon nominated these sites as a district, and suggested that
“[rlemnants of the living areas still exist in at least nine places in an area of about 500
acres. It is probable that the Puvunga village was moved around gradually over time
within this small area” (Dixon 1973:2). The “small area” to which Dixon refers is the
Alamitos Mesa. Dixon does not mention the site numbers or names of the nine places
on the mesa he suggests are also locations of Puvunga, but the sites included in
Cultural Resources Appendix CR-1, Table 5 are those recorded prehistoric sites
(including isolated finds) located on the mesa that contain (or, in some cases contained)
archaeological deposits that indicate prehistoric or protohistoric occupation of the mesa.
Some of these sites are recorded as distinct archaeological deposits, but this distinction
between sites may simply be a product of modern development which destroyed
portions of sites, obscuring the contiguity of the deposits. Some of the sites included in
Cultural Resources Appendix CR-1, Table 5 are not located on the mesa itself, but
are, according to Hudson’s (1971) model of proto-Gabrielino settlement patterns,
secondary gathering camps affiliated with the primary Puvunga settlement.

The archaeological evidence also indicates that Puvunga was a locale of trading. The
presence of steatite and obsidian, non-local natural resources, at sites in the PCSC
suggest that Puvunga was located within the trading network that encompassed the
Channel Islands and extended into the Southwestern desert. Several researchers,
including staff on other proposed energy projects, have documented and evaluated
other portions of this vast trail system, arguably the most extensive trade network in the
western United States (e.g. Bean and Smith 1978:547; Davis 1961; Dobyns 1984;
Gates et al. 2013; Latta 1936). The ethnographic component of the trail system in the
PAA consists of associations with the trail corridors (including those out to the Channel
Islands), associations with the site of Puvunga and the spread of the Chingichnich
religion along the trail corridors, and understanding the trails and movement along trails,
and the landscape in which they are situated. For example, a contemporary Gabrielino
Tongva woman had a dream that inspired her to build a ti'at, a traditional Gabrielino
Tongva plank canoe, and make trips to the Channel Islands, harkening back to the
prehistoric activities of movement between the mainland and the Channel Islands
(Regents of the University of California 2014; Williams 2013). Coupled to this theme are
the occupation sites (and for AEC, especially those occupation sites associated with the

'* Test excavations of the site later that year showed the site to be of Late Prehistoric age.
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PCSC; see Cultural Resources Appendix CR-1, Table 5) that might have changed
over time, where Gabrielino Tongva first dwelt as villagers, perhaps as a place that
accommodated long distance traders from neighboring tribes. The archaeological
record also suggests that the sites in the PCSC were occupied at least for the past
2,000 years, further indicating the long-term occupation and historical importance of
Puvunga.

Archaeologist William McCawley (1994:2-1-2-2) equated Puvunga with the whole of
Alamitos Mesa because it was a rancheria, which typically “included a central town (or
primary habitation site) as well as hunting and plant-gathering areas, ceremonial sites,
workshops, and other special activity areas”. The archaeological sites and features on
Alamitos Mesa bear this theory out as seen in Cultural Resources Appendix CR-1,
Table 5, and is reiterated by McCawley (1994:3-14), “The primary settlement (town) of
Povuu’nga could, in fact, have extended across much of the mesa with scattered
clusters of houses, windbreaks, sweathouses, storage structures, ceremonial sites,
playing fields, and work areas.” Thirty-two of the 38 archaeological sites in Cultural
Resources Appendix CR-1, Table 5 are contributing elements to the PCSC traditional
cultural place.

Ethnographic Components

The site of Puvunga is understood by the Gabrielino Tongva, as well as other Southern
California indigenous groups, to be the place of emergence of the deities Ouiot and
Chingichnich, and in one version of Chingichnich’s death, it is also the place where he
died. Puvunga is also understood to have been an important location for trading and
ceremonies, and continues to be used for ceremonies by Gabrielino Tongva today. The
first mention of Puvunga in the written historical record appears in the records of
missions San Gabriel and San Juan Capistrano; Puvunga (written as Puvuit and
Pububit) was documented as the home of 35 baptized Indians at San Gabriel and two
baptized Indians at San Juan Capistrano (Heizer 1968:110). According to mission
register analysis, Puvunga likely had a contact-period population of at least 60 to 90
people (Milliken et al. 1997:16).

Franciscan missionary Geronimo Boscana was the first non-Native American to
document the religion associated with Chingichnich, and to document Puvunga (written
as Pubuna) as the birthplace of Ouiot and Chingichnich. Boscana’s description of the
location of Puvunga is that it is located about 20—24 miles northeast of Mission San
Juan Capistrano, somewhere in western Riverside County; however this location does
not agree with mission register marriage patterns for Puvunga, and information obtained
subsequently suggests that Boscana likely meant northwest, instead of northeast, from
Mission San Juan Capistrano (Milliken et al. 1997:18).

Hugo Reid, a Scottish-American immigrant living in the Los Angeles area during the mid
nineteenth century, married a Gabrielino Tongva woman, and they worked together to
document aspects of Gabrielino Tongva culture. Reid’s letters were subsequently
published in the Los Angeles Star newspaper in 1852. Reid documented various
aspects of Gabrielino Tongva lifeways, but more importantly for the purposes of this
analysis, he equated Puvunga (written as Pubug-na) with Alamitos in a list of known
Gabrielino Tongva villages (Reid 1968:8).
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Alfred Kroeber’s work among the Gabrielino Tongva in the early 1900s was important
because he acknowledged that much of the Luisefio and Juanefio religion was derived
from the Gabrielino Tongva belief system, providing one of the bases for ethnographic
analogy among these groups with regard to understandings of Chingichnich and the
practices associated thereof. It appears Kroeber followed Reid’s lead in equating
Puvunga with the Rancho Los Alamitos, and stated that it was northwest of Mission San
Juan Capistrano (Kroeber 1976:636). However, he does not provide references for why
he contradicted Boscana’s northeast designation or why he equated Puvunga with the
Rancho.

Another anthropologist in the early part of the twentieth century, J. P. Harrington,
worked closely with Juanefio and Luisefio informants who informed him, and physically
showed him that Puvunga (written as Puvu’) was located at the old Los Alamitos ranch
house (Harrington 1933:148-149). Harrington also commented upon the contradiction
in Boscana’s narrative concerning the distance and direction of Puvunga, and suggests
that Boscana was mistaken when describing Puvunga’s location relative to the Mission
San Juan Capistrano and he meant northwest when he wrote northeast (Harrington
1933:148).

Staff’s independent research and consultation efforts with Native American
representatives of various Gabrielino Tongva organizations confirm that Puvunga has
been, and continues to be, an important traditional cultural place. Contemporary
Gabrielino Tongva visit Puvunga regularly, primarily at sites CA-LAN-234/235 on the
CSULB campus and CA-LAN-306 at the Rancho Los Alamitos. Tribal members visit
Puvunga because they understand it to be a sacred place that provides them the ability
to spiritually connect with their ancestors. They understand that this is the location
where their ancestors lived, died and were buried, and practiced the Chingichnich
religion, and where Ouiot and Chingichnich appeared to their ancestors. Puvunga
maintains a strong sense of place for tribal members; ancestor poles are erected at
various locations, a fire pit is dug out and used at the site, some tribal members
continue the Chingichnich religion-related tradition of sand painting here, and members
hold regular ceremonies at Puvunga, such as the solstice ceremony that staff attended
in June 2014.

In order to evaluate the PCSC as a historical resource under CEQA, one must establish
a theme that derives from a historic context, provide a bounded area, define a period of
significance, identify significance per at least one of the four criteria, and determine
integrity.

The historic context is provided in the ethnographic section contained in Cultural
Resources Appendix CR-1, but also in the present section under the Archaeological
and Ethnographic Components. The contextual themes of the PCSC are those of
origins, ceremony, trade and travel, and contemporary indigenous connections to the
past. The theme of origins is applicable because Ouiot and Chingichnich emerged at
Puvunga, and with the emergence of Chingichnich came the beginnings of the
traditional religion practiced by the Gabrielino Tongva. Once Chingichnich emerged, he
taught the Gabrielino Tongva the ways to live in accordance with his rules, and how to
properly perform the necessary ceremonies to show him veneration, thus the theme of
ceremony is applicable to the PCSC. Trade is an important theme to the PCSC because
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of the role that trading of physical objects played in the lives of the Gabrielino Tongva,
but more importantly for this place, the trading of ideas and cultural dispersion
concerning the Chingichnich religion. The theme of connections to the past fits hand-in-
hand with the themes of origin and ceremony (see Cultural Resources Appendix
Figure 1). The PCSC is not only a place of emergence of deities and ceremonial
beginnings, but was also an important habitation site for the Gabrielino Tongva, thus
allowing contemporary tribal members to walk on the same grounds and practice at the
same locales as their ancestors.

Periods of significance are comprised of beginning and ending dates. The beginning
date for this traditional cultural place is indeterminate because there is little knowledge
of how early the place was used or occupied. Native Americans understand that this
resource has been used forever, since time immemorial. The limited radiocarbon dating
samples from sites in the PCSC suggest that people were living at Puvunga as early as
A.D. 100, but were likely living here earlier than this. However, the alluvium from the
San Gabriel River likely has covered these older deposits. There is no end date for the
period of significance for the PCSC because it is still used and venerated by the
Gabrielino Tongva today.

Staff recommends that the PCSC traditional cultural place is eligible for the CRHR
under Criterion 1 at the local and state level for the unique historic events that contribute
to Native American understandings of their origins and those of Ouiot and Chingichnich,
in addition to the trade and ceremonies which occurred, and ceremonies that still occur
at Puvunga.

Staff recommends that the PCSC traditional cultural place is eligible for the CRHR
under Criterion 2 at the local and regional level for the association of Puvunga with the
deities Ouiot and Chingichnich. As previously noted, there are Native American oral
traditions that tell of the monster chief Ouiot and the supreme creator-god Chingichnich
as both making their initial appearance to the world at Puvunga.

Staff recommends that the PCSC traditional cultural place is also eligible for the CRHR
under Criterion 4 at the local, state, and national level for the information concerning
habitation and subsistence practices, and radiocarbon dating that the resource has
already yielded, but also for the potential of the place to yield additional ethnographic
and archaeological information about the Gabrielino Tongva, cultural lifeways in the Los
Angeles Basin, and trade with the greater Southwest.

The integrity of the PCSC has been compromised by the historic activities associated
with the Rancho Los Alamitos, the construction of numerous buildings and associated
infrastructure, including those on the CSULB campus, the Veteran’s Affairs Hospital,
schools, and surrounding neighborhoods. However, despite the intrusions to this
traditional cultural place, the PCSC continues to convey a valuable and important sense
of place to the Gabrielino Tongva who continue to visit and celebrate at this significant
place. Therefore, the PCSC maintains integrity of location, materials, feeling, and
association.
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Historic Built Environment Resources

Staff reviewed the built environment resources within the records search area (1-mile
radius from the PAA), and did not discover any resources outside of the PAA that had
the potential to be impacted by the proposed AEC. Those resources are summarized in
Cultural Resources Appendix CR-1, Table 4.

The applicant provided inventory and evaluation data for four historic-era built
environment resources located within the PAA (the AGS, HGS, San Gabriel River
Channel, and Los Cerritos Channel). The applicant also provided the results of a
reconnaissance level (windshield) survey covering 42 lots within the University Park
Estates residential subdivision (1960-1962) that are located along either side of the
originally proposed linear process/sanitary wastewater pipeline alignment (AES
2013:5.3-29). However, since the applicant’s original architectural survey was
performed, the majority of the pipeline was removed from the proposed AEC and is now
limited to the crossing of Los Cerritos Channel and the southeastern corner of the
University Park Estates subdivision. Consequently, only two residential parcels and
Bridge 2750 now lie within a one parcel extent of the reduced linear pipeline alignment.
Those two residential parcels were included in the applicant’s original windshield
survey, which found no historical resources present in the University Park Estates
subdivision that could be impacted by the proposed installation of the offsite linear
process/sanitary wastewater pipeline. Staff concurs with that finding. Therefore, no
formal evaluation of the University Park Estates or the two subject parcels within it that
border the proposed offsite linear pipeline alignment is required, and the two parcels are
not further considered in the following analysis.

Staff identified four other historic built environment resources present within the historic
built environment portion of the PAA that the applicant did not identify, inventory, or
evaluate as part of their architectural survey efforts for this project. Those four built
environment resources include Studebaker Road and three vehicular bridges (Bridge #s
1563, 3460, and 2750).

For this FSA, staff reviewed the four CRHR-eligibility evaluations of historic-period built
environment resources provided by the applicant: AGS, HGS, San Gabriel River
Channel, and Los Cerritos Channel. None of those resources were previously recorded
and, therefore, they are not listed in Cultural Resources Appendix CR-1, Table 4. The
resources include two industrial properties and two engineered floodwater
control/distribution structures. Staff concurs with both the AGS and HGS evaluations
provided by the applicant and concludes that neither of these two resources appears
eligible for listing on the CRHR under criteria 1-4. Staff also concurs with the applicant’s
evaluations of both the San Gabriel River Channel and Los Cerritos Channel and
concludes that both of these engineered flood control structures appear eligible for the
CRHR under Criterion 1. Staff adds that upon further research and investigation, these
two flood control structures also appear eligible for the CRHR under Criterion 3 for their
high artistic values and engineering merits.
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What follows is a descriptive summary based on research performed by the applicant
and staff regarding the historic-period built environment resources located within the
PAA. A summary of each resource’s CRHR-eligibility is presented along with staff
conclusions regarding the subject cultural resource as a potential historical resource for
the purposes of CEQA.

Alamitos Generating Station, 609 N. Studebaker Road. 1955-1990s

The AGS is a once-through-cooling (OTC), steam-electric power plant built by SCE,
encompassing approximately 120 acres located between the San Gabriel River and Los
Cerritos Channel. The majority of the facility’s buildings and structures date between
1956 and 1969, placing them within the age threshold of 45 years or older for
consideration as a potential historical resource (under CRHR guidelines). The historic-
period resource is composed of three pairs of power generating units (Units 1-6), a
peaker unit (Unit 7), the original main administration building, a separate administration
building for Units 5 and 6, a switchyard at the north end of the plant, various
warehouses and maintenance facilities, a bag house, transformers, and numerous
support facilities such as a circulating water system, retention basins, intake channels,
outfalls, a compressor house, and storage house (see Cultural Resources Table 5).
The SCE switchyard, known historically as the Stadium Substation, was constructed in
1956-1960 concurrently with the AGS as part of the operating system. Therefore, it is a
historical component of the AGS.

Cultural Resources Table 5
Alamitos Generating Station

Resource Type & 45 Years
No. Designation Description Date or Older? Other
No longer used as
Original One-story, administration buildin
1 Ad_ministration Midcentury _ Ca. 1958 Yes NOWI Ielzasecll by :r:allte%
Building Modern building school.
Conventional Each consists of boiler,
: steam drum, turbine, generator, control

2 Units 1 and 2 outdoor steam 1956-1957 Yes systems, and associated
generating units auxiliary equipment.
Conventional Each consists of boiler,

3 Units 3 and 4 steam drum, 1961-1962 Yes turbine, generator, qontrol
outdoor steam systems, and associated
generating units auxiliary equipment.
Conventional Each consists of boiler,

4 Units 5 and 6 steam drum, 1966 Yes turbine, generator, cpntrol
outdoor steam systems, and associated
generating units auxiliary equipment.

Administration coonnec-rset?erytglock
5 Building for Units Mid-C Ca. 1966 Yes
5and 6 id-Century
Modern building
Concrete
building housing No longer in use;

6 Unit 7 air-cooled 1969 Yes decommissioned and
peaker unit with retired in January 2004.
turbine
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Resource Type & 45 Years
No. Designation Description Date or Older? Other
Located at north end of
plant. The Applicant
mentions this feature, but
SCE Switchyard Circa 1956— did not include it within
7 | (Stadium 1960 Yes the boundaries of the
Substation) AGS, although it was
constructed concurrently
as a feature of the AGS
system.
Small concrete
building with :
8 | Guard House modest 1965 Yes Located at main entry to
) complex.
Midcentury
Modern features
Includes adjacent
Division Concrete block warehouse and tool
9 | Maintenance S 1961 Yes storage area. Also known
building 2 .
Storeroom as Division Maintenance
Shop.
Industrial
10 Stc_>re_room concrete block 1961 Yes Includes AGS Locker
Building 1 o Room.
building
Industrial
. concrete block o
11 Insulation a_nc! building with Ca. 1961 Yes Date of addition
Storage Building unknown.
corrugated metal
addition
Contemporary
Modern-style
stuccoed
concrete block
Administration building with four Ca. 1980s— .
12 Building units, forming 1990s No Built by SCE
horseshoe
arrangement
around central
courtyard.
Industrial . :
Built by SCE; located in
13 | Weld Shop corrugated metal |  Ca. 1980s- No | Administration Building
rectangular 1990s
L complex
building
Industrial . . .
. corrugated metal Ca. 1980s— Bunt.by SCI.E’ Iocqteg N
14 | Machine Shop No Administration Building
rectangular 1990s
i complex
building
Small
15 | Memorial Park landscaped park Ca. 2005 No
with benches
Located south of Loynes
Drive, this intake was
South Intake Poured-in-place constructed to draw water
16 concrete water Ca. 1966 Yes from Los Cerritos
Channel ) :
intake structure Channel to provide
cooling water to Plants 5
and 6
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Resource Type & 45 Years
No. Designation Description Date or Older? Other
Located north of Loynes
Drive, this intake was
North Intake Poured-in-place constructed to draw water
17 concrete water Ca. 1956 Yes from Los Cerritos
Channel ) ;
intake structure Channel to provide
cooling water to Plants 1—
4,
Rectangular Located northeast of
18 Sou_th Retention | poured in-place Ca. 1960s Yes Plants 5 and_ 6 arjd west
Basin concrete water of San Gabriel River
retention basin levee.
Central ﬁlc-}ulaalfepoured Located southeast of
19 X . P Ca. 1960s Yes Plant 4 and west of San
Retention Basin | concrete water . .
. . Gabriel River levee.
retention basin
North Retention ic_]ulzrceepoured Located east of Plant 4
20 X P Post-1972 No and west of San Gabriel
Basin concrete water .
. . River levee.
retention basin
Notes: AGS = Alamitos Generating Station; SCE = Southern California Edison Company

Several changes to the AGS property have occurred since the historic period. Three
new buildings were added to the facility in the 1980s—1990s, including a new
administration building, weld shop, and machine shop. With construction of a new
administration building, the original administration building was no longer needed for
AGS operations and currently is leased out to a charter school. Based on past aerial

imagery analyzed by staff, a small memorial park was added to the AGS property
sometime in the past 15 years. It is located south of the main entrance into the facility
and adjacent to Studebaker Road. The park contains two concrete picnic tables and
benches, a memorial plaque, open lawn surrounded by ornamental shrubs and trees,
and a volley ball area.

Located on the project site and historic in age, the AGS is the primary focus of the
investigation. The applicant submitted an inventory and CRHR-eligibility evaluation of
the AGS as part of the SAFC (AES 2013, 2014c, 2015a:5.3-25-5.3-26; Cardenas et al.
2013:5-3-5-4, Appendix A). Staff reviewed the submitted reports and accompanying
DPR 523 forms. The AGS was evaluated by the applicant for historical significance as a
historic district and the constituent buildings, structures, and features were also
considered for individual significance (AES 2014c:Attachment DR46-1, 2015a:5.3-25—
5.3-26). The irregularly shaped district encompasses approximately 63 acres,
comprised of two contiguous parcels roughly bounded by the San Gabriel River on the
east, Studebaker Road and Los Cerritos Channel on the west, East 7" Street on the
north, and Westminster Boulevard on the south. Parcel number 7237019005, located
near the center of the AES property, previously contained four fuel oil tanks, which were
part of the original AGS. The parcel is not owned by AES and the tanks were removed
in 2004. Consequently, the parcel is not included within the district boundaries.
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The applicant concluded that the AGS is not significant under CRHR eligibility criteria 1—
4 and recommended that the AGS is not a historical resource for purposes of CEQA
(AES 2014c:Attachment DR46-1, 2015a:5.3-25-5.3-26). Staff concurs with the
applicant’s evaluation of the AGS under the four CRHR eligibility criteria.

The AGS is not significant within the historic context of the SCE, steam generation of
electricity, or development of post-World War Il steam generation plants (Criterion 1).
The AGS was one of several steam generating plants built by SCE in the mid-twentieth
century. SCE’s new steam plants were part of a larger trend among California electric
companies during that time period to meet the rapidly growing post-war energy
demands. In 2008, twenty-one examples of the OTC steam generation units from the
same general time period remained in southern California alone, including the AGS.
Nationwide, in 2008 there were more than 1,200 of these steam generation units
remaining that used the OTC process (Tetra Tech 2008, cited in AES 2015a:5.3-26).
The AGS is not a precursor or early example of this historic pattern of steam plant
generation development and is not unique or significant within the context of the time
and other contemporary power plants. Staff concurs with the applicant and concludes
that the AGS is not eligible for the CRHR under Criterion 1.

Background research performed both by the applicant and staff did not identify any
evidence that the AGS was associated with the life of one or more historically significant
individuals. Consequently, staff concurs with the applicant and concludes that the AGS
is not eligible for the CRHR under Criterion 2.

The applicant stated in their original AGS DPR 523 form set that “The buildings and
structures do not embody characteristics of a type, period, region or method of
construction. They are not the work [of] a master and do not have high engineering
value (Criterion C and 3)” (Price 2013:2). However, the evaluation summary was only
presented on the DPR 523 form and not included within the AFC (AES 2013) or
appended cultural report (Cardenas et al. 2013), nor was any justification for that
conclusion provided in those documents. Therefore, staff requested the formal
evaluation of AGS under CRHR eligibility Criterion 3 as part of Data Request 46 (CEC
2014b:19). The applicant formally objected to Data Request 46 in Data Responses Set
1A to CEC Staff Request (AES 2014b:22), but later provided the requested information
in AEC Data Response Set 1B (AES 2014c:4). The buildings and structures at the AGS
are found to be typical components of a mid-century electrical power generating facility,
of which there are several similar remaining examples, and that they do not display any
architectural style and are unexceptional examples of standard design (Price 2013:6).
Staff concurs with the applicant and concludes that the AGS is not eligible for the CRHR
under Criterion 3.

The AGS does not appear to hold data potential or informational value that would be
important for the understanding of prehistory or history (Criterion 4). The property is well
documented in company records and construction documents and it is not a principal
source of important information. Staff, therefore, concurs with the applicant and
concludes that the AGS does not appear eligible for the CRHR under Criterion 4.
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Based on the eligibility evaluation summarized above, staff concludes that the AGS
does not appear eligible for the CRHR under criteria 1—4 and it does not qualify as an
historical resource for purposes of CEQA.

Haynes Generating Station, 6801 E. 2nd Street. 1962-1970

The HGS was built as an OTC, steam-generating power plant by the Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works (LACDPW) to replace the 1920s-era Seal Beach
Steam Generating Plant. The HGS facility is located on 120 acres on the east side of
the San Gabriel River, across from AGS. The HGS historically contained seven power
generator units, electrical switchyards, a compressor station, aboveground oil storage
tanks, settling basins, an administrative building, and various small storage and support
buildings. The property is surrounded by an earthen dike.

Originally cooled via an OTC process, some power generating units were recently
converted to a dry cooling system. Alterations to the plant include the addition of Units
8-10 in 2004, the decommissioning of Units 3—4, alterations to Unit 6, and removal of
four large aboveground storage tanks in the north end of the property. In 2013, six new
natural gas-fired combustion turbine generators (Units 11-16) with dry cooling towers
and pollution control systems were added to HGS, along with ancillary facilities. Units
5—6 were decommissioned when those new units began operation (Price 2014a:2). With
the exception of Units 11-16, HGS units are cooled using the OTC process, drawing
ocean water from a circulating water channel extending south from HGS for
approximately 1 mile where it is then piped under the San Gabriel River and then
continues onward to an intake structure in the Alamitos Bay Marina. The cooling water,
after use, is discharged into the San Gabriel River.

The applicant recommended that the HGS was not significant under CRHR eligibility
criteria 1—4 and that HGS was not an historical resource for purposes of CEQA (AES
2014a:5.3-5). However, the applicant did not provide an evaluation of the resource
under Criterion 3 with the evaluation under the other eligibility criteria in either the Data
Supplement (AES 2014a:5.3-6) or the appended DPR 523 forms (Price 2014a:2).
Therefore, staff requested the evaluation of HGS under CRHR eligibility Criterion 3 in
Data Request 44 (Roark and Smith 2014:17). The applicant provided the requested
information in Data Responses Set 1A to CEC Staff Request (AES 2014b:21-21),
recommending the HGS as also ineligible for listing on the CRHR under Criterion 3.
Staff concurs with the applicant’s eligibility evaluation of the HGS and concludes the
HGS does not appear eligible for the CRHR under criteria 1-4 and does not qualify as
an historical resource for purposes of CEQA.

The HGS is not significant within the historic context of the LACDPW, steam generation
of electricity, or the development of post-World War |l steam generation plants (Criterion
1). Like the AGS, the HGS was one of several steam generating plants built in the mid-
twentieth century to meet the rapidly growing post-war energy demands. In 2008,
twenty-one examples of the OTC steam generation units from the same general time
period remained in southern California alone, including the HGS. Nationwide, in 2008
there were more than 1,200 of these steam generation units remaining that used the
OTC process (Tetra Tech 2008, cited in AES 2015a:5.2-26). The HGS is not a
precursor or early example of this historic pattern of steam plant generation
development and is not unique or significant within the context of the time and other
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contemporary power plants. Staff concurs with the applicant and concludes that the
HGS is not eligible for the CRHR under Criterion 1.

Background research performed on the HGS did not identify any evidence that the
facility was associated with the life of a historically significant individual. Staff concurs
with the applicant and concludes that the HGS is not eligible for the CRHR under
Criterion 2.

The buildings and structures at the HGS do not embody distinctive characteristics of a
type, period, region, or method of construction. They do not reflect the work of a master
engineer or architect and do not hold high engineering values. The HGS is typical in its
constituent buildings, structures, engineering, layout, and execution for a mid-century
electrical power generating facility and is not a unique, rare, or significant example of
the type. The buildings and structures do not communicate a particular architectural
design or stylistic expression and represent unremarkable, standard designs.
Additionally, a large proportion of the original units (Units 3—6) have been physically
altered through decommissioning or decreased generating capacity. Staff concurs with
the applicant and concludes that the HGS is not eligible for the CRHR under Criterion 3.

The HGS does not appear to hold data potential or informational value that would be
important for the understanding of prehistory or history (Criterion 4). Information about
the facility can be more readily found in the archival record. Staff, therefore, concludes
that the HGS does not appear eligible for the CRHR under Criterion 4. Based on the
eligibility evaluation summarized above, staff concludes that the HGS is not eligible for
the CRHR under criteria 1-4 and it does not qualify as an historical resource for
purposes of CEQA.

The San Gabriel River Channel, ccirca 1920-1960

A segment of Reach 7 of the engineered San Gabriel River Channel passes through the
PAA immediately east of the project site and is part of the AES property on which the
AGS is located (Cultural Resources Figure 3). The San Gabriel River—from the
Whittier Narrows Dam southward to the Pacific Ocean—is considered a cultural
resource given that it was modified through human intervention during the historic
period such that it is an engineered feature and no longer a natural river. Segments of
the river were dammed, channelized (straightened), and their depth increased. The river
modifications were accompanied by the construction of levees along the river's banks
and other associated features as part of large-scale flood control efforts in the Los
Angeles County Drainage Area extending from the early to mid-twentieth century.

Staff recommended that the applicant record and evaluate the San Gabriel River (CEC
2014a). The recording and evaluation of the San Gabriel River provided by the applicant
in the Data Adequacy Supplement (AES 2014a:5-3.3-5-3.4, Attachment DA5.3-4) was
found by staff to be incomplete and inconclusive for determining eligibility of the
resource. The applicant only recorded and evaluated the river’s levees within the PAA
as built environment structures; the channelized river and other associated features that
comprise the larger historic built environment resource were not recorded or considered
in the applicant’s evaluation. As part of Data Request 45, staff requested the applicant
provide an updated and complete CRHR-eligibility evaluation of the San Gabriel River
as an engineered structure and a corresponding updated assessment of integrity for the
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portion of Reach 7 that lies within the PAA (CEC 2014b:17). The applicant initially
objected to the data request (AES 2014b:21), but later submitted an evaluation and
revised DPR forms as part of the AEC Data Response Set 1B (AES 2014c¢:2-3).

Based on additional literature review by the applicant and agency consultation by staff,
the overall linear resource of the San Gabriel River Channel does not appear to have
been previously evaluated for the NRHP or CRHR. The applicant’s evaluation found
that the San Gabriel River is likely eligible for the CRHR under Criterion 1 (AES 2014c:
Attachment DR45-1). Namely, it appears to be historically significant for its association
with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California’s history and cultural heritage as a part of the greater Los Angeles Basin flood
control system (Price 2014b:10). The massive flood control program, which included
substantial alteration of the entire length of the San Gabriel River’s natural course,
allowed for growth, development, and protection of the population and industry in the
Los Angeles basin during the middle and late twentieth century. It appears that the
segment of the San Gabriel River Channel within the PAA would contribute to the
potential eligibility of the overall resource as part of the larger Los Angeles Basin flood
control system. The applicant found that the evaluated segment of the San Gabiriel
River “retains the soft bottom channel, levees, and outfalls much as they were initially
constructed in the mid-twentieth century. Although the levees and outfalls have been
modified somewhat through ongoing maintenance and upgrades, such as replacing the
riprap, the structures retain good integrity” (AES 2014c:3). The applicant found that the
evaluated segment of the San Gabriel River channel located within the PAA retains
sufficient levels of historical integrity as a built environment resource to convey its
significance.

Staff concurs with the applicant’s eligibility evaluation and historical integrity
assessment of the subject segment of the San Gabriel River Channel under CRHR
Criterion 1. However, the applicant did not evaluate the eligibility of the San Gabriel
River under CRHR criteria 2—4, leaving staff to develop its own evaluation under these
three criteria. Under CRHR Criterion 2, the San Gabriel River Channel does not appear
to be directly associated with the productive life of an important historical figure. It was
designed and built by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District and U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and has no known direct connection with the productive life of any
single person. Under CRHR Criterion 3, the San Gabriel River Channel, as part of the
larger Los Angeles Basin flood control system, appears eligible as part of a substantial
region-wide, complex engineered flood control system. Under CRHR Criterion 4, the
San Gabriel River Channel is unlikely to have any important data potential, as its
physical manifestation is not the principal or only definitive source of information on
early and mid-twentieth century flood control design and construction.
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Los Cerritos Channel, circa 1939-1947

The applicant did not identify, provide inventory data, or include a CRHR-eligibility
evaluation of Los Cerritos Channel in the AFC (AES 2013) or Data Adequacy
Supplement (AES 2014a). Therefore, as part of Data Request 47, staff asked the
applicant to record and evaluate Los Cerritos Channel for CRHR-eligibility and submit
the results to Energy Commission for staff review and analysis (CEC 2014b:20-21).
The applicant initially objected to the data request (AES 2014b:21), but later submitted
an evaluation and DPR forms for Los Cerritos Channel as part of the AEC Data
Response Set 1B (AES 2014¢:7-8)."

Los Cerritos Channel is an engineered structure that pre-dates construction of the AGS
in 1955 and lies within the PAA. Historic aerial photographs contained in the AFC
indicate that the Los Cerritos Channel was constructed sometime after 1938 and by at
least 1947 (EDR 2011a).

Based on background research, the applicant found that the overall linear resource of
Los Cerritos Channel has not been evaluated for the NRHP or CRHR, but that it is likely
eligible for the CRHR under Criterion 1 for its association with events that have made a
significant contribution to the broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage
(AES 2014c:Attachment DR47-1). As a part of the greater Los Angeles Basin flood
control system, the alteration of the entire length of the Los Cerritos’ natural course
allowed for growth, development, and protection of the population and industry in the
Los Angeles basin during the middle and late 1900s. It appears that the subject
segment of the Los Cerritos Channel would contribute to the potential eligibility of the
overall resource as part of the larger Los Angeles Basin flood control system. The
applicant found that “Although much of the setting of the channel has been altered by
intensive modern development, this segment of the channel appears to have had few
physical changes and retains good integrity” (AEC 2014c:7-8). The applicant concluded
that the evaluated segment of the Los Cerritos Channel as a built environment resource
retains sufficient levels of historical integrity to convey its significance (Price 2014c:2).

Staff concurs with the applicant’s finding for the eligibility of the Los Cerritos Channel
under CRHR Criterion 1 and the historical integrity of the evaluated segment. However,
the applicant did not evaluate the channel under CRHR criteria 2—4, leaving Staff to
develop its own evaluation under these three criteria. Under CRHR Criterion 2, the Los
Cerritos Channel does not appear to be directly associated with the productive life of an
important historical figure. It was designed and built by the Los Angeles County Flood
Control District and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and has no known direct connection
with the productive life of any single person. Under CRHR Criterion 3, the Los Cerritos
Channel, as part of the larger Los Angeles Basin flood control system, appears eligible
for its “high artistic values” as part of a substantial region-wide, complex engineered
flood control system. Under CRHR Criterion 4, the Los Cerritos Channel is unlikely to
have any important data potential, as its physical manifestation is not the principal
source, nor is it the only definitive source of information on early and mid-twentieth
century flood control design and construction.

'* The SAFC does not discuss the CRHR eligibility of Los Cerritos Channel (AES 2015a:Section 5.3).
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In summary, the subject segment of Los Cerritos Channel appears to be eligible for the
CRHR. As such, staff concludes that the Los Cerritos Channel qualifies as a historical
resource for purposes of CEQA.

Studebaker Road, circa 1957-1968

The applicant did not identify, provide inventory data, or a CRHR-eligibility evaluation of
Studebaker Road in the AFC (AES 2013) or Data Adequacy Supplement (AES 2014a).
Studebaker Road is a historic-period engineered transportation structure that lies within
the PAA. Historic aerial photographs contained in the AFC indicate that the segment of
Studebaker Road within the PAA was constructed sometime after 1956 and by at least
1968 (EDR 2011a). Therefore, as part of Data Request 47, staff asked the applicant to
record and evaluate Studebaker Road for CRHR-eligibility and submit the results to
Energy Commission staff (CEC 2014b). The applicant objected to the data request
(AES 2014b:24) and did not inventory or formally evaluate Studebaker Road in the
SAFC (AES 2015a:Section 5.3).

In AEC Data Response Set 1B (AES 2014c:7), the applicant responded that despite
their background research, Studebaker Road appears to be a standard public roadway
with none of the attributes of a historic road, and no information has been obtained to
indicate that it is historically significant. They state, “it does not meet any of the
generally accepted historic road criteria—it is not an aesthetic or cultural route, and as
an engineered route, it is a basic city roadway that does not possess any outstanding
engineering or safety improvements (technology, materials, design, etc.)” (AES
2014c:7). Furthermore, the applicant states, “For Studebaker Road, no DPR form was
prepared. Rather than an adjacent parcel, this is merely a public roadway that abuts the
site” (AES 2014c:7). For these reasons, the applicant did not feel that DPR 523
recording forms or a formal CRHR evaluation of Studebaker Road were necessary.

Based on staff's historical research, it appears that this segment of Studebaker Road,
as well as Loynes Drive, three Caltrans bridges along Studebaker Road and Loynes
Drive, and the AGS south intake channel were all constructed in 1966 when the
southern portion of the AGS was expanded with Plants 5-6 and numerous tanks
(Caltrans 2015; Teledyne 1968; USGS 1964, 1972). Thus, it is apparent that all of these
structures were built around the same time to accommodate the growth and
development occurring primarily at the AGS at that time.

Based on this conclusion, staff concludes that the subject segment of Studebaker Road
is not eligible for the CRHR under any of the four criteria for eligibility. There is no
apparent evidence that the subject segment of road is directly associated with a
significant historical event (CRHR Criterion 1), or with the productive life of a prominent
historical figure (CRHR Criterion 2). The road appears to be of standard design and
construction, lacking any apparent architectural or engineering merits (CRHR Criterion
3). Finally, under CRHR Criterion 4, the road does not contain any important information
potential, as it is not the sole source of information for mid-twentieth century road
construction and design standards. Thus, staff finds that the subject segment of
Studebaker Road does not qualify as a historical resource under CEQA.
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Caltrans’ Bridges 53C0730, 53C0801L and R, and 53C0802L and R

The applicant did not identify, provide inventory data, or a CRHR-eligibility evaluation of
three bridges located within the PAA in the AFC (AES 2013) or Data Adequacy
Supplement (AES 2014a): Bridge 2750 over Los Cerritos Channel along Loynes Drive
(Caltrans Bridge 53C0730); Bridge 1563 over AGS’s North Intake Channel (Caltrans
Bridge 53C0801L and R); and Bridge 3460 over AGS’s South Intake Channel on
Studebaker Road (Caltrans Bridge 53C0802L and R), all of which were built in 1966.
Each of these bridges is a historic-period engineered transportation structure. The
applicant proposes to hang a segment of the offsite process/sanitary wastewater
pipeline along the length of Caltrans Bridge 53C0730.

Staff has identified that all three of these bridges was previously evaluated by Caltrans
(2015) and found ineligible for the NRHP, but information regarding their CRHR-
eligibility is not indicated in Caltrans’s (2015) online bridge inventory. As part of Data
Request 47 (CEC 2014b), staff requested that the applicant research, record, and
evaluate these three bridges for CRHR-eligibility, and submit the results to the Energy
Commission. The applicant objected to the data request (AES 2014b:24) and did not
inventory or formally evaluate any of these three bridges in the SAFC (AES
2015a:Section 3.5).

In AEC Data Response Set 1B (AES 2014c:6-7), the applicant responded that Caltrans
policy is that NRHP eligibility criteria are the same as CRHR eligibility criteria, and
therefore, because Caltrans has determined the bridge is not eligible for the NRHP, it is
automatically not eligible for the CRHR (AES 2014c:6-7).

The basis for Caltrans’s determination of NRHP-ineligibility for the bridges is not
indicated in their online bridge inventory, nor was it provided by the applicant. Based on
staff's own historical background research, it appears that all three of these bridges, as
well as the segment of Studebaker Road adjacent to AGS, and Loynes Drive were all
constructed in 1966 when the southern portion of the AGS was expanded with Plants 5—
6 and numerous tanks (Caltrans 2015; USGS 1964, 1972). Thus, it is apparent that all
of these structures were built around the same time to accommodate the growth and
development occurring primarily at the AGS at that time.

Staff concludes that none of these three Caltrans bridges appear to be eligible for the
CRHR under any of the four eligibility criteria. There is no evidence that any of these
bridges is directly associated with a significant historical event (CRHR Criterion 1), or
with the productive life of a prominent historical figure (CRHR Criterion 2). The bridges
are all similar in appearance and appear to be of standard design and construction,
lacking any apparent architectural or engineering merits (CRHR Criterion 3). Finally,
under CRHR Criterion 4, none of these bridges contains any important information
potential, as they are not the sole source of information for mid-twentieth century bridge
construction and design standards. Thus, staff finds that none of these three bridges
qualify as a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA.
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Interpretation of Results

Model of Prehistoric Archaeological Resources

The SAFC hypothesized that the PAA has little potential to contain prehistoric
archaeological resources on the ground surface because of the degree of surface
disturbances and development (AES 2015a:5.3-17). These expectations were borne out
by the cultural resources inventory described in this final staff assessment (FSA).

Regarding the potential to encounter buried, prehistoric archaeological resources, the
depth of placed fill on the project site is known to range from 6 to 9 feet thick (AES
2015a:5.3-24). The applicant proposes construction excavations up to 10, 20, and 50
feet below ground surface (AES 2015a:5.3-24-5.3-25, 5.8-5), indicating that
construction-related digging would intersect natural soils to depths of 1—4, 14-24, and
41-44 feet below ground surface. Staff conducted additional analysis to estimate the
depth of fill across the project site; whether and where proposed excavation would
penetrate native sediments; and the age, characteristics, and preservation potential of
any underlying native sediments.

Geotechnical borings indicate that the project site rests atop 6-9 feet of fill dirt (AES
2015a:5.3-4, 5.3-24, 5.4-3, 5.11-2, 5.11-4; Cardenas et al. 2013:2-1, 4-8; Ninyo &
Moore 2011:5, Appendix A, Figure 3). Project-specific borings and cone-penetration
tests indicate that the underlying natural sediments are younger alluvium to a depth of
51.5 feet below ground surface (Ninyo & Moore 2011:5). The younger alluvium is
primarily Holocene in age, potentially with late Pleistocene sediments toward the base
of the borings (AES 2015a:Table 5.8-1). Since humans have occupied the southern
California coast throughout the Holocene and terminal Pleistocene epochs (AES
2015a:5.3-6-5.3-8; Cultural Resources Appendix CR-1), the younger alluvium is of
the right age to harbor archaeological remnants of past cultures.

The fill deposits in the PAA are less likely to contain prehistoric archaeological deposits
that would retain sufficient integrity to qualify as historical resources or unique
archaeological resources under CEQA, compared to prehistoric archaeological
resources found in natural soils or sediments. However, fill deposits could contain
archaeological materials with compromised integrity or human remains, depending on
where the existing fill material was obtained. Additionally, an archaeologist should not
assume that prehistoric archaeological materials—with or without human remains—
found in fill or other secondary contexts could not qualify as historical resources or
unique archaeological resources for the purposes of CEQA. The significance criteria
contained in CEQA must still be applied, particularly considering that prehistoric
archaeological resources can qualify as historical resources under criteria 1-3 of the
CRHR as well as under Criterion 4 for demonstrated or potential ability to contribute
information important to resolving pressing research questions (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14,
§ 15064.5[a][3]; see also Waters 1992:128 for the information potential of
archaeological resources in secondary contexts). Furthermore, archaeological
materials—with or without human remains—could qualify as tribal cultural resources
under CEQA irrespective of the materials’ information potential (see Pub. Resources
Code, § 21074).
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Naturally occurring soils and sediments have variable potential to contain
archaeological materials, hinging principally on four factors:

1. the age of the sediments concerned
2. whether humans were likely or known to have inhabited the area concerned

3. the manner in which naturally occurring soils and sediments accumulated in the
area of study

4. what disturbances might have occurred after any archaeological resources were
deposited. (Butzer 1982:98; Meyer et al. 2009:3; Schiffer 1987:250-251; Waters
1992:138.)

The following paragraphs will demonstrate that the project site’s subsurface possesses
characteristics favorable to both the presence and preservation of buried archaeological
resources.

Not only are the soils and sediments beneath project-site fill of the right age to contain
archaeological resources, archaeological resources P-19-000272 and P-30-001644 are
located on a landform similar to the project site, and were found in buried contexts (see
Cultural Resources Appendix CR-1, Table 4). This provides indirect support for the
general Holocene age assignment to project-site sediments. The proposed
process/sanitary wastewater pipeline is also situated in fill over a Holocene-aged
landform (AES 2015a:Figures 5.4-1A, 5.4-1B; Jennings 1962; Mesmer 1903:1286, Soll
Map).

The project site also meets the second criterion for buried archaeological resources
potential because it is situated in an area that was desirable for human habitation.
Cultural Resources Appendix CR-1, Table 4 shows that 85 archaeological resources
containing prehistoric materials are recorded within 1 mile of the archaeological PAA.
About 14 of these resources are located on alluvium, alluvium—marsh, or marsh lands
similar to the archaeological PAA. Thirteen of the archaeological resources within 1 mile
of the project site are buried sites with no surface indication of their presence. No
prehistoric archaeological resources have been identified in the archaeological PAA, but
this is likely the result of sample bias: archaeologists did not conduct a surface
examination of the AGS property until 2004 and 2011 (AES 2012:5.3-16-5.3-17; AES
2015a:5.3-24; Cardenas et al. 2012:4-3; Cardenas et al. 2013:4-7; Strudwick 2004:16),
whereas the AGS was built and paved over beginning about 1955 (see “Historic Setting”
in Cultural Resources Appendix CR-1)—forty-nine years before archaeologists
surveyed the area. The opportunity to identify any archaeological resources was
precluded by the mid-century development of the project site.
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Similarly, archaeologists did not survey the proposed process/sanitary wastewater
pipeline until July 2, 2012 or July 2, 2013 (AES 2015a:5.3-24; Cardenas et al. 2013:4-
7). Development and alteration of the ground surface in the vicinity of the proposed
process/wastewater pipeline began about 1928 with the advent of agricultural activities,
although long-term concealment of the natural ground surface did not commence until
1939, when Los Cerritos Channel was built through the proposed pipeline route (EDR
2011a). Additional areas were paved or subjected to long-term alteration between 1956
and 1960, an interval in which construction of Studebaker Road and the University
Parks Estates neighborhood began (AES 2015a:5.3-26; EDR 2011a). In short,
archaeologists did not survey the proposed process/wastewater pipeline route until the
natural ground surface was almost completely obscured, and had been for more than
50 years. Therefore, the absence of archaeological finds on the ground surface cannot
be taken at face-value as an indication that the archaeological PAA was undesirable for
human habitation.

The soil characteristics in the PAA suggest that the project’s underlying soils possess
the potential to preserve any buried archaeological materials that are present. The four
borings reported in Ninyo & Moore (2011:Appendix A) exhibit variable stratigraphy. The
native alluvium underneath fill on the project site alternates between interbedded layers
of silty sand and clayey silt, sandy clay, and sand, with occasional lenses of gravel.
These alternating textures indicate changes in how native soils were deposited. Fine-
textured sediments, such as clay and silt, are associated with overbank flooding and
subsequent settlement of fine particles suspended in floodwaters. Suspended, fine
particles are deposited as floodwaters lose energy or flow, and therefore represent
environments or locations where archaeological resources existing at the time of
flooding could be capped and preserved for future discovery. Broadly speaking,
naturally occurring sands and gravels in an alluvial setting such as the proposed project
site are deposited during levee breaks and other high-energy water actions. These
actions are more apt to scour and damage archaeological resources present during the
time of a high-energy event rather than to cap and preserve them. Archaeologists
therefore regard deposits of fine particles (silt and clay) as possessing greater
archaeological preservation potential than coarse deposits (sand and gravel) (Waters
1992:120-122, Figures 3.4, 3.5.) Layers of fine materials, such as silt and clay,
therefore possess higher preservation potential for buried archaeological resources.
Cultural Resources Table 6 identifies the depth of low-energy strata revealed by each
of the geotechnical borings reported by Ninyo & Moore (2011:Appendix A).

Cultural Resources Table 6
Depth of Low-Energy Strata beneath the Project Site

Boring 1 Boring 2 Boring 3 Boring 4
9-19 10.5-15.0 8-13 9-14
15-27 (paleosol) 13.0-18.5 30.5-34.0
3543 34-39
50.5-51.0 39.0-41.5
45-46

Note: All figures are in feet below the current ground surface.
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Preservation potential is also improved by the development of paleosols, or former land
surfaces (Waters 1992:59-60). Boring 2 provides evidence that portions of the project
site’s substrate have still greater preservation potential for buried archaeology. The
boring log reveals root casts and shell fragments beginning about 15 feet below ground
surface, in alluvium likely to be of Early Holocene age (AES 2015a:5.8-5; Ninyo &
Moore 2011:Appendix A). As stated in the “Environmental Setting” portion of this
chapter, the presence of root casts in Boring 2 and monitoring wells suggests that a
former land surface is present about 15 feet below ground surface in portions of the
project site. Former land surfaces indicate periods of landscape stability, when flooding
was not a deterrent to human habitation or use of the area.

Model of Historical Archaeological Resources

As discussed previously in this cultural resources section, the extent of disturbance and
amount of pavement and superstructure covering the archaeological PAA makes it
unlikely that historic archaeological resources would be or could be found on the
present ground surface. The cultural resources inventory results corroborate this
expectation, since no historic archaeological resources were identified on the surface of
the archaeological PAA.

The archaeological PAA has the potential to contain buried historic archaeological
deposits. Historic artifacts could have been brought to the archaeological PAA within the
fill deposits. Such deposits cannot be disqualified as historical resources or unique
archaeological resources without first being formally evaluated using CEQA criteria;
historic archaeological deposits in secondary contexts have yielded information
important to the study of history and historical archaeology (see Van Bueren 2009). Fill
on industrial sites, however, can also bury historic artifacts and features such as
structural remnants—artifact scatters formed of metal, concrete, and glass building
fragments (resulting from demolition)—and refuse scatters associated with industrial
disposal practices. In addition, historic aerial photographs indicate that domestic
archaeological remnants might be preserved under the project site, as a residence and
several outlying structures sat adjacent to the proposed project site from 1928 till
sometime between 1951 and 1956 (EDR 2011a, 2011b).

Historic Built Environment

Two CRHR-eligible cultural resources have been identified in the PAA. The San Gabriel
River Channel and Los Cerritos Channel both appear eligible for listing on the CRHR
under criteria 1 and 3, and thus, both appear to qualify as historical resources as
defined by CEQA.

Staff concurs with the applicant’s recommendation that neither the AGS nor the HGS
appears eligible for the CRHR, and that neither appears to qualify as a historical
resource for the purposes of CEQA. Staff has reached its own conclusions as to the
CRHR eligibility of the subject segment of Studebaker Road and bridges 1563, 3460,
and 2750 based on staff’'s own historical research. Staff concludes that none of these
four built-environment resources—all of which were built in 1966 and were associated
with the expansion of the AGS—appear to meet any of the criteria of the CRHR, and
none appear to qualify as historical resources under CEQA.
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DIRECT/INDIRECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

Direct impacts to cultural resources are those associated with project development,
construction, and operation. Construction usually entails surface and subsurface
disturbance of the ground, and direct impacts to archaeological resources can result
from the immediate disturbance of the deposits, whether from vegetation removal,
vehicle travel over the surface, earth-moving activities, excavation, or demolition of
overlying structures. Construction can have direct impacts on historic standing
structures when those structures must be demolished or removed to make way for new
structures or when the vibrations of construction impair the stability of historic structures
nearby. New structures can have direct impacts on historic structures when the new
structures are stylistically incompatible with their neighbors and the setting, feeling and
association. New structures might also produce something harmful to the materials or
structural integrity of the historic structures, such as emissions or vibrations.

Indirect impacts to archaeological resources are those which may result from increased
erosion due to site clearance and preparation, or from inadvertent damage or outright
vandalism to exposed resource components due to improved accessibility. Similarly,
historic structures can suffer indirect impacts when project construction creates
improved accessibility to resources by non-project-affiliated personnel and the potential
for vandalism or greater weather exposure becomes possible.

Ground disturbance accompanying construction at a plant site has the potential to
directly affect archaeological resources, unidentified at this time. The potential direct,
physical impacts of the proposed construction on unknown archaeological resources
are commensurate with the extent of ground disturbance entailed in the particular mode
of construction. This varies with each component of the proposed project. Placing the
proposed plant into this particular setting could have a direct impact on the integrity of
association, setting, and feeling of nearby standing historic structures.

Construction Impacts and Mitigation

Identification and Assessment of Direct Impacts on Archaeological Resources
and Proposed Mitigation

Archaeological Resources on the Surface of the Archaeological PAA

No archaeological resources have been identified on the surface of the archaeological
PAA. Staff concludes that appropriate methods were employed to identify
archaeological resources on the ground surface and therefore construction and
operation of the proposed AEC would not result in direct impacts on this class of cultural
resource.

Buried Archaeological Resources in the Archaeological PAA

The sediments under the project site are of the right age to have supported the
formation and preservation of archaeological resources throughout the span of human
occupation in the Long Beach area. The AEC could result in damage to buried
archaeological resources, if any are present.
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Consulting Cultural Resources Appendix CR-1, Table 1, the record shows that
numerous project elements are known to involve construction to a depth that would
intersect non-fill sediments, where archaeological resources could be preserved. These
project elements include the (1) proposed combustion turbine generator and heat
recovery steam generator foundation slabs and deep piles; (2) foundation pad and deep
piles for the generator step-up unit transformers; (3) overhead transmission line pole
foundations; (4) air-cooled condenser (ACC) deep piles; (5) steam turbine generators
foundations and deep piles; (6) deep piles for the clear water storage, water, and
ammonia tanks; (7) fuel gas compressor/conditioning structure; (8) fire water piping and
hydrants; (9) relocated gas metering station; and (10) process/sanitary wastewater
pipeline.

The foundation slabs within the proposed power blocks would require approximately 1—
4 feet of excavation into native sediments; excavation would most likely be
accomplished via mass soil removal, assisted by an excavator. These excavations
would encounter low-energy sediments and therefore have the potential to encounter
buried archaeological resources (see Cultural Resources Table 6).

Deep-pile foundations would be excavated in excess of 40 feet into native sediments.
Unlike the foundation slabs, which require mass excavation, the deep piles would likely
be 14 inches in diameter (Ninyo & Moore 2011:23) and driven or hammered into the
substrate. Deep piles would intersect as many as five low-energy strata (including the
paleosol) (see Cultural Resources Table 6). Pile driving therefore would have potential
to damage buried archaeological resources. Driven piles, however, preclude the ability
to observe the affected sediments and produce little to no spoils to examine.

The proposed fuel gas compressor/conditioning structure and relocated gas metering
station would be mechanically excavated 2—4 and 4 feet into native sediments,
respectively. Excavation for both proposed structures would intersect low-energy
sediments and possibly the paleosol identified in Boring 2; construction of the structures
therefore has the potential to encounter buried archaeological resources.

The proposed fire water piping and hydrants would require excavation into native
sediments to a depth of 0—1.5 feet. The intersected natural sediments represent low-
energy deposits and have the potential to contain buried archaeological resources (see
Cultural Resources Table 6).

Should the construction activities outlined above encounter buried archaeological
resources, and such resources meet the CEQA criteria for historical or unique
archaeological resources, damage to the resources would pose a significant
environmental impact.
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Fill placed in previously inhabited or built areas is sometimes used to bury structural
remnants and features to facilitate subsequent construction. The presence of fill often
precludes the discovery of intact prehistoric archaeological resources within the fill, but
might blanket historic or prehistoric archaeology that rests on an earlier land surface.
Third and finally, fill is sometimes obtained from properties that contain archaeological
materials and human remains; such materials can become incorporated into the fill and
be redeposited elsewhere. The CEQA significance criteria must still be applied to any
such discoveries and as such pose a resource management consideration. The
discovery of human remains—regardless of context—must be handled according to the
applicable portions of the Public Resources Code and California Health and Safety
Code.

Mitigation of Impacts to Buried Archaeological Resources

Staff concludes that expectable ground-disturbance impacts on buried archaeological
resources would best be mitigated by implementing a comprehensive cultural resources
mitigation and monitoring program for the proposed AEC. Implementation of a well-
planned mitigation and monitoring program would reduce the potential project impacts
to a less-than-significant level.

The SAFC contains an outline of such a program, consisting of eight parts:
1. Designated Cultural Resources Specialist

Construction Worker Training
Emergency Discovery

Site Recording and Evaluation
Mitigation Plan

Curation

Report of Findings

© N o g &~ w b

Inadvertent Discovery of Human Burials. (AES 2015a:5.3-29-5.3-32.)

Although staff agrees that these components are important to an effective mitigation
and monitoring program, three important elements are missing from it. The first is a
cultural resources mitigation and management plan (CRMMP) with an explicit research
design and procedures for the treatment of archaeological and human remains
discoveries that could occur during construction. The absence of explicit consideration
of the resource types expectable in the PAA and the methods required to evaluate any
such resources leaves important decision-making to the time least amenable to
responsible historic preservation practice—the moment of inadvertent discovery. The
second element missing from the SAFC’s proposed mitigation and monitoring program
is a provision for construction monitoring by local tribal representatives. As described
earlier under Native American Consultation, a consulted tribal representative urged that
tribal monitors be present during construction because archaeological materials
encountered in the PAA would likely be related to their Gabrielino culture. The third
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missing element from the proposed mitigation program is construction monitoring by
qualified archaeologists'. Staff’s analysis identifies archaeological potential in the
archaeological PAA using multiple lines of evidence. Staff therefore proposes
Conditions of Certification (Conditions) CUL-1 through CUL-8, incorporating portions of
the applicant’s proposed mitigation measures, to reduce the AEC’s potential impacts to
a less-than-significant level.

Identification and Assessment of Direct Impacts on Archaeological and
Ethnographic Resources

Staff has identified one ethnographic resource in the PAA that also contain
archaeological components: the Puvunga Ceremonial Site Complex (PCSC). This
resource was identified in consultation with Gabrielino/Tongva individuals, whose input
is partially responsible for staff's conclusion that the PCSC is a historical resource and
tribal cultural resource for the purposes of CEQA. The PCSC retains sufficient integrity
to convey its significance for associative values to local tribes under CRHR criteria 1
and 2. Staff concludes that despite the presence of the PCSC in the PAA the proposed
AEC will not impact the resource. Staff also consulted several other technical areas, i.e.,
air quality, biology, noise and vibration, and visual resources, to determine if visitors to
the PCSC could be subjected to significant impacts from the proposed AEC. Staff
concludes that there would not be an impact to visitors to the PCSC from the proposed
AEC. However, if any buried archaeological resources are encountered during
construction of the proposed AEC, these resources should be evaluated as potential
contributing elements to the PCSC, and potential ethnographic/tribal cultural resource
that could be valuable to the Gabrielino Tongva.

Identification and Assessment of Direct Impacts on Built-Environment Resources
and Proposed Mitigation

Staff concludes that both the San Gabriel River Channel and Los Cerritos Channel are
eligible for listing on the CRHR under criteria 1 and 3 and qualify as historical resources
under CEQA. Therefore, under the Public Resources Code, section 21084.1, an
assessment of whether or not the proposed project will result in a substantial adverse
change in the significance of these two historical resources must be made.

San Gabriel River Channel

Staff has not identified any direct impacts to the San Gabriel River Channel or levees as
resulting from the proposed project. The existing AGS outfall gates that expel cooling
water into the San Gabriel River Channel would remain intact and would not be
removed or altered. Storm water at the AGS would continue to be discharged to the San
Gabriel River via the existing storm water outfalls (AES 2015b:3). As such, the
proposed project has no potential to alter, destroy, or damage any historical features of
the San Gabriel River Channel or otherwise negatively affect the historical integrity of
this portion of the San Gabriel River Channel in a way that would diminish its historical
significance.

'® The SAFC contains a mitigation measure entitled, “Monitoring,” but the discussion therein argues
that archaeological monitoring is unnecessary rather than describing appropriate archaeological
monitoring methods (see AES 2015a:5.3-30-5.3-31).
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The significance of the San Gabriel River Channel is based on its importance to the
residential, commercial, and industrial growth and development of the region, as well as
for its high artistic values in regard to the engineering design and planning of the larger
Los Angeles Basin flood control system. The AGS is merely one of many examples of
industrial use along this channelized waterway. Thus, decommissioning and potential
future removal of the AGS itself also would not result in a substantial adverse change in
the significance of the San Gabriel River Channel, as the Channel was not created
solely for the use of the AGS; rather, the AGS was built at this location to take
advantage of the potential for drawing water from nearby Los Cerritos Channel for
cooling purposes and discharging it into the adjacent San Gabriel River.

Los Cerritos Channel

Staff has not identified any direct impacts to the Los Cerritos Channel that would result
from implementation of the proposed project. The existing AGS intake channels that
draw cooling water from the Los Cerritos Channel would remain intact and would not be
removed or altered. As such, the proposed project has no potential to alter, destroy, or
damage any historical features of the Los Cerritos Channel or otherwise negatively
affect the historical integrity of this portion of the Los Cerritos Channel in a way that
would diminish its historical significance.

The significance of the Los Cerritos Channel is based on its importance to the
residential, commercial, and industrial growth and development of the region, as well as
for its high artistic values with regard to the engineering design and planning of the
larger Los Angeles Basin flood control system. The decommissioning and potential
future removal of the AGS would not result in a substantial adverse change in the
significance of the Los Cerritos Channel, as the Channel was not created for the use of
the AGS; rather, the AGS was built at this location to take advantage of the potential for
drawing water from Los Cerritos Channel for cooling purposes and discharging it into
the adjacent San Gabriel River.

Indirect Impacts

A segment of the offsite process/sanitary wastewater pipeline will be hung along Bridge
2750 over Los Cerritos Channel along Loynes Drive as part of this project. While the
bridge is not a historical resource, it crosses over Los Cerritos Channel, which is a
historical resource. The pipeline, however, would be hung inconspicuously along the
outside edge of the bridge and would have no potential for any indirect visual effect on
the integrity or significance of the Los Cerritos Channel. Staff concludes that mitigation
for indirect impacts is not necessary for the proposed project.

Operation Impacts and Mitigation

During operation of the proposed AEC, if a leak should develop in buried pipelines
within the project site, repair of the buried utility could damage previously unidentified,
subsurface archaeological resources in areas unaffected by the original excavation. The
measures proposed above and below for the mitigation of impacts to previously
unknown archaeological resources found during construction would also mitigate
impacts that occur during operation-phase repairs.
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Staff has not identified any potential operational impacts to any CRHR-eligible historical
built-environment resources qualifying as historical resources under CEQA. Both the
San Gabriel River Channel and the Los Cerritos Channel are located outside of the
boundaries of the proposed AES, and therefore, future operations within the facility are
unlikely to cause any impacts to the significance of these two resources. However, any
future operation or maintenance activities of AEC that will result in alteration,
modification, or destruction of any part of these two flood control structures will require a
project impacts assessment.

Environmental Justice Impacts

Staff has considered environmental justice (EJ) populations in its analysis of the
proposed project. Staff has not identified significant adverse direct, indirect, or
cumulative cultural resources impacts that would affect EJ populations including Native
Americans.

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation

A project may result in a significant adverse cumulative impact where its effects are
cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental
effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects
of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15130). Cumulative impacts to cultural resources in
the project vicinity could occur if any other existing or proposed projects, in conjunction
with the proposed AEC, had or would have impacts on cultural resources that,
considered together, would be significant. The previous ground disturbance from prior
projects and the ground disturbance related to construction of the proposed AEC and
other proposed projects in the vicinity could have a cumulatively considerable effect on
subsurface archaeological deposits, both prehistoric and historic. The alteration of the
setting which could be caused by the construction and operation of the proposed AEC
and other proposed projects in the vicinity could be cumulatively considerable, but may
or may not be a significant impact to cultural resources.

Cumulative Archaeological and Ethnographic Impacts and Mitigation

For the purposes of this cumulative impacts analysis, staff has determined that the
cumulative area of analysis for archaeological resources comprises a 6-mile-diameter
semicircle from the project site and its off-site linear (Executive Summary Figure 1).
The cumulative projects area of analysis encompasses the project site and geographic
qualities that were likely of concern to the prehistoric inhabitants of the project vicinity.
Archaeological research indicates that prehistoric settlement patterns changed over
time and suggests that the project vicinity hosted one or more gathering camps and at
least one major village, from which people moved up to 5-6 miles to obtain nearby
resources and return home (Hudson 1971:60-61, Map 2). Doubtlessly, California
Indians forayed much further in all directions for resource procurement, socializing, and
trading, but day-to-day activities of a settlement would have occurred nearby, over more
limited distances. A 6-mile radius from the project site therefore appears to form a
geographic unit that was probably meaningful to the prehistoric human inhabitants of
the project vicinity, and a useful basis for assessing cumulative impacts on
archaeological resources. In selecting projects that could contribute to cumulative
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impacts, staff identified those projects in the 6-mile radius that would result in ground
disturbance because excavation is the primary vehicle for archaeological resource
impacts for the proposed project. Staff presents its list of cumulative projects for
archaeological resources in Cultural Resources Appendix CR-1, Table 5. Cumulative
projects were identified by consulting planning staff and websites for the municipalities
in the 6-mile radius: the cities of Anaheim, Artesia, Buena Park, Cypress, Garden
Grove, Hawaiian Gardens, Huntington Beach, Lakewood, Long Beach, Los Alamitos,
Seal Beach, Stanton, and Westminster; the community of Rossmoor; ports of Long
Beach and Los Angeles; Long Beach Unified School District; California Department of
Transportation; and counties of Los Angeles and Orange. In some cases, copies of
environmental review documents were not available online for staff’'s perusal; such
projects are listed as yielding “No information” in the Resources Affected/Level of
Significance column of Cultural Resources Appendix CR-1, Table 6.

Staff identified a total of 76 cumulative projects in the 6-mile buffer. Staff was unable to
locate environmental impact reviews for 14 of the projects summarized in Cultural
Resources Appendix CR-1, Table 6. These are summarized by type of finding below.

e Seventeen cumulative projects reportedly would result in no impacts on
archaeological resources.

e Eleven cumulative projects report less-than-significant impacts on archaeological
resources because none were identified in their respective impact areas.

e Two cumulative projects report less-than-significant impacts on archaeological
resources because some unknown potential exists to encounter archaeological
resources during construction of the proposed projects.

e The Riverwalk Residential Development Project reportedly would have a
potentially significant impact on as-yet-unidentified archaeological resources.

e Twenty-eight cumulative projects would result in less-than-significant impacts on
archaeological resources with the implementation of mitigation measures; three
of these project areas contain known archaeological resources.

e The Parkside Estates project in Huntington Beach would result in significant
impacts on archaeological resources.

e Six archaeological sites are recorded in the Los Cerritos Wetlands Conceptual
Restoration Plan and Mitigation Bank, but that project is categorically exempt
from CEQA.

e The Beach Boulevard/Edinger Corridors Specific Plan environmental assessment
concludes that the proposed project would likely affect as-yet-unidentified
archaeological resources, and that such effects would be significant and
unavoidable. (Cultural Resources Appendix CR-1, Table 6.)

Although staff concludes that the proposed AEC could result in significant impacts on
as-yet-unidentified archaeological resources that qualify as either historical or unique
archaeological resources (as defined under CEQA), staff-proposed Conditions CUL-1
through CUL-8 would reduce project-specific impacts to a less-than-significant level.
Therefore, the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts on archeological
resources would be less than cumulatively considerable.
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Cumulative Built Environment Impacts and Mitigation

Considered in conjunction with the potential removal and reconstruction of nearby
steam-generating plants also dating to the historic-period (El Segundo Steam Station,
Redondo Beach Generating Station and Huntington Beach Generating Station), the
decommissioning and future removal of the AGS would add to the loss of information
relative to the development of electric steam power generation in the twentieth century
in California. These post-war power plants have been recorded, their operations and
expansion activities documented and evaluated, and through the associated licensing
and/or permitting processes, that historical information has been made available to the
public. Due to the existence of this recorded historical information, the likelihood of there
being a cumulative impact from the AEC is negligible.

There is no overall potential for cumulative impacts to the San Gabriel River Channel
and the Los Cerritos Channel, the only two CRHR-eligible historical built-environment
resources in the PAA that qualify as historical resources under CEQA. Both Channels
are located outside of the boundaries of the proposed AES, and staff has not identified
any potential for cumulative impacts that would affect the significance of these two
resources.

RESPONSE TO PSA COMMENTS

Staff received nine public comments on the cultural resources analysis contained in the
preliminary staff assessment (PSA) for the proposed AEC. Comments are summarized
and responded to immediately below.

Applicant Comment: Page 4.4-23, EJ/Socioeconomic Methods — The applicable
standard should be clarified to read, “In accordance with federal and state law,
regulations, policies, and guidance, staff considered the proposed project’s potential to
cause disproportionate significant adverse impacts to environmental justice (EJ)
populations” (AES 2016:15).

Staff Response: Staff agrees with the applicant’s addition to the EJ standard
above.

Applicant Comment: Page 4.4-61, 1st full paragraph — The following sentence should
be clarified as follows: “Although staff concludes that the proposed AEC could result in
significant impacts on unidentified archaeological resources that qualify as either
historical or unique archaeological...” (AES 2016:15).

Staff Response: Staff agrees with this proposed change.

Applicant Comment: Page 4.4-64, Condition CUL-1 — The applicant finds the scope
of the potential activities requiring a Cultural Resource Specialist (CRS) and Cultural
Resource Monitor (CRM) in the verification unclear and broad. The Applicant
recommends deleting the following text under the “Duties of Cultural Resources
Specialist”: “The conditions described in this subsection of the PSA shall continue to
apply during operation of the proposed power plant.” (AES 2016:15.)
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Staff Response: Staff is agreeable to the applicant’s proposed deletion of this
sentence.

Applicant Comment: Page 4.4-64, Condition CUL-1 — The Applicant also requests

clarification of the activities that are denoted with “  * in the verification (AES 2016:15).

Staff Response: In an effort to clarify the scope and timing of Condition CUL-1, staff
revised Verification 1 to read, “The project owner shall submit the specified information

at least 75 days prior to the start of ground disturbance associated with site
mobilization and construction (as defined in the Compliance Conditions section).”

Applicant Comment: Page 4.4-64, Condition CUL-1 — The applicant requests that
staff add to condition CUL-1 a provision guaranteeing automatic approval of a

prospective CRS that has served as a CRS on Energy Commission projects within the
last 5 years, except under limited circumstances (AES 2016:16).

Staff Response: CRSs perform an important function with regard to implementing
mitigation for cultural resources. No two projects present identical cultural resources
impact potential, even projects in close proximity. Therefore, it is imperative that
CRSs be approved with the specific project they will be working on in mind. Past
approval of a CRS on one project does not automatically qualify the same CRS for
another project that may require different regional knowledge or expertise.
Additionally, the qualifications of a CRS may change over time as missing
information comes to light or inaccurate information is corrected, whereby a CRS
approved several years previously may not be considered qualified subsequently. A
conflict of interest may exist preventing a CRS to be approved for this specific
project. Lastly, as with any profession, there is the possibility that a CRS that was
previously found adequate subsequently engages in compromising job-related
conduct that disqualifies them from being considered an adequate candidate for
overseeing implementation of project mitigation. In this context such conduct could
include divulging confidential information about cultural resources, or conviction of
looting, gross negligence, or dereliction of duty. While staff would hope that such
instances would be rare, nevertheless, it remains a possibility. Therefore, a blanket
approval process, based solely on prior acceptance within the last 5 years, is not
appropriate for the AEC.

Typically the CPM approves the CRS in a relatively quick manner which eliminates
any benefit of the Applicant’s proposed automatic approval process.

Applicant Comment: Page 4.4-66, Condition CUL-2 — Given the broad project area of
analysis, the Applicant recommends limiting the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP)/CRHR-eligible cultural resources to those located in the power plant site, linear
facilities, access roads, and laydown areas (AES 2016:16).

Staff Response: Staff appreciates the applicant’s intent behind this comment and
suggests a compromise based on the compact archaeological project area of
analysis: “Maps shall include any cultural resources, including any historic built
environment resources, identified in the Final Staff Assessment’s archaeological
project area of analysis.”
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The archaeological project area of analysis encompasses the power plant site, linear
facilities, access roads, and laydown areas, plus 50—-200-foot buffers around these
project elements (see Cultural Resources Figure 1). In this way, staff is assured
that the CRS is cognizant of cultural resources within and adjacent to the proposed
project while not requiring the mapping of resources distant from construction
activities.

Applicant Comment: Page 4.4-70, Condition CUL-4 — The Applicant is concerned
about the potential burden of having to prepare a Cultural Resources Report (CRR) for
a short-term suspension of ground disturbance and/or construction activities, and
suggests that CUL-4 only require preparation of a CRR upon suspension of all
construction activities for more than 30 days or completion of all proposed ground
disturbance (AES 2016:16).

Staff Response: Staff agrees to the applicant’s proposed changes to CUL-4.

Applicant Comment: Page 4.4-72, Condition CUL-6 — The Applicant proposes that
the Condition CUL-6 language approved by the Commission in the Final Decision for
the Huntington Beach Energy Project (HBEP) be adopted instead, as summarized
below (AES 2016:16-19).

Staff Response: Staff respectfully rejects the applicant’s proposed CUL-6. The
applicant’s proposed CUL-6 does not follow logically from the PSA or FSA, as
demonstrated earlier in this assessment in “Buried Archaeological Resources in the
Archaeological PAA”. A version of CUL-6 that does not include archaeological and
tribal monitoring prior to discovery of cultural resources would fail to account for
public and tribal concerns about the likelihood and importance of such inadvertent
discoveries (see “Public Comment” below and “Native American Consultation”
earlier in this FSA). Staff also notes that the HBEP is an inappropriate analog to the
proposed AEC; the conditions of certification in one project have little bearing on
those applicable to the other, as they depend entirely upon the project site-specific
characteristics of the respective projects.

Public Comment: Atthe PSA workshop held on August 9, 2016, Ms. Anne Cantrell
informed the workshop participants that she is aware that Tongva (Gabrielino) burials
have been found near the proposed AEC and that sacred sites are located at California
State University, Long Beach. Ms. Cantrell emphasized the need to have adequately
gualified personnel overseeing excavations in the event that Tongva sites or burials are
encountered during construction of the AEC.

Staff Response: At the PSA workshop, staff affirmed that it was aware of and
analyzed the AEC'’s potential to affect resources of concern to the Gabrielino Indians
and the public. Staff summarized its efforts and those of the applicant to assess
potential impacts on cultural resources. Finally, staff suggested that Ms. Cantrell
consult the cultural resources sections of the SAFC, PSA, and this FSA for
additional information.
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COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND
STANDARDS

If the conditions of certification proposed by staff below are properly implemented, the
proposed AEC would result in less-than-significant impacts on any archaeological
resources identified during construction. The proposed project would therefore be in
compliance with the applicable state laws, ordinances, and standards (LORS) listed in
Cultural Resources Table 1. Staff’'s conclusions of LORS compliance are detailed in
Cultural Resources Table 7. To summarize applicable LORS, state laws stipulate
specific courses of action and notifications in the event that human remains and grave-
or cairn-associated artifacts are found during construction (see Cultural Resources
Table 7; Pub. Resources Code, §§5097.98[b] and [e], 5097.99; Health and Safety
Code, §7050.5). Staff's proposed conditions CUL-3 and CUL-5 would ensure
compliance with these laws through the preparation of a Cultural Resources Mitigation
and Monitoring Plan (CRMMP) and implementation of a Workers’ Environmental
Awareness Program (WEAP).

Cultural Resources Table 7
Compliance with Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards

Applicable Description Condition of Certification Demonstrating
LORS Compliance
State
Pub. Requires a landowner on whose property | CUL-3 requires the preparation of a
Resources Native American human remains are CRMMP, which would describe the
Code, §§ found to limit further development activity | response and notification procedures
5097.98 (b in the vicinity until s/he confers with the described in these sections of the Public
and e) NAHC-identified MLDs to consider Resources Code. CUL-5, the WEAP, would
treatment options. In the absence of inform construction staff of the legal
MLDs or of a treatment acceptable to all response to discovery of Native American
parties, the landowner is required to human remains and artifacts.
reinter the remains elsewhere on the
property in a location not subject to
further disturbance.
Pub. Section 5097.99 prohibits the acquisition, | CUL-3 requires the preparation of a
Resources possession, sale, or dissection with CRMMP, which would contain provisions for
Code, § malice or wantonness of Native American | the disposition of Native American remains
5097.99 remains or artifacts taken from a Native or artifacts. CUL-5, the WEAP, would inform
American grave or cairn. construction staff of the legal response to
Native American human remains and
artifacts.
Health and This code makes it a misdemeanor to CUL-3 requires the preparation of a
Safety Code, | disturb or remove human remains found CRMMP, which would describe the
§ 7050.5 outside a cemetery. It also requires a response and notification procedures

project owner to halt construction if
human remains are discovered and to
contact the county coroner.

described in this section of the Health and
Safety Code. Construction staff would be
instructed in these matters during the WEAP
required by CUL-5.

Abbreviations: CRMMP = cultural resources mitigation and monitoring plan; MLD = most likely descendant; NAHC = Native
American Heritage Commission; Pub. Resources Code = Public Resources Code; WEAP = workers’ environmental awareness

program
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff finds that the proposed AEC could result in damage to as-yet-unidentified
archaeological resources that qualify as historical or unique archaeological resources
under CEQA, which is a significant impact under that act. However, staff finds that
implementation of Conditions CUL-1 through CUL-8 would reduce these impacts to a
less-than-significant level.

CUL-1 through CUL-2 are administrative conditions that set out who will implement the
balance of the conditions, what the qualifications and roles of those people will be, and
the information that the project owner will supply them to help them fulfill those roles.
CUL-3 requires the project owner to provide a CRMMP to guide construction monitoring
and the evaluation and treatment of inadvertently discovered archaeological resources
or human remains, in light of what is known about regional prehistoric, ethnography,
and history. CUL-5 provides for training of project owner staff and the construction
management/implementation team regarding basic cultural resource identification and
compliance with these proposed conditions and the provisions of the CRMMP. CUL-6
defines the scope of monitoring by qualified archaeologists and Native Americans,
required to implement the CRMMP and other proposed Conditions. CUL-7 defines the
protocols, responsibilities, and timeframes involved in responding to inadvertent
archaeological or human remains discoveries. CUL-8 describes the manner in which
the project owner is to conduct cultural resources inventory and analysis in the event
that procurement of construction materials must occur at off-site, non-commercial
properties. CUL-4 requires that the project owner prepare a final report of all cultural
resources activities undertaken during construction of the proposed AEC and the
Energy Commission’s responsibility as lead agency to review this document to verify
accuracy and complete implementation of the cultural resources mitigation and
monitoring program.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

CUL-1 APPOINTMENT AND QUALIFICATIONS OF CULTURAL RESOURCES
SPECIALIST (CRS)

A. CULTURAL RESOURCE SPECIALIST
1. Appointment and Qualifications

The project owner shall assign a Cultural Resources Specialist
(CRS) to the project. The project owner may elect to assign one or
more alternate CRSs as well. The project owner shall submit the
resumes of the proposed CRS and Alternative CRS(s), with at least
three references and contact information, to the Energy
Commission Compliance Project Manager (CPM) for review and
approval.
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The CRS and Alternate CRS(s) shall have training and background
that conform to the U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s Professional
Qualifications Standards, as published in Title 36, Code of Federal
Regulations, part 61. In addition, the CRS and Alternate CRS(s)
shall have the following qualifications:

1. A background in anthropology, archaeology, history,
architectural history, or a related field;

2. Atleast 10 years of archaeological or historical experience
(as appropriate for the project site), with resources mitigation
and fieldwork;

3. At least one year of field experience in California; and

4. At least three years of experience in a decision-making
capacity on cultural resources projects in California and the
appropriate training and experience to knowledgably make
recommendations regarding the significance of cultural
resources.

The project owner may replace the CRS by submitting the required
resume, references and contact information of the proposed
replacement CRS to the CPM.

2. Duties of Cultural Resources Specialist

The CRS shall manage all cultural resource monitoring, mitigation,
curation, and reporting activities, and any pre-construction cultural
resource activities, unless management of these is otherwise
provided for in accordance with the cultural resource conditions of
certification (conditions). The CRS shall serve as the primary point
of contact on all cultural resource matters for the Energy
Commission. The CRS may elect to obtain the services of Cultural
Resource Monitors (CRMs), Native American Monitors (NAMs),
and other technical specialists, if needed, to assist in monitoring,
mitigation, and curation activities. The project owner shall ensure
that the CRS makes recommendations regarding the eligibility for
listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) of
any cultural resources that are newly discovered or that may be
affected in an unanticipated manner.

After all ground disturbances are completed and the CRS has
fulfilled all responsibilities specified in these cultural resources
conditions, the project owner may discharge the CRS, after
receiving approval from the CPM.
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B. CULTURAL RESOURCES MONITORS
1. Appointment and Qualifications

The CRS may assign Cultural Resources Monitors (CRMs). CRMs
shall have the following qualifications:

1. B.S. or B.A. degree in anthropology, archaeology, historical
archaeology, or a related field; and one year of
archaeological field experience in California; or

2. A.S. or A.A. degree in anthropology, archaeology, historical
archaeology, or a related field, and four years of
archaeological field experience in California; or

3. Enrollment in upper division classes pursuing a degree in the
fields of anthropology, archaeology, historical archaeology,
or a related field, and two years of archaeological field
experience in California.

C. NATIVE AMERICAN MONITORS
1. Appointment and Qualifications:

Preference in selecting NAMs shall be given to Native Americans
with:

1. traditional ties to the area to be monitored, and

2. the highest qualifications as described by the Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) document entitled:
Guidelines for Monitors/Consultants of Native American
Cultural, Religious, and Burial Sites (2005).

D. CULTURAL RESOURCES TECHNICAL SPECIALISTS

The resume(s) of any additional technical specialist(s), e.g.,
geoarchaeologist, historical archaeologist, historian, architectural
historian, and/or physical anthropologist, shall be submitted to the
CPM for approval. The resume of each proposed specialist shall
demonstrate that their training and background meet the U.S.
Secretary of Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards for their
specialty (if appropriate), as published in Title 36, Code of Federal
Regulations, part 61, and show the completion of appropriate
graduate-level coursework. The resumes of specialists shall include
the names and telephone numbers of contacts familiar with the work of
these persons on projects referenced in the resumes and demonstrate
to the satisfaction of the CPM that these persons have the appropriate
training and experience to undertake the required research. The
project owner may name and hire any specialist prior to certification.
All specialists are under the supervision of the CRS.
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Verification:

1.

CUL-2

The project owner shall submit the prospective CRS’s and any Alternate CRS’s
qualifications at least 75 days prior to the start of ground disturbance associated
with site mobilization and construction (as defined in the Compliance Conditions
section).

The project owner may replace a CRS by submitting the required resume,
references and contact information to the CPM at least 10 working days prior to
the termination or release of the then-current CRS. 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 CRS is proposed to the CPM for
consideration.

At least 20 days prior to Cultural Resources Ground Disturbances, the CRS shall
provide proof of qualifications for any anticipated CRMs and additional specialists
for the project to the CPM.

If efforts to obtain the services of a qualified NAM are unsuccessful, the project
owner shall inform the CPM of this situation in writing at least 30 days prior to the
beginning of post-certification cultural resources field work or construction-related
ground disturbance.

At least 5 days prior to additional CRMs or NAMs beginning on-site duties during
the project, the CRS shall review the qualifications of the proposed CRMs or
NAMs and send approval letters to the CPM, identifying the monitors and
attesting to their qualifications.

At least 10 days prior to any technical specialists beginning tasks, the resume(s)
of the specialists shall be provided to the CPM for review and approval.

At least 10 days prior to the start of construction-related ground disturbance, the
project owner shall confirm in writing to the CPM that the approved CRS will be
available for onsite work and is prepared to implement the cultural resources
conditions.

No Cultural Resources Ground Disturbances shall occur prior to CPM approval of
the CRS and alternates, unless such activities are specifically approved by the
CPM.

INFORMATION TO BE PROVIDED TO CRS

Prior to the start of ground disturbance, the project owner shall provide the
CRS with copies of the AFC, data responses, confidential cultural resources
reports, all supplements, the Energy Commission cultural resources Final
Staff Assessment (FSA), and the cultural resources Conditions from the Final
Decision for the project, if the CRS does not already possess copies of these
materials. The project owner shall also provide the CRS and the CPM with
maps and drawings showing the footprints of the power plant, all linear facility
routes, all access roads, and all laydown areas. Maps shall include the
appropriate USGS quadrangles and a map at an appropriate scale (e.g.,
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1:24,000 and 1 inch = 200 feet, respectively) for plotting cultural features or
materials. If the CRS requests enlargements or strip maps for linear facility
routes, the project owner shall provide copies to the CRS and CPM. The CPM
shall review map submittals and, in consultation with the CRS, approve those
that are appropriate for use in cultural resources planning activities. No
ground disturbance shall occur prior to CPM approval of maps and drawings,
unless such activities are specifically approved by the CPM.

Maps shall include any cultural resources, including any historic built
environment resources, identified in the FSA’s archaeological project area of
analysis.

If construction of the project would proceed in phases, maps and drawings
not previously provided shall be provided to the CRS and CPM prior to the
start of each phase. Written notice identifying the proposed schedule of each
project phase shall be provided to the CRS and CPM.

Weekly, until ground disturbance is completed, the project construction
manager shall provide to the CRS and CPM a schedule of project activities
for the following week, including the identification of area(s) where ground
disturbance will occur during that week.

The project owner shall notify the CRS and CPM of any changes to the
scheduling of the construction phases.

The project owner shall provide the documents described in the first
paragraph of this condition to new CRSs in the event that the approved CRS
is terminated or resigns.

Verification:

1.

2.

3.

At least 40 days prior to the start of ground disturbance, the project owner shall
provide the CPM notice that the AFC, data responses, confidential cultural
resources documents, all supplements, FSA, and Final Commission Decision
have been provided to the CRS, if needed, and the subject maps and drawings
to the CRS and CPM. The CPM will review submittals in consultation with the
CRS and approve maps and drawings suitable for cultural resources planning
activities.

At least 15 days prior to the start of ground disturbance, if there are changes to
any project-related footprint, the project owner shall provide revised maps and
drawings for the changes to the CRS and CPM.

At least 15 days prior to the start of each phase of a phased project, the project
owner shall submit the appropriate maps and drawings, if not previously
provided, to the CRS and CPM.

Weekly, during ground disturbance, a schedule of the next week’s anticipated
project activity shall be provided to the CRS and CPM by letter, e-mail, or fax.

September 2016 4.3-67 CULTURAL RESOURCES



5. Within 5 days of changing the scheduling of phases of a phased project, the
project owner shall provide written notice of the changes to the CRS and CPM.

6. If anew CRS is approved by the CPM as provided for in CUL-1, the project
owner shall provide the CPM notice that the AFC, data responses, confidential
cultural resources documents, all supplements, FSA, Final Commission Decision,
and maps and drawings have been provided to the new CRS within 10 days of
such approval.

CUL-3 CULTURAL RESOURCES MITIGATION AND MONITORING PLAN
(CRMMP)

Prior to the start of ground disturbance, the project owner shall submit the
CRMMP, as prepared by or under the direction of the CRS, to the CPM for
review and approval. The CRMMP shall follow the content and organization of
the draft model CRMMP, provided by the CPM, and the authors’ name(s)
shall appear on the title page of the CRMMP. The CRMMP shall identify
measures to minimize potential impacts to sensitive cultural resources.
Implementation of the CRMMP shall be the responsibility of the CRS and the
project owner. Copies of the CRMMP shall reside with the CRS, alternate
CRS, each CRM, and the project owner’s on-site construction manager. No
ground disturbance shall occur prior to CPM approval of the CRMMP, unless
such activities are specifically approved by the CPM. Portions of the CRMMP
that describe or map the location(s) of cultural resources shall be designated
as confidential.

The CRMMP shall include the following elements and measures.

1. The following statement included in the Introduction: “Any discussion,
summary, or paraphrasing of the Conditions of Certification in this
CRMMP is intended as general guidance and as an aid to the user in
understanding the Conditions and their implementation. The
conditions, as written in the Commission Decision, shall supersede any
summarization, description, or interpretation of the conditions in the
CRMMP. The Cultural Resources Conditions of Certification from the
Commission Decision are contained in Appendix A.”

2. A proposed general research design that includes a discussion of
archaeological research questions and testable hypotheses specifically
applicable to the project area, and a discussion of artifact collection,
retention/disposal, and curation policies as related to the research
questions formulated in the research design. The research design will
specify that the preferred treatment strategy for any buried
archaeological deposits is avoidance. A specific mitigation plan shall
be prepared for any unavoidable impacts to any CRHR-eligible (as
determined by the CPM) resources. A prescriptive treatment plan may
be included in the CRMMP for limited data types.
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3. Specification of the implementation sequence and the estimated time
frames needed to accomplish all project-related tasks during the
ground-disturbance and post-ground—disturbance analysis phases of
the project.

4. Identification of the person(s) expected to perform each of the tasks,
their responsibilities, and the reporting relationships between project
construction management and the mitigation and monitoring team.

5. A description of the manner in which Native American observers or
monitors will be included, the procedures to be used to select them,
and their role and responsibilities.

6. A description of all impact-avoidance measures (such as flagging or
fencing) to prohibit or otherwise restrict access to sensitive resource
areas that are to be avoided during ground disturbance, construction,
and/or operation, and identification of areas where these measures are
to be implemented. The description shall address how these measures
would be implemented prior to the start of ground disturbance and how
long they would be needed to protect the resources from project-
related effects.

7. A statement that all encountered cultural resources over 50 years old
shall be recorded on Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523
forms and mapped and photographed. In addition, all archaeological
materials retained as a result of the archaeological investigations
(survey, testing, data recovery) shall be curated in accordance with the
California State Historical Resources Commission’s (SHRC'’s)
Guidelines for the Curation of Archaeological Collections (1993, or
future updated guidelines from the SHRC), into a retrievable storage
collection in a public repository or museum.

8. A statement that the project owner will pay all curation fees for artifacts
recovered and for related documentation produced during cultural
resources investigations conducted for the project. The project owner
shall identify three possible curation facilities that could accept cultural
resources materials resulting from project activities.

9. A statement demonstrating when and how the project owner will
comply with Health and Human Safety Code 7050.5(b) and Public
Resources Code 5097.98(b) and (e), including the statement that the
project owner will notify the CPM and the NAHC of the discovery of
human remains.

10. A statement that the CRS has access to equipment and supplies
necessary for site mapping, photography, and recovery of any cultural
resource materials that are encountered during ground disturbance
and cannot be treated prescriptively.
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11. A description of the contents, format, and review and approval process
of the final Cultural Resource Report (CRR), which shall be prepared
according to Archaeological Resource Management Report (ARMR)
guidelines.

Verification:

1.

CuL-4

Upon approval of the CRS proposed by the project owner, the CPM will provide
to the project owner an electronic copy of the draft model CRMMP for the CRS.

At least 30 days prior to the start of ground disturbance, the project owner shall
submit the CRMMP to the CPM for review and approval.

At least 30 days prior to the start of ground disturbance, in a letter to the CPM,
the project owner shall agree to pay curation fees for any materials generated or
collected as a result of the archaeological investigations (survey, testing, data
recovery).

Within 90 days after completion of ground disturbance (including landscaping), if
cultural materials requiring curation were generated or collected, the project
owner shall provide to the CPM a copy of an agreement with, or other written
commitment from, a curation facility that meets the standards stated in the
SHRC’s Guidelines for the Curation of Archaeological Collections (1993, or future
updated guidelines from SHRC), to accept the cultural materials from this project.
Any agreements concerning curation will be retained and available for audit for
the life of the project.

FINAL CULTURAL RESOURCES REPORT (CRR)

The project owner shall submit the final CRR to the CPM for approval. The
final CRR shall be written by or under the direction of the CRS and shall be
provided in the ARMR format. The final CRR shall report on all field activities
including dates, times and locations, results, samplings, and analyses. All
survey reports, DPR 523 forms, data recovery reports, and any additional
research reports not previously submitted to the CHRIS shall be included as
appendices to the final CRR.

If the project owner requests a suspension of all construction activities for
more than 30 days, then a draft CRR that covers all cultural resources
activities associated with the project shall be prepared by the CRS and
submitted to the CPM for review and approval on the same day as the
suspension/extension request. The draft CRR shall be retained at the project
site in a secure facility until construction resumes or the project is withdrawn.
If the project is withdrawn, then a final CRR shall be submitted to the CPM for
review and approval at the same time as the withdrawal request.

Verification:

1.

Within 30 days after requesting a suspension of construction activities, the
project owner shall submit a draft CRR to the CPM for review and approval.
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2. Within 90 days after completion of ground disturbance (including landscaping),
the project owner shall submit the final CRR to the CPM for review and approval.
If any reports have previously been sent to the CHRIS, then receipt letters from
the CHRIS or other verification of receipt shall be included in an appendix.

3. Within 10 days after CPM approval of the CRR, the project owner shall provide
documentation to the CPM confirming that copies of the final CRR have been
provided to the CHRIS, the curating institution, if archaeological materials were
collected, and to the tribal chairpersons of any Native American groups
requesting copies of project-related reports.

CUL-5 CULTURAL RESOURCES WORKER ENVIRONMENTAL AWARENESS
PROGRAM (WEAP)

Prior to and for the duration of ground disturbance, the project owner shall
provide Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) training to all
new workers within their first week of employment at the project site, along
the linear facilities routes, and at laydown areas, roads, and other ancillary
areas. The cultural resources part of this training shall be prepared by the
CRS, may be conducted by any member of the archaeological team, and may
be presented in the form of a video. The CRS is encouraged to include a
Native American presenter in the training to contribute the Native American
perspective on archaeological and ethnographic resources. During the
training and during construction, the CRS shall be available (by telephone or
in person) to answer questions posed by employees. The training may be
discontinued when ground disturbance is completed or suspended, but must
be resumed when ground disturbance, such as landscaping, resumes.

The training shall include:

1.
2.

September 2016

A discussion of applicable laws and penalties under law;

Samples or visuals of artifacts that might be found in the project
vicinity;

A discussion of what such artifacts may look like when partially buried,
or wholly buried and then freshly exposed;

A discussion of what prehistoric and historical archaeological deposits
look like at the surface and when exposed during construction, and the
range of variation in the appearance of such deposits;

Instruction that the CRS, Alternate CRS, and CRMs have the authority
to halt ground disturbance in the area of a discovery to an extent

sufficient to ensure that the resource is protected from further impacts,
as determined by the CRS;
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6. Instruction that employees, if the CRS, Alternate CRS, or CRMs are
not present, are to halt work on their own in the vicinity of a potential
cultural resources discovery, and shall contact their supervisor and the
CRS or CRM, and that redirection of work would be determined by the
construction supervisor and the CRS;

7. An informational brochure that identifies reporting procedures in the
event of a discovery;

8. An acknowledgement form signed by each worker indicating that they
have received the training; and

9. A sticker that shall be placed on hard hats indicating that
environmental training has been completed.

No ground disturbance shall occur prior to implementation of the WEAP
program, unless such activities are specifically approved by the CPM.
Verification:

1. Atleast 30 days prior to the beginning of ground disturbance, the CRS shall
provide the cultural resources WEAP training program draft text and/or training
video, including Native American participation, and graphics and the
informational brochure to the CPM for review and approval.

2. Atleast 15 days prior to the beginning of ground disturbance, the CPM will
provide to the project owner a WEAP Training Acknowledgement form for each
WEAP-trained worker to sign.

3. Monthly, until ground disturbance is completed, the project owner shall provide in
the Monthly Compliance Report (MCR) the WEAP Training Acknowledgement
forms of workers who have completed the training in the prior month and a
running total of all persons who have completed training to date.
CUL-6 UNDISCOVERED CULTURAL RESOURCES

The project owner shall ensure that a CRS, alternate CRS, or CRMs shall be
on site for any ground disturbance that extends into sediments or soils below
the artificial fill, which varies from 6 to 9 feet in depth across the AEC project
site.

Ground disturbance that occurs in the following areas shall be subject to this
condition.

= Combustion turbine generator/heat recovery steam generator
foundation slabs (Blocks 1, 3, and 4).

= Generator step-up transformer foundation pads (Blocks 1, 3, and 4).
= Overhead transmission line pole foundations.

= Steam turbine generator foundations.

= Fuel gas compressor/conditioning structure.
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= Fire water piping and hydrants surrounding Power Block 4.
= Relocated gas metering station.
» Process/sanitary wastewater pipeline.

Prior to the start of ground disturbance, the project owner shall notify the CPM
and all interested Native Americans of the date on which ground disturbance
will ensue. The project owner is not required to monitor construction of other
project components (that is, those not listed immediately above) unless the
CRS or CPM determine that observable conditions in the field warrant
monitoring. Where excavation equipment is actively removing dirt and hauling
the excavated material farther than 50 feet from the location of active
excavation, full-time archaeological monitoring shall require at least two
monitors per excavation area. In this circumstance, one monitor shall observe
the location of active excavation and a second monitor shall inspect the
dumped material. For excavation areas where the excavated material is
dumped no farther than 50 feet from the location of active excavation, one
monitor shall observe both the location of active excavation and inspect the
dumped material.

In the event that the CRS believes that the required number of monitors is not
appropriate in certain locations, a letter or e-mail detailing the justification for
changing the number of monitors shall be provided to the CPM for review and
approval prior to any change in the number of monitors.

The project owner shall obtain the services of one or more NAMs to monitor
construction-related ground disturbance in areas slated for excavation into
non-fill (native) sediments, as described in the previous bulleted list. Contact
lists of interested Native Americans and guidelines for monitoring shall be
obtained from the NAHC. Preference in selecting an NAM shall be given to
Native Americans with traditional ties to the area that shall be monitored. If
efforts to obtain the services of a qualified NAM are unsuccessful, the project
owner shall immediately inform the CPM. The CPM will either identify
potential monitors or will allow construction-related ground disturbance to
proceed without an NAM.

The research design in the CRMMP shall govern the collection, treatment,
retention/disposal, and curation of any archaeological materials encountered.
On forms provided by the CPM, CRMs shall keep a daily log of any
monitoring and other cultural resources activities and any instances of non-
compliance with the Conditions and/or applicable LORS. The daily monitoring
logs shall at a minimum include the following information.

= First and last name of the CRM and any accompanying NAM.
= Time in and out.
= Weather. Specify if weather conditions led to work stoppages.

=  Work location (project component). Provide specifics—.e.g., power
block, landscaping.

September 2016 4.3-73 CULTURAL RESOURCES



= Proximity to site location. Specify if work conducted within 1000 feet of
a known cultural resource.

=  Work type (machine).

=  Work crew (company, operator, and foreman).

= Depth of excavation.

= Description of work.

= Stratigraphy.

= Artifacts, listed with the following identifying features:

= Field artifact #: When recording artifacts in the daily monitoring logs,
the CRS shall institute a field numbering system to reduce the
likelihood of repeat artifact numbers. A typical numbering system could
include a project abbreviation, monitor’s initials, and a set of numbers
given to that monitor: e.g., AEC-MB-123.

= Description.
= Measurements.
= Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) coordinates.

=  Whether artifacts are likely to be isolates or components of larger
resources.

= Assessment of significance of any finds.
= Actions taken.
= Plan for the next work day.

= A cover sheet shall be submitted with each day’s monitoring logs, and
shall at a minimum include the following:

o Count and list of first and last names of all CRMs and of all NAMs
for that day.

0 General description (in paragraph form) of that day’s overall
monitoring efforts, including monitor names and locations.

Any reasons for halting work that day.

Count and list of all artifacts found that day: include artifact #,
location (i.e., grading in Unit X), measurements, UTMs, and very
brief description (i.e., historic can, granitic biface, quartzite flake).

o0 Whether any artifacts were found out of context (i.e., in fill, caisson
drilling, flood debris, spoils pile).

Copies of the daily monitoring logs and cover sheets shall be provided

by email from the CRS to the CPM, as follows:

= Each day’s monitoring logs and cover sheet shall be merged into one
PDF document
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The PDF title and headings, and emails shall clearly indicate the date
of the applicable monitoring logs.

PDFs for any revised or resubmitted versions shall use the word
“revised” in the title.

Daily and/or weekly maps shall be submitted along with the monitoring logs
as follows:

The CRS shall provide daily and/or weekly maps of artifacts at the
request of the CPM. A map shall also be provided if artifact locations
show complexity, high density, or other unique considerations.

Maps shall include labeled artifacts, project boundaries, previously
recorded sites and isolates, aerial imagery background, and
appropriate scales.

From the daily monitoring logs, the CRS shall compile a monthly monitoring
summary report to be included in the MCR. If there are no monitoring
activities, the summary report shall specify why monitoring has been
suspended.

September 2016

The Cultural Resources section of the MCR shall be prepared in
coordination with the CRS, and shall include a monthly summary report
of cultural resources-related monitoring. The summary shall:

List the number of CRMs and NAMs on a daily basis, as well as
provide monthly monitoring-day totals.

Give an overview of cultural resource monitoring work for that month,
and discuss any issues that arose.

Describe fulfillment of requirements of each cultural mitigation
measure.

Summarize the confidential appendix to the MCR, without disclosing
any specific confidential details.

Include the artifact concordance table (as discussed under the next
bullet point), but with removal of UTMs.

Each MCR, prepared under supervision of the CRS, shall be
accompanied by a confidential appendix that contains completed DPR
523A forms for all artifacts recorded or collected in that month. For any
artifact without a corresponding DPR form, the CRS shall specify why
the DPR form is not applicable or pending (i.e. as part of a larger site
update).

A concordance table that matches field artifact numbers with the
artifact numbers used in the DPR forms shall be included. The sortable
table shall contain each artifact’s date of collection and UTM numbers,
and note if an artifact has been deaccessioned or otherwise does not
have a corresponding DPR form. Any post-field log recordation
changes to artifact numbers shall also be noted.

DPR forms shall be submitted as one combined PDF.
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= The PDF shall organize DPR forms by site and/or artifact number.
=  The PDF shall include an index and bookmarks.

= |If artifacts from a given site location (in close proximity of each other or
an existing site) are collected month after month, and if agreed upon
with the CPM, a final updated DPR for the site may be submitted at the
completion of monitoring. The monthly concordance table shall note
that the DPR form for the included artifacts is pending.

The CRS or alternate CRS shall report daily to the CPM on the status of the
project’s cultural resources-related activities, unless reducing or ending daily
reporting is requested by the CRS and approved by the CPM.

In the event that the CRS believes that the current level of monitoring is not
appropriate in certain locations, a letter or e-mail detailing the justification for
changing the level of monitoring shall be provided to the CPM for review and
approval prior to any change in the level of monitoring.

The CRS, at his or her discretion, or at the request of the CPM, may
informally discuss cultural resources monitoring and mitigation activities with
Energy Commission technical staff.

Cultural resources monitoring activities are the responsibility of the CRS. Any
interference with monitoring activities, removal of a monitor from duties
assigned by the CRS, or direction to a monitor to relocate monitoring activities
by anyone other than the CRS shall be considered non-compliance with these
Conditions.

Upon becoming aware of any incidents of non-compliance with the Conditions
and/or applicable LORS, the CRS and/or the project owner shall notify the
CPM.

The CRS shall also recommend corrective action to resolve the problem or
achieve compliance with the Conditions. When the issue is resolved, the CRS
shall write a report describing the issue, the resolution of the issue, and the
effectiveness of the resolution measures. This report shall be provided in the
next MCR for the review of the CPM.

Verification:

1. Atleast 30 days prior to the start of ground disturbance, the CPM will notify all

2.

Native Americans with whom the Energy Commission communicated during the
project review of the date on which the project’s ground disturbance will begin.

At least 30 days prior to the start of ground disturbance, the CPM will provide to
the CRS an electronic copy of a form to be used as a daily monitoring log and
information to be included in the cover sheet for the daily monitoring logs.

While monitoring is on-going, the project owner shall submit each day’s
monitoring logs and cover sheet merged into one PDF document by email within
24 hours.
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4. The CRS and/or project owner shall notify the CPM of any incidents of non-
compliance with the conditions and/or applicable LORS by telephone or email
within 24 hours.

5. The CRS shall provide daily maps of artifacts along with the daily monitoring logs
if more than 10 artifacts are found per day, or as requested by the CPM.

6. The CRS shall provide weekly maps of artifacts if there more than 50 artifacts are
found per week, or as requested by the CPM. The map shall be submitted within
two business days after the end of each week.

7. Within 15 days of receiving from a local Native American group a request that a
NAM be employed, the project owner shall submit a copy of the request and a
copy of a response letter to the group notifying them that a NAM has been
employed and identifying the NAM.

8. While monitoring is on-going, the project owner shall submit monthly MCRs and
accompanying weekly summary reports. The project owner shall attach any new
DPR 523A forms, under confidential cover, completed for finds treated
prescriptively, as specified in the CRMMP.

9. Final updated DPRs with sites (where artifacts are collected month after month)
can be submitted at the completion of monitoring, as agreed upon with the CPM.

10.At least 24 hours prior to implementing a proposed change in monitoring level,
the project owner shall submit to the CPM, for review and approval, a letter or e-
mail (or some other form of communication acceptable to the CPM) detailing the
CRS’s justification for changing the monitoring level.

11.At least 24 hours prior to reducing or ending daily reporting, the project owner
shall submit to the CPM, for review and approval, a letter or e-mail (or some
other form of communication acceptable to the CPM) detailing the CRS’s
justification for reducing or ending daily reporting.

12. Within 15 days of receiving them, the project owner shall submit to the CPM
copies of any comments or information provided by Native Americans in
response to the project owner’s transmittals of information.

CUL-7 POWERS OF CRS

The CRS shall have the authority to halt ground disturbance in the event of a
discovery. Redirection of ground disturbance shall be accomplished under the
direction of the construction supervisor in consultation with the CRS.
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In the event that a cultural resource over 50 years of age is found (or if
younger, determined exceptionally significant by the CRS), or impacts to such
a resource can be anticipated, ground disturbance shall be halted or
redirected in the immediate vicinity of the discovery sufficient to ensure that
the resource is protected from further impacts. If the discovery includes
human remains, the project owner shall comply with the requirements of
Health and Human Safety Code § 7050.5(b) and shall additionally notify the
CPM and the NAHC of the discovery of human remains. No action with
respect to the disposition of human remains of Native American origin shall
be initiated without direction from the CPM. Monitoring, including Native
American monitoring, and daily reporting, as provided in other conditions,
shall continue during the project’s ground-disturbing activities elsewhere,
while the halting or redirection of ground disturbance in the vicinity of the
discovery shall remain in effect until the CRS has visited the discovery, and
all of the following have occurred:

1. The CRS has notified the project owner, and the CPM has been
notified within 24 hours of the discovery, or by Monday morning if the
cultural resources discovery occurs between 8:00 AM on Friday and
8:00 AM on Sunday morning, including a description of the discovery
(or changes in character or attributes), the action taken (i.e., work
stoppage or redirection), a recommendation of CRHR eligibility, and
recommendations for data recovery from any cultural resources
discoveries, whether or not a determination of CRHR eligibility has
been made.

2. If the discovery would be of interest to Native Americans, the CRS has
notified all Native American groups that expressed a desire to be
notified in the event of such a discovery.

3. The CRS has completed field notes, measurements, and photography
for a DPR 523 “Primary Record” form. Unless the find can be treated
prescriptively, as specified in the CRMMP, the “Description” entry of
the DPR 523 “Primary Record” form shall include a recommendation
on the CRHR/NRHP eligibility of the discovery. The project owner shall
submit completed forms to the CPM.

4. The CRS, the project owner, and the CPM have conferred, and the
CPM has concurred with the recommended eligibility of the discovery
and approved the CRS’s proposed data recovery, if any, including the
curation of the artifacts, or other appropriate mitigation; and any
necessary data recovery and mitigation have been completed.

5. Ground disturbance may resume only with the approval of the CPM.
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Verification:

1.

CUL-8

Septem

At least 30 days prior to the start of ground disturbance, the project owner shall
provide the CPM and CRS with a letter confirming that the CRS, Alternate CRS,
and CRMs have the authority to halt ground disturbance in the vicinity of a
cultural resources discovery, and that the project owner shall ensure that the
CRS notifies the CPM within 24 hours of a discovery, or by Monday morning if
the cultural resources discovery occurs between 8:00 AM on Friday and 8:00 AM
on Sunday morning.

. Unless the discovery can be treated prescriptively, as specified in the CRMMP,

completed DPR 523 forms for resources newly discovered during ground
disturbance shall be submitted to the CPM for review and approval no later than
24 hours following the notification of the CPM, or 48 hours following the
completion of data recordation/recovery, whichever the CRS decides is more
appropriate for the subject cultural resource.

Within 48 hours of the discovery of a resource of interest to Native Americans,
the project owner shall ensure that the CRS notifies all Native American groups
that expressed a desire to be notified in the event of such a discovery, and the
CRS must inform the CPM when the notifications are complete.

. No later than 30 days following the discovery of any Native American cultural

materials, the project owner shall submit to the CPM copies of the information
transmittal letters sent to the Chairpersons of the Native American tribes or
groups who requested the information. Additionally, the project owner shall
submit to the CPM copies of letters of transmittal for all subsequent responses to
Native American requests for notification, consultation, and reports and records.

Within 15 days of receiving them, the project owner shall submit to the CPM
copies of any comments or information provided by Native Americans in
response to the project owner’s transmittals of information.

FILL SOILS

If fill soils must be acquired from a non-commercial borrow site or disposed of
to a non-commercial disposal site, the CRS shall survey the borrow or
disposal site(s) for cultural resources and record on DPR 523 forms any that
are identified. This survey shall not be required if there is a survey of the
location that is less than five years old and if the site is approved by the CPM.

When any non—commercial borrow site or non-commercial disposal site
survey is completed, the CRS shall convey the results and recommendations
for further action to the project owner and the CPM. The CPM shall
determine, in his/her sole discretion, whether significant archaeological
resources that cannot be avoided are present at the borrow or disposal site. If
the CPM determines that significant archaeological resources that cannot be
avoided are present at the borrow or disposal site, the project owner must
either select another borrow or disposal site or implement CUL-7 prior to any
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use of the site. The CRS shall report on the methods and results of these
surveys in the final CRR.

Verification:

1. As soon as the project owner knows that a non-commercial borrow site and/or
disposal site will be used, he/she shall notify the CRS and CPM and provide
documentation of previous archaeological survey, if any, dating within the past
five years, for CPM approval.

2. In the absence of documentation of recent archaeological survey, at least 30
days prior to any soil borrow or disposal activities on the non-commercial borrow
and/or disposal sites, the CRS shall survey the site/s for archaeological
resources. The CRS shall notify the project owner and the CPM of the results of
the cultural resources survey, with recommendations, if any, for further action.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES ABBREVIATION AND ACRONYM GLOSSARY

AB Assembly Bill

ACC Air-Cooled Condenser

ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
AEC Alamitos Energy Center

AFC Application for Certification

AGS Alamitos Generating Station

B.P. Before Present (A.D. 1950)

CA California

Cal. Code Regs.  California Code of Regulations

Caltrans California Department of Transportation
CCS Cryptocrystalline Silicate Stone

CEC California Energy Commission

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
C.F.R. Code of Federal Regulations

CH2M CH2M Hill Engineers

CHL California Historical Landmark

CLB City of Long Beach

COE Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army

COHP California Office of Historic Preservation

Conditions  Conditions of Certification

CRHR California Register of Historical Resources
CRMMP Cultural Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Plan
CSULB California State University, Long Beach

DPR Department of Parks and Recreation (State of California)
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DPR 523

Department of Parks and Recreation cultural resources recordation form

EDR Environmental Data Resources, Inc.
EJ Environmental Justice

E.O. Executive Order

°F degrees Fahrenheit

FSA final staff assessment

GLO General Land Office

HBEP Huntington Beach Energy Project
HGS Haynes Generating Station

JA Jamison and Associates

LACDPW  Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
LAn/LAN Los Angeles County

LCP Local Coastal Program

LORS Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards
MLD Most Likely Descendent

NAHC Native American Heritage Commission
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act
NPS National Park Service

NRHP National Register of Historic Places
OHP Office of Historic Preservation

ORA, Ora  Orange County

OoTC Once-Through Cooling

PAA Project Area of Analysis

PCAS Pacific Coast Archaeological Society
PCSC Puvunga Ceremonial Site Complex
PSA Preliminary Staff Assessment
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Pub. Resources Code Public Resources Code (State of California)

Rd Road

SAFC Supplemental Application for Certification

SCCIC South Central Coastal Information Center

SCE Southern California Edison Company

SEADIP South East Area Development Improvement Plan
SR State Route

SRS Scientific Resource Surveys

Staff Energy Commission Cultural Resources Technical Staff
TCP Traditional Cultural Property

tit. title

USGS U.S. Geological Survey

WEAP Worker Environmental Awareness Program
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CULTURAL RESOURCES - FIGURE 1
Alamitos Energy Center - Archaeological Resources Project Area of Analysis
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CULTURAL RESOURCES - FIGURE 2
Alamitos Energy Center - Ethnographic Resources Project Areas of Analysis
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CULTURAL RESOURCES - FIGURE 3
Alamitos Energy Center - Historic Built Environment Resources within Built Environment Project Area of Analysis
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CULTURAL RESOURCES APPENDIX CR-1

BACKGROUND INFORMATION NOT INCLUDED IN THE FSA

The information contained in this appendix is included to support the cultural resources
topics that staff treated in summary fashion in the CULTURAL RESOURCES section of
the final staff assessment (FSA).

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Paleoclimate and Ecoloqy

The paleoclimate and ecology of the project vicinity is best documented by the Landing
Hill and California State University, Long Beach (CSULB) archaeological investigations
(both contexts range in elevation from about 8—70 feet above mean sea level), as well
as a recent reconstruction of late nineteenth-century coastal geomorphology. The
Landing Hill archaeological project assembled a 20,000-year paleoenvironmental record
derived from pollen, phytolith17, and diatom18 analyses from a 19-foot-deep sediment
core; pollen and phytolith analyses from archaeological soils; pollen, phytolith, starch,
and protein analyses of artifacts and soil samples; and an archaeoclimatic
(precipitation) model (Cleland et al. 2007:291). The CSULB archaeological
investigations garnered a paleoenvironmental record from the last 1,100 years, whereas
the coastal geomorphological reconstruction relied on historical records from the last
150 years (Boxt et al. 1999:25; Engstrom 2006). These paleoclimatic studies yield an
understanding of the project vicinity’s changing landscape and ecology during the span
of human habitation of the southern coastline. An accurate picture of paleoclimate and
ecology provides explanations for and expectations of the range of cultural resources in
the project vicinity.

At the transition from the Pleistocene Epoch’s19 Last Glacial Maximum (LGM) to the
Holocene Epoch20, mean sea level was significantly lower than present levels. San
Pedro Bay did not exist, as the coastline extended some 10—13 miles south and west of
the modern shoreline (Masters and Aiello 2007:Figure 3.1); the area in the vicinity of the
project, therefore, was between 12 and 15 miles from the ocean about the time that
humans began to settle the southern California coast, rather than the current 2-mile
distance. The Channel Islands were larger and closer to the mainland during the LGM—
Holocene transition as well: at 12,000 B.P., Santa Catalina Island was approximately 15
miles off the coast of what is now Long Beach; two thousand years later, rising sea level
increased that distance to 18 miles. Presently, the island is about 32 miles west of the
project area of analysis (PAA). (Porcasi et al. 1999:Figure 1.)

7 Inorganic crystalline structures in plants (Holloway 1997:189).
'® Unicellular, usually microscopic, algae (Rhodes et al. 1962:150).

'* The interval of time (epoch) spanning 2.588 million years ago—11,700 B.P. (Cohen et al. 2013). The
term “B.P.” (Before Present) is an international dating convention that refers to the year 1950 as the
present.

% The Holocene Epoch is the interval from 11,700 B.P. to the present day (Cohen et al. 2013).
Geoscientists divide the Holocene Epoch into three broad divisions: Early (11,500-7550 B.P.), Middle

(7000-4000 B.P.), and Late (4000 B.P.—present) (see Meyer et al. 2009:ii; West et al. 2007:20-21). This
FSA follows Meyer et al. (2009).
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Cleland et al. (2007:291-292) describe an archaeoclimatic model of a Los Angeles
Basin that witnessed increased average annual air temperatures beginning
approximately 14,000 B.P., the overall trend running from 63.5 to 66.2 degrees
Fahrenheit (° F). The temperature does not appear to have changed gradually and
consistently, but in rapid rises and drops over time between long periods of stable
temperature. For instance, between about 14,000 and 10,000 B.P., average annual air
temperature seems to have increased rapidly from 63.5 to 64.4 ° F, dropped to 63.5 ° F,
and then warmed again to 65.3 ° F. Temperature remained stable between 10,000 and
8000 B.P., then increased to 66.2 ° F (see also Altschul et al. 2007:35). San Pedro-
coastal temperature entered another period of stability thought to have lasted from 8000
to 2000 B.P. Mean annual air temperatures dropped to 65.3 ° F during two volcanic
events at 3800 and 1900 B.P. (Cleland et al. 2007:292).

Although the wet winter/dry summer climate of southern California is thought to have
persisted for as many as 160,000 years (Masters and Aiello 2007:40), this unimodal rain
pattern held for only the last 1,800 years in the project vicinity (Cleland et al. 2007:292).
Late Pleistocene/Early Holocene (ca. 14,000-7550 B.P.) annual precipitation appears to
have been similar to twenty-first century conditions. The interval of 8000-6000 B.P.
hosted a radical increase in precipitation (Altschul et al. 2007:35), mainly occurring in
February (Cleland et al. 2007:292). After 6000 B.P., annual precipitation appears to
have declined until the Vandal [volcanic] Event of 1900 B.P., at which time the quantity
of precipitation increased greatly, the annual timing of rainfall shifted, and mean annual
temperature decreased. After the Vandal Event, precipitation declined, the timing of
annual rainfall shifted back to pre-Vandal conditions, and mean air temperature
increased. (Cleland et al. 2007:292.)

The project vicinity appears to have experienced bimodal precipitation patterns, with
precipitation occurring during summer and winter months, at the following intervals.

e 5800-5200 B.P.

e 4400-4000 B.P.

e 3600-3400 B.P. (weak trend)

e 3000-2200 B.P. (weak trend)

e 2200-2000 B.P.
Changes in precipitation patterns are expected to have affected the distribution of plants
and animals in the project vicinity. During bimodal distribution intervals, for instance,
shellfish procurement declined at Landing Hill but continued at Seal Beach
archaeological sites. After 2000 B.P., unimodal precipitation resumed, and so did
Landing Hill shellfish procurement. From the Early Holocene into the Middle Holocene,

the Landing Hill vicinity alternated between marsh and shrub land, and occasionally
developed into submerged, intermittent marsh. (Cleland et al. 2007:292-293.)
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Cleland et al. (2007) identifies three pollen zones at Landing Hill. Zone 1 represents
environmental conditions from about 20,000 B.P. to approximately 7690 B.P. Pollen
profiles of this time period (Terminal Pleistocene and Early Holocene) exhibit a large
amount of Pinus (pine) pollen. Also present are fir, spruce, birch, hickory, walnut, ash,
juniper, oak, willow, and elm; Pinus, fir, and spruce pollen is thought to have been
deposited by wind. The Landing Hill understory consisted of sagebrush, ragweed,
sumpweed, dandelions, mustard-family plants, hackberry, chenopods and amaranthus,
grasses, rose-family plants, and globemallow. Overall, the overstory and understory
plants revealed in the pollen profiles suggest the presence of forested drainages in the
area. Regional-scale forest fires likely occurred, inferred from the presence of charcoal.
The Landing Hill environment through the Early Holocene may be fairly described as
parkland with regular fires and intermittent flooding. (Cleland 2007:297-298, 305.)

Pollen Zone 2 covers the Early—Middle Holocene transition, being identified after a
break in the pollen record around 7690 B.P. Pollen Zone 2 exhibits a diminished amount
of tree pollen, but a great increase in Poacaea (bunchgrasses) and moderate amounts
of Artemisia and highspine Asteraceae pollen. Quercus spp. (oaks) could have
established themselves while other trees retreated. Archaeologists interpret these
phenomena as the development of shrub land in face of warmer temperatures. Landing
Hill at this time probably contained grassland in intermittent marsh, shrub land in the
uplands. (Cleland et al. 2007:298.) This period was one of rapid deposition, the
sediments anchored by grass roots. Cool season grasses dominate grasslands that
were intermittently flooded. At this time, Landing Hill witnessed alternating unimodal and
bimodal precipitation regimes. (Cleland et al. 2007:305.)

In Pollen Zone 3, shrub land and highspine Asteraceae dominate the pollen sample.
The sunflower family was abundant, and the frequency of tree pollen was slightly
greater than in Zone 2, and more varied in types. Artemisia became rare after
approximately 6355 B.P. Ragweed/sumpweed and sunflower family were more
common. (Cleland et al. 2007:298.) Bunchgrasses occurred in small amounts at 3 feet
below ground surface, suggesting a late increase in grasses. Chamise was present by
about 6355 B.P. Increased amounts of charcoal correspond with a 6355-B.P.
radiocarbon date at Landing Hill. (Cleland et al. 2007:299.)

By approximately 7000 B.P., sagebrush-scrub vegetation replaced grassland
communities. About 6 feet of sediment was deposited in Landing Hill’'s lowlands over a
period of 1,335 years (7000—-6355 B.P.), representing no fewer than five possible flood
events. Large quantities of ragweed or ambrosia were present during the Zone 3
interval. Declining sagebrush led to the resurgence of earlier plant regimes. Occasional
to regular grass and shrub fires occurred, as well as intermittent flooding. The pollen
record indicates that relatively stable scrub vegetation was present, which is
inconsistent with the notion of a well developed marsh. Diatoms show that what marsh
existed had no contact with the ocean, but had water fresh enough for human
consumption. (Cleland et al. 2007:305-306.)
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By the end of the Middle Holocene (5000—4500 B.P.), sea level reached approximately
present-day level, changing the character of near-ocean habitats going into the Late
Holocene. Sea level rise increased tidal influence and direct reach into near-shore
wetlands. (Altschul et al. 2005:286.)

Late Holocene environmental trends in the project vicinity are described by Boxt et al.’s
(1999) CSULB archaeological study. Boxt and colleagues note that greater than 100
years of urban development in Long Beach has, “typically entombed the margins of
Alamitos Bay beneath meters of construction fill, preserving a record of past cultural and
environmental events.” Boxt’s team obtained 102 radiocarbon dates from CA-LAN-2616
and Bouton Creek, a relict stream on the CSULB campus that once flowed from west to
east along the north side of Alamitos Mesa, yielding age estimates spanning 4000-100
B.P. (Boxt et al. 1999:25.) A large flood of slack-water deposits buried Bouton Creek
and four prehistoric archaeological sites (including CA-LAN-2616) on the CSULB
campus during the 1860s; the flood is likely associated with the San Gabriel River's
movement from the west to its current channel. (Boxt et al. 1999:28-29.)

Boxt et al. (1999:28-29) identifies six stratigraphic units at Bouton Creek:

e Construction Fill

e Overbank Alluvium

e Flood Deposit (82—-83 B.P.)

e Midden (500-550 B.P.)

e Overbank Alluvium with Sparse Midden (650 B.P.)

e Paleosol” (1050-1300 B.P.)
Additionally, Boxt and colleagues identified four pollen units based on 71 pollen
samples taken at 2-inch intervals at archaeological site CA-LAN-2616:

3. Ambrosia® Zone: This pollen zone extends from 11.6 to 10.5 feet below ground
surface and is radiocarbon dated to 1450-1050 B.P. 10-15 percent Ambrosia
and 20-40 percent Liguliflorae® pollen. The high percentage of aquatic plants
indicates low-energy swamp conditions: Alnus (alder), Thypa latifolia (common
cattail/soft flag), and fern spores®. (Boxt et al. 1999:29.)

2! A term used in geology and geoarchaeology to refer to a former soil or stable surface preserved by
burial underneath either natural or cultural deposits (Vogel 2002:29).

2 Ambrosia spp. can include burro bush and beach ragweed or beach-bur, most likely the latter
(Schoenherr 1992:435, 438, 693).

% Liguliflorae is a subfamily within the sunflower plant family.
** Generic and specific plant names were obtained from Heizer and Elsasser (1980:241, 252).
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4. Artemisia® Zone: This pollen zone extends from 10.5 to 9.2 feet below ground
surface and dates to the interval 1050-650 B.P. The sagebrush zone contains
relatively low pollen concentrations, but an unusually high percentage (40—-60
percent) of sagebrush pollen and high degrees of pollen deterioration. The pollen
profile of this zone is consistent with sedimentary deposition on a levee of Bouton
Creek during paleosol formation and is suggestive of a relatively arid local
environment. Fluctuating salinity is indicated by the presence of marine
ostracods® and non-economic mollusks (Heterodonax bimaculata (false
beanclam), Sanguinolaria nuttallii (purple clam), Tagelus californicus (jackknife
clam), and Ostrea lurida (native oyster)®. (Boxt et al. 1999:29.)

5. Liguliflorae Zone: This pollen zone extends from 9.2 to 2.8 feet below ground
surface and dates to the interval 650-250 B.P. This division of the sunflower
family is associated with disturbed areas, although others of the division native to
coastal southern California are not: elegant microseris (Microseris elegans) and
silver puff or small-flowered Douglas microseris (M. douglasii), for example.
Thirty to sixty percent Liguliflorae pollen indicates high disturbance levels,
consistent with the increased human activity of this time interval. High
frequencies of charcoal fragments. (Boxt et al. 1999:29, 32.)

6. Chenopodiaceae-Amaranthus Zone: This pollen zone extends from 2.8 feet
below ground surface to the modern surface and dates from 250 B.P. through the
present day. Vegetation trends observed at this time are the consequences of
European occupation and land use. (Boxt et al. 1999:32.)

Pollen data from 1050-650 B.P. (Artemisia pollen zone) show significantly more aridity-
adapted vegetation communities compared to data from recent centuries. At this time,
salt-tolerant species encroached on Bouton Creek from Alamitos Bay, up to 1.8 miles
distant, indicating a period of low freshwater (that is, Bouton Creek) discharge. Boxt and
colleagues also identified a paleosol at Bouton Creek (Boxt et al. 1999:32, Figure 2).
Combined with pollen data from Davis’s first Newport Bay core sample, Boxt et al.
(1999) hypothesizes that severe and prolonged droughts characterized the 1050-650-
B.P. interval (Vellanoweth and Grenda 2002:79).

After 650-550 B.P., rapid sedimentation along Bouton Creek seems to signify the onset
of Little Ice Age conditions. Increased freshwater flow and human occupation/use of the
Bouton Creek drainage. (Boxt et al. 1999:27-28.)

% Sagebrush genus (Ornduff 1974:46).

% Ostracods are small, bivalve crustaceans that are abundant in the world’s oceans and also live in
freshwater (Rhodes et al. 1962:98).

%" Generic and specific identification according to Johnson and Snook (1967:422, 456, 457).
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During the Little Ice Age, after 650 B.P., moisture levels in the Long Beach area
dramatically increased. These researchers note that greater than 100 years of urban
development in Long Beach has, “typically entombed the margins of Alamitos Bay
beneath meters of construction fill, preserving a record of past cultural and
environmental events.” (Boxt et al. 1999:25.)

The nineteenth-century climate on the southern California coast was a little different
than today’s climate. Northwesterly winds dominated then as today, although
southeasterly winds were more frequent and intense, likened to hurricanes. The turn of
the twentieth century heralded reduced influence of southeasterly winds and the Little
Ice Age (450-50 B.P.) ended with five El Nifio events in a 20-year period. (Engstrom
2006:850-851.)

PREHISTORIC SETTING

Staff finds much of the supplemental application for certification’s (SAFC’s) prehistoric
setting to be correct and does not repeat it at length here. The regional prehistoric
setting is essentially discussed in four parts: ancient sites (commonly referred to in the
archaeological literature as Paleoindian and Paleo-Coastal traditions), Early Holocene
(11,500-7550 B.P.), Middle Holocene (7950-1450 B.P.), and Late Holocene (1450
B.P.—present). (AES 2015a:5.3-6-5.3-8.) However, staff provides supplementary
information in this section in order to analyze the proposed Alamitos Energy Center’s
(AEC’s) potential to affect archaeological resources. Staff provides additional
information in the following areas: (1) clarification of the regional chronology and culture
history and (2) the character of local archaeological resources.

Regarding chronology, some archaeologists discuss trends in prehistory against either
an arbitrary framework or a timescale that is meaningful in other disciplines, such as
geology. For example, Byrd and Raab (2007:217) discuss southern coastal archaeology
against a geological timeframe: Early Holocene (ca. 11,700-7700 B.P.), Middle
Holocene (ca. 7700-3600 B.P.), and Late Holocene (ca. 3600 B.P.—present).

Archaeologists traditionally view the Terminal Pleistocene and Early Holocene
archaeology of coastal southern California as the product of people who focused on
extracting resources from the terrestrial environment. These Paleoindians were viewed
as originally dwelling in the southern California deserts and using lake and lakeside
resources—an economic orientation referred to as the Western Pluvial Lakes Tradition
(WPLT)—until Pleistocene-age lakes in the deserts and Great Basin dried at the
beginning of the Early Holocene, at which time some WPLT peoples migrated west to
the coast and adjusted their food-getting strategies. (Byrd and Raab 2007:217.) The
presence of archaeological sites on the Channel Islands?® at the beginning of the
Holocene Epoch (Braje et al. 2014:122), however, suggests that the southern California
coast was not simply colonized by WPLT peoples, but by one or two distinct groups of

8 The most reliable earliest dates on Early Holocene archaeological sites in the southern Bight come
from San Miguel Island and San Clemente Island (Byrd and Raab 2007:219) and from CA-ORA-64 on the
mainland (Erlandson et al. 2007:Table 4.1). The SAFC mentions as examples of Early Holocene (or
older) archaeological sites: the “Los Angeles Man” of Baldwin Hills and human remains and artifacts from
La Brea Tar Pits (CA-LAN-159) (AES 2015a:5.3-6). Bada (1985), Taylor et al. (1985), and Erlandson et
al. (2007:54) have discredited the dating of these finds.
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people. The Early Holocene marine economy (fish and shellfish), described in the SAFC
(AES 2015a:5.3-6), has long been equated with the San Dieguito Complex because of
assumed links with the WPLT and similarities in flaked stone tools (Moratto 1984:Figure
4; Wallace 1955:218). The marine focus, however, clearly represents a distinct lifeway,
and early coastal sites—situated on bays and estuaries—are now commonly classified
as part of the Paleo-Coastal Tradition (ca. 12,000—-8000 B.P.) (Byrd and Raab
2007:218; de Barros et al. 2002:Figure 2-5).

WPLT archaeological sites feature leaf-shaped, Lake Mojave, and Silver Lake projectile
points; stone crescents; formal and expediently made flake tools; atlatl (spear-thrower)
hooks; and micro-cores®. Tools for plant processing are notably absent. Presumably,
these assemblages represent an economy focused on game hunting. (de Barros et al.
2002:29, 31.) Paleo-Coastal Tradition sites exhibit a similar flaked stone tool
assemblage, but differ from the WPLT sites in that the former have yielded pitted
stones, asphaltum, pointed-bone objects, and shell spoons and ornaments (Moratto
1984:104, 109). Marine shellfish, fish, and mammals also are dominant at mainland
coastal sites (approximately 73 percent of animal remains) compared to pericoastal®
and other inland sites (25 percent) (Erlandson et al. 2007:61).

Late in the Early Holocene (about 8000 B.P.), the Los Angeles basin archaeological
record presents a new culture and adaptive pattern known as the Millingstone Horizon,
which persisted in some nearby mountain areas until 1500-1000 B.P. (de Barros et al.
2002:31). The Millingstone Horizon is a distinctive and widespread archaeological
complex, found west of the Sierra Nevada from the Baja Peninsula north to Clear Lake
(Jones 2008:Figure 1). In the Landing Hill area, south of the project site, Millingstone
occupations date from about 5600 to 3000 B.P. Few residential features (hearths,
house pits, and refuse dumps) were identified during Millingstone occupation of Landing
Hill, although tightly flexed, east—west or west—east-oriented human burials are dated to
5600—-3000 B.P. The burials do not appear to have been segregated from habitation
areas. The subsistence focus appeared to have been on shellfish. (Cleland et al.
2007:329.) Millingstone sites are recognizable by abundant millingstones and
handstones (locally referred to as metates and manos, respectively). Most of the
approximately 40 radiocarbon-dated Millingstone sites are located on or near the coast.
The relative lack of interior Millingstone traces might not reflect a low inland population
density. Rather, Millingstone archaeology in the interior might be buried under younger
soils and sediments, or sometimes cannot be firmly dated to the Millingstone period for
lack of dateable materials, such as bone and charcoal. (Glassow et al. 2007:194.)

A second type of archaeological culture or complex is known from Middle and Late
Holocene Los Angeles and Orange counties. Known as the Intermediate Cultures (ca.
3000-1350 B.P.), site assemblages are typified by mortars and pestles, basket-hopper
mortars, fewer handstones and millingstones, the introduction of the bow and arrow and
phasing out of larger dart points, circular fish hooks, and the appearance of stone, bone,
and shell beads. Shell beads include two time-sensitive olive snail types and beads
made from limpets (Megathura cremulata). During major draw-downs of Lake Cahuilla
(Salton Sea), Intermediate Culture peoples obtained obsidian from the Obsidian Butte

# Cores are masses of stone from which pieces are detached to make tools.
% Near the coast.
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source, although the majority was procured from the Coso Volcanic Field. (de Barros et
al. 2002:33-34, 36-37.) At Landing Hill, there was an overall decline in the use of
shellfish, although site CA-ORA-261 exhibits abundant consumption of scallops.
Treatment of the dead was markedly different from Millingstone occupants in that
cremations were identified at Landing Hill and are clearly spatially separate from
habitation areas. (Cleland et al. 2007:329-331.)

The SAFC’s description of Late Prehistoric (ca. 1200 B.P.—Spanish contact), termed
therein “Late Holocene”, accurately describes the major archaeological trends of this
period: abandonment of larger projectile points in favor of smaller points suited to the
bow and arrow, concentration of populations into larger villages, proliferation of satellite
temporary camps and single-task sites, and the development of what became the
Gabrielino society known from the historic period. (AES 2015a:5.3-7-5.3-8.)

ETHNOGRAPHIC SETTING

Gabrielino Tongva

The Gabrielino people and representative tribes are the Native Americans most directly
related to the project vicinity. The Gabrielino Tongva have traditionally been split into
four subgroups based on the dialect of the Gabrielino Tongva language spoken: those
of the Los Angeles Basin/Gabrielino proper, those of the northern mountainous area
including the inland San Fernando Valley/Fernandeno, those of Santa Catalina and San
Clemente islands, and those of San Nicolas Island (Harrington 1962:viii). Earlier
anthropological linguists asserted that the Gabrielino were a Cupan speaking group
(i.e., a language of the Uto-Aztecan stock of the Takic language family) (see Bean and
Smith 1978:538), but it is now generally accepted that the Gabrielino language is a
stand-alone Takic language, distinct from the Cupan sub-group (Mithun 1999:539).

The name ‘Gabrielino’ is derived from the Spanish missionaries who established
Catholic missions in the Los Angeles basin in the late 1700s. Two missions were
established in the soon-to-be-renamed tribe’s territory: San Gabriel Archangel (initially
established near Montebello in 1771, but moved to San Gabriel in 1776) and San
Fernando Rey de Espana (established in 1797 in what is now Mission Hills),
respectively named after the biblical angel Gabriel and Saint Ferdinand, King of Spain.
Those indigenous Californians closest to Mission San Gabriel became known as
‘Gabrielinos’ and those closest to San Fernando Rey de Espafia became known as
“Fernandenos”. However, today the term ‘Gabrielino’ is applied to all groups indigenous
to the Los Angeles Basin.

Prior to the Spanish period it has been suggested that the Los Angeles Basin Gabrielino
referred to themselves as Kumi vit and the San Fernando Valley indigenous as
Pasekarum (Bean and Smith 1978:548). However, a word that is combined with the
suffix ‘vit’ refers to a person from a specific place or village and therefore would not be
suitable in reference to a group of people occupying at least 50, if not 100 villages
(Johnston 1962:10).
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The word ‘Tobikhar’ seems to have been used in self-description by those Gabrielinos
in the 1800s that moved to the missions. The name translates as “settlers” and appears
to reference the fact that some Gabrielino left their traditional villages, whether willfully
or under duress, and settled near the missions (Hodge 1971:480). The name
Pepii'maris, initially used to identify those from Santa Catalina Island, was also adopted
by some Gabrielino during historic times to identify themselves (McCawley 1996:10).
The words Kizh and Kij also appear in the literature, but likely refer to people of a
specific house. However, one extant Gabrielino group today, the Gabrielino Band of
Mission Indians (aka the Kizh Nation), takes the word ‘Kizh’ to mean “houses”, and
referential to all people who lived in the Gabrielino-style willow constructed house. The
word ‘Tongva’ was provided to anthropologist C. Hart Merriam in 1902 by a Gabrielino
speaker (Heizer 1968:105). Loosely translated as “people of the earth™, ‘Tongva’ has
gained popularity since the 1990s and is sometimes used in conjunction with the word
‘Gabrielino’ (McCawley 1996:10), although at least one Gabrielino group (the Gabrielino
Band of Mission Indians) rejects use of the word ‘“Tongva’.

In 1811 about 30 “Kodiak” Indians, equipped with fire-arms for hunting sea otters, set
sail on a ship owned by Boardman & Pope from the port of Sitka (in what is currently
Alaska). Captain Whiltmore dropped the Alaskan Natives off on San Nicolas, and a
“dispute arose between the Kodiaks and the natives of the islands, originating in the
seizure of the females by the Kodiaks” (Anonymous 1857:348). The males were
slaughtered and Captain Whiltmore returned to the island at the end of the year and
took the Kodiaks back to Sitka (Anonymous 1857:348). The remaining San Nicolas
Island Gabrielinos were removed in 1835, with the exception of one woman who
remained on the island to search for a lost infant. The woman did not find the baby, but
continued to live on the island, in isolation. She was removed from the island and
brought to the Santa Barbara Mission in 1853, where the Chumash speakers could not
understand her dialect (Hardacre 1971:272-284). Additionally, Kroeber corroborates the
‘Lone Woman of San Nicholas” story (Kroeber 1976:633-635). Recently, archaeologists
have re-discovered the cave that the lone woman occupied during her 18 years of
isolation (Schwartz and Vellanoweth 2013:391).

Some earlier references to the island dwellers and their immediate mainland coastal
neighbors or relatives refer to the entire maritime-adapted culture as the “Canalifio
Culture” (Johnston 1962:96; Moriarty 1969:16; Romer 1959:241). However, the usage,
a Spanish word attributed by the earliest Spanish maritime explorations in the region,
appears to include both the cluster of southern island dwellers that are affiliated with the
Gabrielino, in addition to the cluster of northern island dwellers that are affiliated with
the Chumash. The Santa Catalina Island is named Pimu or Pipimar, and the Gabrielino
Tongva from Pipimar were called Pepimares (translated as “people of Pipimar”)
(Kroeber 1976:634, McCawley 1996:10). Despite not having a common name for the
dwellers of the island, some ethnographers suggest the island cultures (and particularly
those from Santa Catalina Island), were the originators of the Gabrielino Tongva culture
(Moriarty 1969:2). Kroeber (1976:621-622) suggests that the religious practices
affiliated with Chinigchinix may have originated at the Islands as well, and was then
propagated to the Luisefio and Dieguefio groups to the south.

¥ McCawley (1996:9-10) suggests that the world Tongva originally named either the Gabrielinos living
near Tejon or a separate Gabrielino village called Tonjwe.
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Today, the names Gabrielino, Tongva, or Gabrielino Tongva seem to be the preferred
references of the indigenous groups from the Los Angeles Basin. The name Gabrielino
Tongva will be used for the purposes of this staff assessment, except when referring to
specific tribal entities that identify by other names.

Traditional Territory of the Gabrielino Tongva

The prehistoric Gabrielino Tongva are recognized as one of the groups with great
wealth and population, and who controlled one of the most resource-rich territories in all
of indigenous Southern California. Their territory consisted of ocean islands and waters,
coast line, riverine basins, and mountains that provided a diversity of resources. (Bean
and Smith 1978:538.)

The territorial boundaries, while imprecise, are defined here in a counterclockwise
direction and starting in the southwestern area of the territory at the mouth of Aliso
Creek.*” The boundary follows the Aliso Creek northeast into the Santa Ana Mountains
and crosses the Santa Ana Mountains near Trabuco Peak. Descending the eastern
slopes of the Santa Ana Mountains the boundary runs towards the Santa Ana River and
follows the river course up to where the San Andreas Rift and the Santa Ana River
intersect. The boundary follows the rift in a northwest direction. The territory includes
the area south of the crest of the San Gabriel Mountains. The boundary curves back
towards the ocean, following generally the area defined by Soledad Canyon. The
territory includes all of the San Fernando Valley, the eastern slopes of the Simi Hills and
crosses the Santa Monica Mountains where the boundary line comes down to the
coastline at approximately where the present town of Malibu is located. The territory
includes the three ocean islands of San Nicolas, San Clemente and Santa Catalina, the
ocean waters surrounding the islands, and between the islands and the mainland.
(Heizer 1968:End Papers map; Hodge 1971:480 (Vol 1); Johnston 1962:Map; Kroeber
1976:620-621, Plate 57; McCawley 1996:3, 22—-25; Moriarty 1969:5.) The territory
includes the Verdugo Mountains of which the central and highest peak was named
“Tongva Peak” in 2006 (Chambers 2001:1-2).

The proposed AEC is located in the coastal portion of the Gabrielino Tongva’s mainland
territory and adjacent to the, now channelized, San Gabriel River, about 1.5 miles north
of where the San Gabriel River empties into the Pacific Ocean. Various historians and
anthropologists provide maps of Gabrielino Tongva ethnographic village and camp
locations (Heizer 1968:Map; Johnston 1962:Map; Kroeber 1976:Plate 57). All of the
maps and accompanying text previously mentioned identify a village that is about 0.5
mile north-northeast of the AEC. The village name, provided in the literature variously
as ‘Puvunga’, ‘Pubunga’, ‘Puvu, ‘Pubuna’, ‘Povuu’nga’ and ‘Pubu’ is located on Alamitos
Mesa. Additional information concerning this village site is discussed below.

%2 C. Hart Merriam (1968) suggests that the boundary is to the north along the Santa Ana River.
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Sources of Ethnographic Data

The earliest ethnographic sources of information can be found in the records of the
Spanish explorers and later missionary records. Of the various documents related to
Spanish exploration and subsequent colonization, Father Boscana’s manuscript on the
religious beliefs of the Gabrielino Tongva and neighboring tribes has provided
invaluable information, especially with regard to the Chingichngish religion. The earliest
attempt at a comprehensive Gabrielino Tongva ethnography is attributed to Hugo Reid,
a Scotsman, settler, naturalized Mexican citizen, and spouse of a Gabrielino Tongva
woman, Victoria Bartholomea Reid. Reid documented place names and locations of
Gabrielino villages, relying, it is assumed, extensively on his wife and her relatives and
contacts for his information. Reid’s notes and letters were initially published in the Los
Angeles Star in 24 weekly installments beginning in February of 1852, and reprinted in
the Star in 1869. These letters were since republished by Robert Heizer (1968), with
extensive notes to provide clarification and context. Friar Zephyrin Englehardt, an
historian of the Franciscans, details some ethnographic information in his writings on
the California Missions in general (Englehardt 1974) and specifically the two missions
located within Gabrielino Tongva territory (Englehardt 1927a, 1927b). C. Hart Merriam
conducted ethnographic research with a Gabrielino woman that produced valuable
ethno-linguistic information, the notes of which are housed at the University of
California, Berkeley’s Bancroft Library. Alfred Kroeber wrote the authoritative Gabrielino
Tongva section included in his Handbook of the Indians of California (Kroeber
1976:620-635). John P. Harrington conducted ethnographic and linguistic studies that
included ethnographic inquiry into the Chingichngish cult (Harrington 1933) and he
produced a Gabrielino Tongva cultural element distribution list (Harrington 1942).
Bernice Johnston wrote a summary of Gabrielino Tongva ethnohistory (Johnston 1962).
Lowell Bean and Charles Smith co-wrote the Gabrielino section for the encyclopedic
Handbook of North American Indians, Volume 8: California (Bean and Smith 1978).
More recently William McCawley produced a Gabrielino ethnohistory (McCawley 1996)
which was followed by a publication, co-written by Claudia Jurmain that is, in part, an
ethnography of contemporary Gabrielino Tongva people (Jurmain and McCawley 2009).
Additionally, ethnographies of the Gabrielino’s southern neighbors, the Luisefio, written
by Constance Dubois (1908) and Raymond White (1963) provide valuable information
regarding the Chingichngish religion and social organization, respectively.

Gabrielino Tongva Trade Affiliations, and their Economy, Resources and Material
Culture

The Gabrielino Tongva maintained solid trade relations with all groups that surrounded
them, including the Chumash, Tataviam, Serrano, Cahuilla, Luisefo, and Juanefio
(Bean and Smith 1978:547; Davis 1961:22). Through these intermediaries, the
Gabrielino Tongva were known as far north as the San Joaquin Valley, homelands of
the Yokuts, and to the east among the Yuman tribes of the Colorado River. Steatite,
some of the highest quality found in all of California, was traded from a source located
on Santa Catalina Island as far east as present day central Arizona. In addition, coastal
shellfish provided excellent source material for shell disc money and shell. Marine
mammals were abundant along the Channel Islands, mainland shores, and off-shore
rookeries, providing a valuable source of edible and utilitarian resources. Through long-
distance exchange, the Gabrielino Tongva received goods such as deer hides, obsidian
and white clay pottery. A more localized Los Angeles Basin trading network facilitated
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the exchange of the resources that result from the rich, local environment that
constituted Gabrielino Tongva and neighboring territories. There is some suggestion
that local Gabrielino Tongva trading occurred, between the Islands and the coast as
already noted, but also between the coast and inland villages. Najqugar (Isthmus Cove)
on Santa Catalina Island appears to have been the primary steatite export location on
the island, and the villages at San Pedro and Redondo were likely two of the main
trading hubs for steatite on the mainland (Kroeber 1976:629).

The nearby village site of Puvunga was also likely a major trading center. One of the
interpretations of the name of the village is “gathering place”, and Native Americans with
whom cultural resources staff has consulted suggest that this means the village was a
trading center. It has also been suggested the name Puvunga means “the place of the
crowd”, corroborating the indications given to Boscana that this was an important
location for large gatherings of Indians (Dixon 1973:3). Moreover, the location of
Puvunga, adjacent to the San Gabriel River and relatively near El Camino Viejo de Los
Angeles (Latta 1936:End Map), also suggests that it was likely an important trading
village.

The Gabrielino Tongva territory is located at the western terminus of one of the most
established and extensive indigenous trade networks of North America, previously
documented by staff as the Pacific to Rio Grande Trails Landscape (PRGTL) (Gates et
al. 2013:4.3-136—4.3-141). The extensive trail system guided people, goods, and ideas
between the Southern California Coast and the Southwest (Davis 1961:2-3), and has
been used as a migration and movement corridor for at least the last 10,000 years, and
probably more than 15,000 years. There are three major travel corridors emanating
from the Southern California Coast (in the case of steatite and other goods exported
from the Southern Channel Islands, the network extended into the ocean and thus
includes the islands) within the PRGTL, and these continue to be major travel corridors
today. Interstate highways now overlay all three, and in general, there is a strong,
positive correlation between prehistoric Indian trails and modern thoroughfares (e.g.,
Davis 1961:47-48). The Mojave Desert corridor generally followed the Mojave River, at
least at the points where it is above ground, as well as Historic Route 66, and what
today are the Interstate 40 (I-40) and I-15 freeways in southeastern California. The
southernmost corridor follows for some distance the |-8 freeway, although the trail
heads northeast towards Lake Cahuilla (what is now the Salton Sea) instead of cutting
across the desert to go to Yuma, before heading southeast again. This trail connected
the Pacific with inland areas but also provided access between the Baja California
peninsula and interior central Mexico. The middle trail corridor of the PRGTL follows the
same route as the [-10 between Los Angeles and Phoenix. After heading in a northeast
direction out of the Los Angeles Basin, the trails heads east, paralleling the Transverse
Ranges, then continues east towards the Colorado River. From there, the trail continues
east towards the Phoenix Basin and onward across the Colorado Plateau, down into the
northern Rio Grande Valley.
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Long-distance trade networks extended beyond interior California; Olivella® (olive snail)
shell beads from southern California were identified in portions of the northern and
western Great Basin (Howard and Raab 1993) and parts of the southern Great Basin,
some of which were dated to as early as 10,300-10,000 B.P. (Fitzgerald et al.
2005:Table 2). Shell beads identified from the northern and western Great Basin were
dated to the Middle Holocene (5460-4365 B.P.) (Vellanoweth 2001:Table 1), indicating
that this interaction sphere extended at least through this period. Evidence for exchange
between the Pacific Coast and the Great Basin was identified in the form of stone
spheres discovered in both the Great Basin and on the coast (Sutton and Koerper
2005:1), as well as obsidian sourced from the northwestern Great Basin, found in
Orange County (Macko et al. 2005:97-98), and additional coastal sites with obsidian
sourced from points all over California (Jackson and Ericson 1994:394). The closest
obsidian source to the proposed AEC is Obsidian Butte, near the edge of the current-
day Salton Seashore. When the water level was low enough to access Obsidian Butte,
people obtained this obsidian and traded it, but likely to a somewhat lesser degree than
other high-quality obsidian sources (Jackson and Ericson 1994:398).

Once the Spanish arrived in the area, they affected the trade between the indigenous
groups. The Padres encouraged trading and as they considered the Indians to be free
nations, they regarded stopping the trade as a breach of international law. However,
military authorities disagreed, particularly on the grounds that trade between indigenous
groups was a pretense to start trouble (Farmer 1935:156-157). Thus, there was
disagreement between the Padres and military regarding how to treat the indigenous
trading relationships, but by 1800 most of the Gabrielino Tongva were either
missionized, dead, or had fled to other areas (Bean and Smith 1978:Table 1).

Interaction spheres in Western North America were not limited to the Pacific Coast and
the Great Basin, but variously included the Gulf of California, Puebloan groups in the
Southwest, and the Colorado River area (Jackson and Ericson 1994:398), and even
played a role in the massive trade network of which Chaco Canyon in New Mexico was
a major hub ca. 1,100 years ago (Mathien 1993:36). It is important to understand that
Southern California, and the Los Angeles Basin more specifically, has likely been a
place of migration and movement since not long after initial settlement in the New
World. Not only does archaeological evidence allow such an interpretation, but
ethnographic evidence confirms this as well. Indigenous understandings of their origins
are tied directly to the immediate landscape and homeland in which they live. For
example, in versions of the coastal Juanefio® creation story, two influential deities,
Ouiot, the monster-chief, and Chingichngish, the supreme-creator god, emerged, at
different times, at the village of Puvunga (Boscana 1978:32, 33). Also, Boscana
(1978:119) documented that one of the places Chingichngish is understood to have
died was at Puvunga. Milliken et al. (1997:15) provide a useful summary of the roles of
Ouiot and Chingichngish in the origin stories among the Juanefo and Luisefio,

% Biologists now classify olive snails as belonging to the genus Callianax (Lightfoot and Parrish
2009:234).

* The Gabrielino Tongva were missionized and their culture so thoroughly affected before their oral
histories could be documented by Euro-Americans, that there is scant ethnography concerning their origin
stories, and thus ethnographic analogy with neighboring groups, such as the Juanefio, is necessary.
Moreover, it would be a mistake to assume that there is any one “correct” version of the creation story or
Chingichngish story (Milliken et al. 19997:16).

CULTURAL RESOURCES 4.3-112 September 2016



[T]hree successive sets of power entities or beings were involved with the creation of
the world and institution of religious life. The first generation, a brother/sister set of
entities took the form of sky and earth. They created the second generation, the First
People, entities whose essences are now found in certain animals, certain ritual
objects, and certain rocks, hills, and mountains. One of those entities, Wiyut (Ouiot),
became the “captain” or “father” of all the First People. Following the death of Wiyut,
the First People assumed their present forms and humans as we know them were
created. Chingichngish, the third generation of power entities, appeared among
people for a short time as a teacher. He remains active in the background of
existence, as the source of both positive power and punishment for behavior.

The village of Puvunga was also the location where, after Ouiot was killed, a very large
gathering of Ouiot’s people conferred and cremated his body. After the ceremonies, the
elders consulted each other regarding the collection of food stuffs, and it was at this
time that the god Chingichngish appeared to the people. It was at the village of Puvunga
that Chingichngish first taught the people “explaining the laws and establishing the rites
and ceremonies necessary to the preservation of life” (Boscana 1978:33). He also
taught the people what to wear, how to heal the sick, how to build the ceremonial
structure (yovaar), how to rear the young, and how to live according to Chingichngish’s
laws (Boscana 1978:33—-34).

Moreover, several ethnographic accounts suggest that the Gabrielino Tongva were the
center of the Jimson weed/datura/toloache religion (also referred to as the
Chingichngish® religion) and that the neighboring Luisefio, Juanefio, and Chumash
fashioned similar ceremonies following the Gabrielino Tongva lead (Bean and Smith
1978:548; Kroeber 1976:626—627; Moriarity 1969:2). The spread of this religion likely
followed the same routes that goods and other cultural ideas followed within the
Southern California portion of the PRGTL, with the site of Puvunga playing an important
role in both the Chingichngish religion, because it was the place of emergence of
deities, as well as a trading center along the trails which were part of the PRGTL.
Cultural Resources Appendix Figure 1 depicts the spread of the Chingichngish
religion amongst several Southern California tribes.

As stated earlier, the Gabrielino Tongva territory consists of a wide array of landforms
and a related diversity of resources. The territory includes ocean islands, the ocean
itself, coastline beaches, estuaries, salt marshes, rivers, riverine basins or piedmonts,
foothills, and mountains. The Gabrielino Tongva were proficient at gathering acorns,
sage, yucca, cacti, and a variety of other plants, animals, and birds associated with the
interior mountains/adjacent foothills, prairie, exposed coast, and the sheltered coastal
regions. Saltwater fish, such as tuna, and dolphins (i.e., cetacean mammals) were taken
from the ocean using plank canoes and tule rafts, and deer were hunted from the
piedmont to the mountains. Salt was gathered for daily consumption and for trade
inland, notably at Old Salt Lake near the Redondo Beach Generating Station. The
coastline extending between San Pedro and Newport Bay, characterized as exposed

% There are at least six variant spellings of the name of the religious tradition. Bean and Smith
(1978:548) clarify that the linguistic source is Luisefio and there is no known Gabrielino word for the
religious tradition despite being considered to have originated with the Gabrielino and diffused to
neighboring tribes.
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coast, was an area of secondary subsistence gathering camps adjacent to the coast,
with the primary subsistence villages located farther inland (Bean and Smith 1978:539).
The closest inland village to the proposed project area is Puvunga (about 0.5 mile north-
northwest of the project area), a village important for its religious associations, influence
on trade, and historical significance.

Steatite was traded inland, in both raw and fashioned form, and used to construct
animal effigies, pipes, cooking vessels, arrow straighteners, ritual objects, plaques
known as comals and palettes (a type of armor plate) (Bean and Smith 1978:542, 547).
Asphaltum was used to seal water tight vessels including baskets and canoes, and was
used to attach rare minerals, shells, and beds to everyday objects and ceremonial
dress. Bedrock and portable mortars were the predominant food processing materials.
In particular, the Gabrielino Tongva were known for the unique practice of specific
ownership and transportation of personal mortars. Other items of common use were
metates, mullers (pestles), mealing brushes, wooden stirrers, shell spoons, and wooden
bowls. Deer scapulae were fashioned into saws. Other bones, shell, wood and chert
were fashioned into needles, awls, fishhooks, scrapers, flakers, wedges, shovels,
projectile points, cane knives, and drills. Salt was used as a trade item, consumed only
in moderation because it was understood to have the potential to cause one’s hair to go
grey, used in ceremony, and figured in the creation story (Davis 1961; Heizer 1968:23;
Johnston 1962:62, 64, 70, 93).

Shell disc bead money was manufactured and used as local currency, and recognized
as legitimate currency as far east as the Colorado River. Business transactions, and
obligations and payments on debt, were tracked by knotting cordage. Ceremonial rattles
were fashioned from gourds. Pottery does not show up in the archaeological record of
the area until the Late Mission Period, and was made by coiling and the paddle and
anvil technique. Baskets were woven from rushes, grass, and various bushes. Basket
types included mortar hoppers, flat baskets, carrying and serving baskets, storage
baskets and ceremonial baskets for grave offerings. Baskets were made by women who
used the stems of rushes (Juncus sp.), grass (Muhlenbergia rigens), and squawbush
(Rhus trilobata). Weapons for war and hunting consisted of war clubs, self- and sinew-
backed bows, tipped and untipped cane arrows and throwing clubs and slings.

Planked canoes, fashioned from wooden planks that were tied together with cordage
and caulked with asphaltum are a technological feat shared with the Chumash to the
north. The large boats were ocean-worthy vessels, capable of handling rough seas,
which allowed for deep-sea fishing and travel to the Channel Islands. Marsh and
estuary bodies of water were traveled by rush rafts made from tule reeds. (Bean and
Smith 1978:542; Heizer 1968:43-46; Kroeber 1976:628-632; McCawley 1996:111—
142.)

Men and children went without clothing in the temperate climate. Women wore aprons
of deerskin or skirts made from the inner bark of willow or cottonwood trees. Capes
used during cold or rainy seasons were made of deerskin, rabbit fur or bird skins woven
together with milkweed or yucca fiber. Otter skins were also used, in addition to being
traded inland. Ritual regalia were constructed of bird plumage, shells, and beads. Body
paint was used during ceremonial events. (Bean and Smith 1978:540; Heizer 1968:23—
24; McCawley 1996:11-13.)
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Houses were domed, circular and covered with tule, fern or Carrizo reed mats. A large
house could hold up to three or four families (~ 50 people), and was perhaps 60 feet in
diameter. Smaller homes were as little as 12 feet in diameter. Willow posts (and along
the coastline and on the Islands sometimes whale rib bones) were inserted about a
pace apart around the circumference of the house. A smoke hole was left at the top of
the dome and was covered with a tule mat when not in use. Houses along the coastline
had a door which opened towards the sea to avoid the north wind, and the entryway
was also covered with mats. A trench was dug inside the door to catch any run-off that
might make its way through the matted doorway. The floor was dirt, sprinkled with water
and compacted. A hearth was fashioned with cobbles in the center of the house. The
interior of the house was covered with more mats and rugs fashioned out of animal skin
and fur. Inland houses and those at higher elevations were semi-subterranean (~ 2 feet
deep) in order to conserve heat. Adjacent to houses were wind screens fashioned from
posts buried in the ground and from which matting was suspended. These wind screens
served as open air kitchens that were used during fair weather; during inclement
weather, cooking occurred around the indoor house hearth. Also placed adjacent to the
main dwelling were large granary baskets. The granary baskets, sometimes coated with
asphaltum, sat upon posted platforms and were the primary storage receptacle for
acorns.

Common sweathouses were small semi-circular, semi-subterranean earth covered
buildings reserved for adult male use. Sweathouses were sometimes built into banks of
washes. The sweathouses were heated by direct fires placed near the door, as the
sweathouse was not fashioned with a smoke hole. The sweathouse was positioned
near water to provide access for bathing. A larger ceremonial sweathouse probably was
also fashioned similar to the common sweathouse, but somewhat larger inside (12 feet
in diameter), and featured a smoke hole at the top that also functioned as an entrance
into the structure via a ladder. Menstrual huts were also constructed. It is not clear if the
menstrual hut was also used for birthing (Heizer 1968:29).

Ceremonial open-aired enclosures, yoyovars, were located near Chiefs’ houses and the
center of villages, and were made of willow posts and willow wicker. The interiors were
decorated with feathers and painted posts. The ceremonial enclosures were used for
rituals associated with the Chingichngish religion, and within the enclosure an effigy of
the god Chingichngish was placed, and ceremonial sand paintings featuring depictions
of the sun and moon were drawn on the ground, which were used for divination. Only
the most revered of the village’s male leadership, male initiates and female singers
were permitted to enter. McCawley (1994:3—-17) suggests that the ceremonial house
was usually situated near a permanent sources of water. In the case of Puvunga, the
closest permanent water source was a spring located on the southeastern slope of
Alamitos Mesa, near the present land holdings of the Rancho Los Alamitos. During
funeral ceremonies the grieving family members were allowed to enter the sacred
enclosure. Some villages featured a second ceremonial enclosure that was not
consecrated and was used for instruction and practicing upcoming rituals.
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Villages also featured leveled fields surrounded by posted fences for sporting events.
Larger villages were thought to have populations of as many as 1,500 people.
Cemeteries were located outside of but immediately adjacent to villages. Gravesites
were sometimes marked by baskets or slabs made from sandstone, or blue schist on
Catalina Island, decorated with etched figures commemorating the deceased. (Bean
and Smith 1978:542; Kroeber 1976:628; McCawley 1996:27-30.)

Gabrielino Tongva Political Organizations and Religious Practices

The missionary conversion process, coupled with a high rate of disease caused many
deaths and a loss of traditional knowledge, thus leaving the Gabrielino Tongva cultural
traditions incredibly fragmented by the time that anthropologists arrived to document
what remained of the traditional culture. Therefore, less is known about traditional
Gabrielino political organization and religious practice than some of the neighboring
tribes, such as the Luisefio, Cahuilla, Serrano and Chumash. However, some analogs
between these neighboring groups and the Gabrielino Tongva can provide interesting
and valuable information.

Based on the limited information available regarding Gabrielino Tongva social
organization, they most likely adhered to a moiety kinship structure, somewhat mirroring
the organization of their Juanefio and Luisefio neighbors. In addition, crosscutting the
kinship system were three social classes. Social classes tend to appear in societies that
have evolved in environments that provide an abundance and diversity of resources.
Gabrielino Tongva society maintained an elite class who spoke a specialized language,
and included hereditary chiefs and the very wealthy. There was a middle or commoner
class who were modestly wealthy and from fairly reputable lineages. There was a lower
class of everyone else: the poor, disreputable, slaves, or those of ill fate. Marriage or
wealth accumulations were the prime avenues for social movement within the class
system. There were also social organizations and guilds of craftsmen that cross-cut
village social structure and could include members from neighboring tribes. Property
ownership was practiced by some Gabrielino Tongva and these property boundaries
were marked by painting a copy of the owner’s personal mark on nearby trees, posts
and rocks (Bean and Smith 1978:543, 545; McCawley 1996:10).

Villages comprised non-localized segmentary lineages. One or two lineages may have
dominated a particular village for a period of time but dominance was not permanent or
guaranteed. Regardless of moiety or class affiliation, political autonomy occurred most
effectively at the village or “tribelet” level, with the dominant lineage’s leader assuming
the village chief position. The leadership was manifest in the possession of the village
sacred bundle and possession of a chief name. Leadership tended to be passed
through male descent, unless the other village lineage leads could agree, either that
there was no one in the controlling lineage that existed, or there was no one of the
dominant lineage that was competent to lead. Leadership at times could be passed to
daughters. Village chiefs could combine and preside over more than one village, and
this could be done by alliance agreement or by having multiple wives, each in a different
village. Larger villages could segment with some of the lineage forming a hamlet that
still held allegiance to the parent village. A large and wealthy village could have multiple
radiating hamlets or camps. Over time these smaller villages could rise to dominance
and overshadow the parent village (Bean and Smith 1978:544).
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A village leader’s responsibility was to protect the sacred bundle, collect taxes from the
village houses, settle disputes, make decisions of war, negotiate peace treaties, and to
generally live an exemplary life. The village leader could be assisted by an announcer, a
tax collector/treasurer, general assistants and messengers/runners. However villages
also had shamans who from time to time could trump the authority base of the village
leader (Bean and Smith 1978:544).

Shamans gained their power and knowledge directly from the Great Spirit when in
Jimson weed-induced states. Shamans could cure or cause calamity and iliness, they
were known to divine, and knew, collected and dispensed various herbal and animal
remedies including poisons for weapons. Shamans were responsible for conducting the
yearly mourning ceremonies for grieving families of the deceased. While village leaders
or chiefs protected the sacred bundle, shamans were responsible for the spiritual
protection of the sacred bundle. The shamans from the Santa Catalina Island were
considered to be the most powerful and were accorded due respect. It was also
understood that the Chingichngish religion was brought to the mainland by the religious
leaders of the island (Bean and Smith 1978:544; Johnston 1962:97; Kroeber 1976:621—
622; also see Hudson 1979).

Gabrielino Tongva religious beliefs and practices are not documented as well as other
indigenous groups in the region, but it appears that they, and perhaps those living at
Santa Catalina Island specifically, were the first to understand the toloache ceremonies
which involved ritual consumption of Jimson weed (Kroeber 1976:621-622). This
practice spread to distant tribal nations throughout Southern California and into the
southern Central Valley (Cultural Resources Appendix Figure 1). The consumption of
Jimson weed was associated with the deity Chingichnich, a deity who emerged at the
village site of Puvunga and taught the people how to live according to the tenets of this
religion. Father Boscana (1978:33) wrote in the nineteenth century that Chingichnich
taught the Gabrielino Tongva “the laws and establishing the rites and ceremonies
necessary for the preservation of life.” These laws included ideas regarding ritual
observances, obedience to authority, economic reciprocity, family and social
obligations, child rearing and hygiene, and provided the society with a strict moral,
political, economic and legal code. Punishment for breaking these rules could include
death for the most serious of offenses (McCawley 1994:2-37). Participants of this
religion were inducted into the practice during adolescence, at a ceremony in which they
gained insight into the nature of the world and the tribal and individual role and place in
the universe. This insight provided success in hunting, warring or other activities of
importance to the survival of the village over time (Kroeber 1976:626; McCawley
1996:143-169; Moriarty 1969.)
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Gabrielino Tongva Burial Knowledge and Practice

Burial beliefs and practices stem from the instructions of Chingichnich before he
departed this world. There was a concept of an afterlife, place of heaven, and
something similar to the Christian concept of purgatory®*. Upon death, characterized as
the breath leaving the person, it was understood that the heart of the person did not die,
but, through proper ritual, was transported to heaven or purgatory. Heaven was
understood to exist to the west, beyond San Clemente Island. At this “distant mountain
in the sea” a benevolent god presided and all was good. For those who had imperfectly
practiced Chingichnich’s instructions, a purgatory-type place to the east “in the hills”
where one’s heart would reside indefinitely until the god determined that proper
penance had been performed.

After death, a wake occurred for three days and general mourning commenced. The
body was wrapped in a blanket, mat, net or seaweed. After the wake, the body of the
deceased was carried in procession to the village burial area where the burial
commenced. Mainland Gabrielino Tongva tended to conduct cremations, while the
Island Gabrielino Tongva adhered to flexed burial practice. The hands were placed
across the breast, and the entire body was bound. The portion of the coastal mainland,
from Ballona Creek to the San Gabriel River, where Island Gabrielino Tongva had the
strongest relations, tended to also practice flexed burial internment. For those villages
adhering to cremation, the remains were either interred or disposed of to the east of the
village. Grave offerings were buried with the deceased or, in the case of cremation,
burned with the corpse. Some internments featured dog burials placed above the
corpse. The Gabrielino Tongva saw the worlds of the living and the dead to be parallel
places; therefore the items buried or burned with the deceased were intended to
accompany that person to the afterworld where their statuses were recognized by the
items that accompanied them. To loot a grave today is perceived by traditionally minded
Gabrielino Tongva to be a robbery of the deceased’s status in another world. After the
funeral ceremony, the living mourned for a year, and women singed or cut their hair
initiating the mourning period. Every fall, after the harvest ceremonies, an annual
mourning ceremony was conducted for all of those who had died in the past year (Bean
and Smith 1978:545-546; Heizer 1968:29-31; McCawley 1996:155-158.)

Contemporary Tribal Entities with Ethnographic Affiliations

There are various Gabrielino Tongva tribes, nations and other organizations. Names are
very similar and it is difficult at first glance to differentiate between the groups. The
Native American Heritage Commission list provided to staff (Singleton 2014) provides
additional tribal names that represent Gabrielino Tongva people and culture. Tribal
entities are listed below.

% Some scholars (e.g., Hudson and Blackburn 1978:247) suggest that the Chingichnich religion was a
post-contact concept, which is why there are elements of Christianity in some of the practices. Other
scholars (e.g., McCawley 1994:2-33) suggest that these Christian-like elements were present prior to the
arrival of Europeans and are a result of organic anthropological religious evolution.
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Gabrielino Band of Mission Indians — Kizh (Kitc) Nation

This tribe does not affiliate with the name “Tongva”, asserting that it is a twentieth
century appellation, and instead prefers the name ‘Kizh’ (Kitz). They understand that
‘Kizh’ refers to houses made of willow, tule and brush, and refers to all the people that
lived in such houses, ostensibly all “Gabrielinos”. The Tribal Council of seven seeks
federal recognition and is an advocate for the protection of cultural resources®.

Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians
The apparent website for this tribe, http://www.tongva.com, is not current.

Gabrielino/Tongva Nation

This tribe ratified their constitution in 2007, and subsequently received a Letter of
Recognition from the Mayor of Los Angeles in addition to a resolution from the Los
Angeles City Council acknowledging the heritage of the Gabrielino/Tongva Nation. In
addition to a nine-member Tribal Council (Peo’tskome), this Tribe also maintains a
Citizenship Board, an Elections Board, and a Citizenship Advisory Committee®.

Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe

The Gabrielino—Tongva Tribe currently has offices in Los Angeles, but the offices were
located in Santa Monica as recently as 2007. The tribe ratified their constitution in 2007,
and is guided by a council of seven. The tribe has been involved in efforts to establish a
casino resort in the Los Angeles area and also maintains a college scholarship program
for tribal members®.

Gabrielino/Tongva Indians of the California Tribal Council

This tribe does not appear to have an associated website and no background
information is currently available.

Tongva Ancestral Territorial Tribal Nation

This tribe does not appear to have an associated website and no background
information is currently available.

Ti’at Society/Intertribal Council of Pimu

The Ti'at Society was formed in the late 1980s in an effort to resurrect the maritime
culture of the Gabrielino Tongva people (Williams 2013). This group constructed a

traditional plank canoe which is housed at CSULB, and it participates in the annual
Channel Islands crossing off the coast of Southern California®.

¥ www.gabrielinoindians.org.
% http://gabrielino-tongva.com.
% http://www.gabrielinotribe.org.

40 http://www.csulb.edu/colleges/cla/departments/americanindianstudies/wp-
content/uploads/2014/04/Tiat-Fliers.pdf.
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Los Angeles City/County Native American Indian Commission

This commission was established in 1976 through a joint effort of the Los Angeles
American Indian community, City of Los Angeles, and Los Angeles County. The
“‘primary purpose of the Commission is to increase the acquisition and application of
funding resources to the socioeconomic problems of American Indians in Los Angeles
City and County without duplication of any service or activity provided by any other
County officer or department” (LACCNAIC 1993).

Currently, none of the Gabrielino Tongva groups are federally recognized tribal entities,
and thus are unable to receive federal monies for health programs and other social and
economic benefits. However, in 1994 the California Legislature passed Assembly Bill
No. 96 (recorded by the Secretary of State on September 13, 1994 as Resolution
Chapter 146 of the Statutes of 1994), a bill which recognized the Gabrielino as the
original inhabitants of the Los Angeles Basin, and encouraged the President and
Congress of the United States to similarly recognize the tribe. Additionally, in 2007 the
Mayor of Los Angeles signed a recognition letter congratulating the Gabrielino/Tongva
Nation for ratifying their constitution*', and the Los Angeles City Council also signed a
resolution supporting the Gabrielino/Tongva Nation in their efforts for federal
recognition*’. There was a proposed Senate Bill (SB) also in 2007 (SB 1, proposed by
Senators Oropeza, Scott, and Yee) which would have established a reservation for the
Gabrielino Tongva in the Los Angeles area, but without gaming rights. However, the bill
was dropped by its sponsors a short time after being introduced.

HISTORIC SETTING
Spanish Period (1769-1821)

By the middle of the sixteenth century, Spain had emerged as the premier naval and
military power in Western Europe, with colonies in North and South America and a
trading network throughout the Pacific. On September 28, 1542, Juan Rodriguez
Cabrillo arrived in San Diego aboard the San Salvador and claimed the land in the
name of Spain (SDHC 2012). In November 1602, Sebastian Vizcaino arrived in San
Diego, surveying the coastline and getting as far north as Oregon (SDHC 2012). In the
late 1770s, Antonio Maria de Bucareli, the Viceroy of New Spain, “legitimized Spain’s
claim to Alta California by making it the new Provincia de California [Province of
California] with a provisional capitol at the Presidio at Monterey” (Steiner 1999:6).
Bucareli’s plan was to use the missions to colonize the new province. While the Spanish
explored the coast of present-day California in the mid-sixteenth century, it was not until
the incursion of Russian and British explorers into what are now Alaska, British
Colombia, Washington, and Oregon in the 1750s that the Spanish made serious
attempts to colonize Alta California (Steiner 1999:4-6). It was Bucareli who ordered
Juan Bautista de Anza to lead an exploration to establish overland routes from Sonora
(present day Arizona) and New Mexico in order to facilitate the colonization of California
and provide a stable supply route (Steiner 1999:8). Over 150 years passed before the
Spanish attempted permanent settlement.

* http://gabrielino-tongva.com/documents/Recognition.pdf.
“2 http://gabrielino-tongva.com/documents/resolution.jpg.
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The Spanish colonization of California was achieved through a program of military-
civilian-religious conquests. Soldiers secured areas for settlement by suppressing
Indian and foreign resistance and establishing fortified structures called presidios.
Civilians established pueblos (e.g., towns) and Spanish priests led the religious
conquest by establishing missions and converting the Indians. The Spanish built 21
missions in California with the local Native American tribes serving as the dominant
source of labor at the missions. Pasture lands were divided among the missions and
beneficiaries who were awarded land grants by the Spanish and Mexican governors of
Alta California. These beneficiaries were often former soldiers or others who had served
the government.

In 1784, Pedro Fages, Spanish governor of California at that time, granted 300,000
acres, which included today’s Long Beach area, to Manuel Nieto, a Spanish ex-soldier,
as a reward for his military service. Nieto built an adobe home and raised cattle, sheep,
and horses on his Rancho Los Coyotes. Upon his death in 1804, his rancho passed to
his heirs. (APD and HRG 2009:8.)

Mexican Period (1821-1846)

In 1822, Mexico achieved independence from Spain, and California became an outpost
of the Mexican Republic. In 1834, Nieto’s Rancho Los Coyotes was divided into five
smaller ranchos, including two that would eventually encompass the majority of Long
Beach: Rancho Los Alamitos and Rancho Los Cerritos (APD and HRG 2009:8). The
other three were known as Rancho Santa Gertrudes, Rancho Las Bolsas, and Rancho
Los Coyotes (Hoover et al. 1990:148).

By the 1840s, there was a steady migration of American settlers into California. Unable
to stop the incursion, the Mexican government granted citizenship to all who would
pledge to follow Mexican law. Many of these foreigners received land grants on which
they established grazing and commercial operations. In the Long Beach area, an
American ranchero known as Don Abel Stearns purchased Rancho Los Alamitos in
1842 as a summer home and cattle ranch (APD and HRG 2009:8). Massachusetts-born
merchant John Temple, a Los Angeles-area land investor, acquired Rancho Los
Cerritos in 1843 and maintained a lucrative business raising cattle and shipping hides
out of San Pedro Harbor to the west of Long Beach on the opposite side of San Pedro
Bay (APD and HRG 2009:9).

War broke out between the United States and Mexico in May 1846, with some decisive
battles occurring in California. The American victory over Mexico was formalized in
February 1848 with the signing of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, and Mexico ceded
all its land holdings above the Gila and Rio Grande rivers to the United States.
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American Period (1848—present)

In 1848, the discovery of gold at Sutter’s Mill in northern California launched the
California Gold Rush. In 1850, California was granted statehood and its first 27 counties
were established. Completion of the transcontinental railroad in 1869 and later the
reach of Southern Pacific Railway and the Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway into
Southern California in 1876—1877 spurred a development boom. The ranchos gave way
to town developments and resort destinations. Shipping and transportation via rail and
ship now allowed for related business development to take place along the shoreline
and interior areas of Southern California.

The Gold Rush gave a boost to the Southern California cattle industry by providing a
need for hide, tallow, and meat. Ranching was a lucrative enterprise for the two Long
Beach area rancheros, Stearns and Temple, who profited greatly during the 1850s.
However, a catastrophic flood in 1861-1862 and a severe drought during the following
years resulted in a substantial loss of cattle, causing Stearns to lose his Rancho Los
Alamitos. It was later acquired by John Bixby in 1878-1881 through a lease and
partnerships with Jotham Bixby and Isaias Hellman. (APD and HRG 2009:41-42.) Soon
after, Jotham Bixby acquired the neighboring Rancho Los Cerritos. Together, they
formed the Alamitos Land Company and began to develop town lots with oceanfront
property (Jurmain et al. 2011:106—107). In 1884, the town of Long Beach was laid out to
occupy the southwest corner of the Rancho Los Cerritos. The land holdings of the Bixby
Ranch were slowly sold off for development throughout the late nineteenth and early
twentieth century. Meanwhile, the core of the ranch continued to operate as primarily a
dairy and alfalfa producer through the 1960s. (APD and HRG 2009:42.)

Long Beach History

Long Beach was originally planned and developed by William Willmore in 1881 as a
350-acre town site that he named Willmore City (APD and HRG 2009:43). He promoted
the town as a tourist destination and settlement, highlighting its fertile soil and beautiful
beaches. Willmore was unable to produce adequate interest in the location and soon
was facing financial difficulties forcing him to sell his interest in the development.

The San Francisco-based real estate firm of Pomeroy & Mills purchased the property
from Willmore in 1884, renamed the town Long Beach, and formed the Long Beach
Land and Water Company (APD and HRG 2009:44). Under new management, the town
began to prosper by the following year and featured numerous residences, businesses,
a church, and a local newspaper. Expansion of the railroad networks in the Los Angeles
region brought thousands of families into the area from the Eastern United States
resulting in a population explosion that sparked further growth and development of Long
Beach. The City of Long Beach was incorporated on February 10, 1888 (APD and HRG
2009:45). By the 1890s, Long Beach had became one of the premier resort beach
towns and boasted many attractions including two pleasure piers and a railroad line
connecting to Los Angeles.
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The population of Long Beach continued to grow at the turn of the twentieth century,
leading to the annexation of surrounding areas until the city had expanded to
approximately 10 square miles in size. By 1906, the Los Angeles Dock and Terminal
Company began dredging the marshlands along the coast to build the Long Beach
Inner Harbor (APD and HRG 2009:47). The following year, ship builders from around
the nation began to take interest in the facilities and set up ship-building at Long Beach.
The Port of Long Beach opened in June, 1911, and the U.S. Navy designated Long
Beach as the headquarters for its Pacific Fleet in 1919 (APD and HRG 2009:47, 50).
Commercial and residential development continued at a steady pace through the 1920s
and the Long Beach Airport was established in 1924 (APD and HRG 2009:50).

Oil discovery at Signal Hill in 1921 brought radical changes to Long Beach as
speculators, promoters, and an influx of workers descended on the area within a few
short years hoping to make money on the oil industry (APD and HRG 2009:48). The
influx of money transformed the downtown area with the construction of high-rise
buildings and elegant hotels and apartments. The City’s harbor also experienced a
growth spurt as a result of the oil boom, as the oil industry depended on the harbor to
export its production. In response to the need to expand the harbor, tidelands and
submerged areas were dredged and built to support construction of channels,
breakwaters, docks, landings, and warehouses. By the 1930s, Long Beach Harbor was
handling as much as one million tons of cargo each year. The U.S. Navy had well over
50 ships at Long Beach Harbor and approximately 8,500 servicemen. (APD and HRG
2009:50.)

As in other parts of the country, Long Beach was severely affected by the Great
Depression following the stock market crash of 1929. Many businesses closed and their
buildings stood vacant or abandoned. Real estate values plummeted and the tourism
industry was at a standstill. Meanwhile, the population continued to grow, although at a
much slower rate than it had the previous decade.

A magnitude 6.4 earthquake struck Long Beach in 1933, causing the death of 120
residents and over $50 million in damage (CDC 2013). Over 100 public schools were
badly damaged, of which 70 were destroyed. Fortunately the quake occurred in the
early evening hours when the schools were empty. The earthquake served as an
impetus to pass the Field Act of 1933, which required earthquake-resistant design and
construction for all public schools.

As the decade of the 1930s progressed, Long Beach'’s defense industry continued to
grow. A naval base on Terminal Island was created in 1937. A second naval base was
constructed in 1941 that included a shipyard and hospital. That same year, a substantial
breakwater was constructed to protect as many as 30 square miles of anchorage. In
1940, Douglas Aircraft Company built a 242-acre production plant next to the Long
Beach Airport, which later proved critical to the United States involvement in WWII.
(APD and HRG 2009:51.)
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In the 1950s, Long Beach experienced a population boom of ex-servicemen and their
families who decided to settle in the area permanently after the war. To meet the
demand of a rapidly growing population in the post-war baby boom, the City expanded
by annexing 69 new tracts of land, most of which were to the east of the city limits,
comprising as much as nine square miles (APD and HRG 2009:52). Many of these
former agricultural areas were transformed into suburban communities. To meet the
needs of these new communities, numerous commercial centers were also built. In
response to a need for educational facilities, California State University, Long Beach
was established in 1949. The post-war development boom also brought the need for
greater infrastructure and civic improvements, including freeways, hospitals, parks,
museums, and marinas.

Military downsizing slowed the growth of Long Beach in the 1960s and 1970s, but an
influx of emigrants from Southeast Asia, Mexico, and Central and South Americas in the
1980s spurred a new period of growth. The City of Long Beach spans 50 square miles
and has a population of over 470,000 people. At present, the economy is supported by
a number of industries, including aerospace, manufacturing, shipping, healthcare,
education, and tourism. The Port of Long Beach, per cargo tonnage handled annually,
is reported to be the busiest port on the West Coast. (APD and HRG 2009:54.)

Steam Generation Electric Plants in California

Early History

Built in 1879, the Brush Plant in San Francisco was the first central generating station
on the west coast to produce and distribute electricity on demand to customers. Prior to
Thomas Edison’s invention of the incandescent electric light bulb in 1879, only the
electric arc system was available, which turned out to be unsafe for indoor use. (Myers
1983:11.) Edison is also known for improving the generation and distribution systems
for electricity, which truly opened up the consumer market. This “central station” concept
was to become the cornerstone of the electric utility industry (Myers 1983:11).

Hydroelectric power was the dominant form of electric generation in California in 1920.
By 1940, it grew to 89 percent of the state’s market. However, by 1960, steam
generating plants became the primary source of electricity in California as hydroelectric
generation had fallen to 27 percent (JRP 2013:5).

Power generating plants constructed before WW Il were typically housed in an
architectural shell with a recognizable style of design. In the early part of the twentieth
century, this was partly an outgrowth of the City Beautiful Movement, which sought to
create order and beauty in the urban landscape. San Diego Consolidated Gas & Electric
Company’s Station B (1911) and Sacramento’s Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s
Station A are examples of this early Beaux Arts-based Classical Revival presentation of
an edifice housing the turbines, generators and various facilities of a steam generating
electric plant. The Beaux Arts expression of classicism, popular between 1885 and
1930, was typically more exuberant in surface ornamentation than other Classical
Revival styles of the time. The style was influenced by the design principles of ancient
Greek and Roman structures. By the end of the nineteenth century, less dramatic forms
emerged, known as Classical Revival. The original Pacific Light and Power Company
steam plant at Redondo Beach, constructed in 1906, was also emblematic of the
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Classical Revival style. All of these featured arched fenestration (e.g., doorways and
windows), distinct cornice details, rhythmic patterns with respect to windows and wall
relief, columns or piers, and spacious interior volumes housing the equipment.

Later examples adopted the architectural style of their times. The City of Vernon'’s
Station A, built in 1932 is an excellent example of the Art Deco style of architecture
popular at the time in Southern California. Art Deco was an early expression of the
Modernist style of ornamentation that was popular in American culture during the 1920s
and 1930s, appearing in the design of architecture, furniture, jewelry, pottery, and
household appliances. A later addition to San Diego’s Classical Revival style Station B
(1928-1939) was constructed in the Spanish Revival and Art Deco styles. The Spanish
Revival style, popular in Southern California during the 1910s—1940s, was inspired by
the Spanish Colonial and Mexican adobe buildings of Southern California’s earlier
centuries.

The Southern California Edison Company

Southern California Edison (SCE) is one of the largest electric utility companies in
California, serving more than 13 million people throughout 15 counties (OAC 2009).
Headquartered in Rosemead, California, SCE has been providing electric power to the
region for more than 120 years. Their service territory covers approximately 430 cities
and unincorporated areas, with a total customer base of approximately 4.8 million
residential and business accounts. The following discussion of the history of SCE is
heavily drawn from William A. Myers’ (1983) definitive history, Iron Men and Copper
Wires: A Centennial History of the Southern California Edison Company.

The earliest history of the SCE Company dates back to the 1880s, when its first
ancestral utility providers were organized (Myers 1983:8, 13). By 1886, the earliest of
the predecessor companies, Holt and Knupp, illuminated the streets of Visalia,
California (Myers 1983:13). Other small utility companies followed suit and were soon
generating electricity for street lights to towns throughout southern and central
California. Demand for electricity grew during the 1890s, and several different Southern
California electric companies emerged to produce electric power from various
hydroelectric facilities in the region.

In Los Angeles, the Los Angeles Electric Company had been operating since 1882, but
was unable to fill the demand for residential and industrial electric power service (Myers
1983:32). In 1896, the West Side Lighting Company incorporated after successfully
supplying power to the County courthouse and soon after, the Los Angeles No. 1
Station was completed and the company was providing service to residential areas. On
December 1, 1897, West Side Lighting Company had merged with Los Angeles Edison
Electric Company to form Edison Electric Company of Los Angeles. The new company
immediately set to work to install an underground conduit system to provide service
between their Los Angeles No. 2 substation and downtown Los Angeles (Myers
1983:37). This was the first Edison-type direct-current underground system to be
installed in the Southwestern United States. Continuing to expand the following year;
Edison Electric Company purchased the Southern California Power Company, which at
the time of purchase, was constructing a power station on the upper reaches of the
Santa Ana River.
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In February 1899, Edison Electric Company completed the Santa Ana River No. 1
hydroelectric plant and began transmitting 33-kilovolt (kV) to Los Angeles over the 83-
mile-long Santa Ana River Line (Myers 1983:38). At that time, it was the highest-
voltage, longest-distance transmission line ever built in the U.S. With major sources of
electric power assured, the company purchased the systems of existing smaller
companies and expanded its customer base in Los Angeles and the surrounding area.
Edison Electric Company constructed new hydroelectric plants in the San Bernardino
region on Lytle Creek, Santa Ana River, and Mill Creek at the turn of the century. In
1904, they added Los Angeles No. 3, an 8,000 kilowatt steam station near the Los
Angeles River, which utilized the newest, highly efficient steam turbine technology
(Myers 1983:43).

Between 1902 and 1907, the company built the Kern River hydroelectric plant, which
more than doubled the company’s generating capacity. Electricity from Kern River No. 1
was delivered to southern California by way of a 118-mile-long, 75-kV transmission line,
which at that time was the highest-voltage line in the nation. It was also the first electric
line to be carried entirely on steel towers instead of wood poles. The company’s
accomplishments in the expansion of its facilities and service area during the first
decade of the twentieth century led to reincorporation on July 6, 1909 as the Southern
California Edison Company (Myers 1983:47). At that time, it served over 600,000
customers throughout Los Angeles, and outward as far east as Redlands and north to
Santa Barbara.

Immediately following the reincorporation, the new SCE Company made plans for “a
major construction program to upgrade its transmission and generating systems” (Myers
1983:48). The smaller, obsolete steam plants in their system were retired and replaced
with larger facilities incorporating the newest steam turbine technology. Construction of
the first of these new steam plants, SCE’s Long Beach Steam Plant, began in 1910.
Three gigantic vertical steam turbines were installed and put into service in 1911-1914,
producing a tremendous 47,500 kilowatts of power. Seawater from the Cerritos Channel
in Long Beach Harbor provided the system’s cooling water. A network of 66-kV steel
tower transmission lines connected the plant to SCE’s switching station, which then
transferred power to Colton, Santa Ana, Santa Monica, and Pasadena (Myers 1983:49).

On May 26, 1917, SCE purchased Henry Huntington’s Pacific Light & Power
Corporation, including the Big Creek hydroelectric system that had been completed in
1913 at the cost of $12 million. It was able to deliver 60,000 kilowatts (kW) of power to
southern California from Powerhouse No. 1 and No. 2 in the Sierra Nevada Mountains.
Following the purchase and merger, SCE spent a dozen years (1917-1929) in
construction to expand the Big Creek hydroelectric project, enlarging the first two
powerhouses and adding three new ones. Big Creek became the major source of
southern California electricity until the 1950s.
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Construction of the Hoover Dam and Powerhouse between 1930 and 1936 resulted in a
hydroelectric facility that would produce five billion kW-hours of electricity per year for
southern California, Arizona, and Nevada. SCE held the contract to provide some of
that power to its Southern California customers. However, the 1930s was a difficult time
for SCE, as it was for most Americans. Debilitating economic problems during the Great
Depression meant a lull in activity and decreased sales of electric power. Heavy
flooding in 1938 caused the company to shut down some utilities for several days, and
the need to rebuild or abandon others (Myers 1983:174-175).

During WWII, electric power demand increased 94 percent to meet the needs of
southern California’s highly developed industries, such as aircraft plants, shipyards,
steel industries, oil refineries, tire plants, automobile factories, ordnance works, and
numerous military bases (Myers 1983:193). With electric power coming from the Big
Creek system, Hoover Dam, and its other plants, SCE had sufficient electric power
capabilities to furnish the needs of the war effort if it operated at full capacity. However,
wartime power demand soon absorbed the reserve margin, and the capacity of many of
their existing facilities was increased by adding new power generating units.

Amidst a population explosion and development boom in southern California that
immediately followed the end of WWII, SCE had to increase capacity to keep up with
the new wave of demand. The industries that had settled in the region during the war
continued to prosper. Military men who had been stationed or trained in California
during the war were now returning with their families and friends. Housing and
commercial development spread over the region to fill the needs of the post-war
newcomers. On April 12, 1951, SCE placed its one millionth meter into service (Myers
1983:200). The post-war boom lasted through the 1970s. Between 1951 and 1964,
another one million customers were added, and in 1978, the total was 3 million
customers. The only way the company could keep up with the demand was to
undertake an enormous expansion of its generating capacity with construction of new
steam plants and additions to existing hydro plants.

Over a period of 27 years between 1946 and 1973, ten new oil and natural gas fired
electric power plants were built in southern California by SCE and another utility,
California Electric Power Company (Calectric), who merged with SCE in 1964 (Myers
1983:205-208). One of the first steam plants constructed as part of this substantial
expansion program was the Redondo Steam Station designed and built between 1946
and 1948 as an indoor facility based on the standards of the pre-WWII era. Over the
next few years, SCE transitioned the design of their plants to a semi-outdoor and fully
outdoor design, which became the standard during the company’s expansion period
between 1950 and 1973 (JRP 2013:9). As a result of the post-WWII era construction
program, SCE was able to increase their generating capacity from 1.2 million kW in
1945, to 15.5 million kW in 1983.
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In 1980, SCE was the first electric utility company to make a large-scale commitment to
the development of renewable and alternative energy sources such as wind power,
geothermal, solar, fuel cells, cogeneration and hydroelectric generation (Edison
International 2013). Throughout the 1990s, SCE expanded their international presence
with power generation facilities in the United Kingdom, Australia, Indonesia, Italy,
Turkey, the Philippines, and Thailand. By 1996, Edison International was formed as a
parent company of SCE to reflect the movement toward a global utility company.

Post-War (WWII) Electric Power Generation in Southern California

After WWII, steam-generated electricity underwent a significant expansion. Beginning in
1948, with the construction of Redondo Beach Steam Station, and over the ensuing
several decades, ten new multiple unit oil and gas-fired power plants came on line at
coastal and inland sites in Southern California. Seven of these were Edison projects
and three were Calectric projects. (Myers 1983:208-209.) Calectric’s system merged
with Edison’s on January 1, 1964 (Myers 1983:205).

The demand for electricity to power the new and abundant electrical appliances that
appeared on the market after WWII set utility companies in a scurry to meet capacity.
As explained by Hirsh (2002), “(u)sage jumped 14% between 1946 and 1947, but power
firms could not get enough equipment to meet demand as labor troubles at
manufacturers and reconversion to a peace-time economy stalled deliveries.” Between
1947 and 1973, usage rates grew approximately 8 percent per year nationally.

SCE expanded and built many plants in the post-war years to accommodate the
demand for electricity. The following plants were built in rapid-fire succession in
Southern California: Etiwanda (1951), Redondo Beach Plant No. 2 (1952), El Segundo
(1955), and Alamitos (1955). The first outdoor plant, the Highgrove Generating Station
in Grand Terrace, was constructed between 1951 and 1955. New units were added to
all of these plants in the ensuing years into the mid-1960s. (JRP 2013:9.)

The new units constructed in the 1950s and 1960s were very similar to each other in
design (JRP 2013:9). They evidence the transition from indoor steam generating plants,
with the components housed in architectural shells, to largely outdoor facilities generally
lacking architectural merit or pretense. This is particularly evident at El Segundo,
Etiwanda, Alamitos, and Huntington Beach generating stations. This pattern is less
evident at Redondo, where the original 1948 Plant 1, housed in an architectural shell in
a defined style (Art Moderne) based on pre-WWII standards, transitions to the later
Plants 2 and 3 with less architectural embellishment and more open construction
(Smallwood 2014).

Alamitos Generating Station

The Alamitos Generating Station (AGS) is a natural gas fired steam-electric generating
facility that was constructed by SCE between 1955 and 1969. The facility occupies
approximately 120 acres along the west bank of the channelized San Gabriel River, two
miles northeast of Alamitos Bay and the Long Beach Marina. The facility operates on
the once-through cooling process using water diverted from Los Cerritos Channel to the
west of the facility. The cooling water runs through the plant and is then discharged into
the San Gabriel River on the east.
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AGS was built during a period of new steam-power generation facility expansion across
California to meet increased post-WW!II demand for electricity. The first unit (Unit 1) at
AGS began commercial operation in September 1956 and Unit 2 went online in
February 1957, both as 175-megawatt (MW) units with a Babcock and Wilcox natural
circulation boiler. They were followed by Unit 3, which was installed in December 1961,
and Unit 4 in June 1962; both were 320-MW with a controlled circulation boiler. Units 5
and 6, both 480-MW units with a supercritical boiler, were added in 1966—Unit 5 in
March and Unit 6 in September. Unit 7 was installed in July 1969 with a combustion
turbine and operating capacity of 140 MW. The first six units operated in pairs with Unit
7 serving as a supplemental peak-unit to provide additional power during periods of high
usage. All seven units are considered outdoor plants as they are constructed free-
standing without a covering structure or building.

The AGS was designed as dual-source, meaning that it could be powered either by oil
or natural gas, and once had four large fuel-oil tanks on the premises. In the 1970s, all
dual-source fueled plants were required to convert to natural gas only, and by the
1980s, the AGS had completed the conversion. AES-Southland Development acquired
the AGS plant from SCE on May 18, 1998. Unit 7 was decommissioned in 2003, and
the fuel oil tanks were removed in 2010.

Los Angeles Basin Drainage and Flood Control

The Los Angeles Basin is dissected by the Los Angeles and San Gabriel rivers as they
make their way to the Pacific Ocean, and historically, these rivers flowed freely across
the landscape along a natural course that meandered and flooded at will. Devastating
floods from winter and spring rainstorms wreaked havoc along the San Gabriel River in
the late nineteenth century and the early years of the twentieth century as the
population and growth of Los Angeles was beginning to soar. According to the United
States Geological Survey heavy flooding occurred on both the Los Angeles and San
Gabiriel rivers in 1825, 1833, 1842, 1852, 1862, 1867, 1874, 1884, 1886, 1889, 1890,
1909, 1911, 1914, and 1916 (McGlashan and Ebert 1918:40). Their report indicates that
the United States Weather Bureau recorded 41 floods in the vicinity of Los Angeles
during the period 1878 to 1914.

The most famous of these flooding episodes was the Great Flood of 1861-1862. From
December 1861 through January 1862, a series of storms slammed the Pacific Coast
from Mexico to Canada, producing the most violent flooding Southern California
residents have experienced in history. It rained for almost four weeks producing as
much as 66 inches of rain-fall in Los Angeles that year—more than four times the
normal annual amount (Ingram 2013:1). Rivers flooded, spreading muddy water for
several miles across the landscape. Large brown lakes formed on the normally dry
plains of the Los Angeles Basin and covered vast areas of the Mojave Desert and the
San Joaquin Valley, the latter of which became “an inland sea 250 to 300 miles long
and 20 to 60 miles wide” (Cleland 1941:127). Flooding of the Santa Ana River created a
large lake in the Anaheim area that measured four feet deep, stretching as much as four
miles wide (Ingram 2013:1). The flooding drowned hundreds of thousands of cattle
throughout the State and swept away entire communities and mining settlements
statewide. Orchards and farmland washed away, leaving much of the agricultural
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development on the plains of Los Angeles County in ruins. Small settlements in the Los
Angeles Basin were completely submerged and destroyed.

A disastrous flood that occurred in February 1914, which caused over $10 million in
property damage in Los Angeles County, prompted the creation of the Los Angeles
County Flood Control District (LADPW 2014). Successful bond issues in 1917 and 1924
financed construction of dams and other structures to impound San Gabriel River water
and slow its flow in a controlled manner.

San Gabriel River

Development booms in the Los Angeles area during the early twentieth century,
especially once the Los Angeles Aqueduct was activated in 1913, resulted in an
outward expansion and growth of the region toward the Los Angeles Basin, which had
previously been used for agriculture and ranching. In an effort to thwart the devastation
that periodic rainstorms and flooding could cause, the Los Angeles County Flood
Control District proposed impounding the San Gabriel River in an attempt to provide
flood control. The project would also recharge groundwater flows and produce
hydroelectricity for the San Gabriel Valley and Los Angeles metropolitan areas. Portions
of the project were authorized and constructed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
with federal funding. Construction of the first dam on the San Gabriel River began in
1929, but engineering flaws in its design and the onset of the Great Depression
postponed the project until 1932 (Rogers 2007:82).

Within the decades spanning the 1930s—-1950s, five dams were constructed on the San
Gabriel River. Extending from the upstream segment of the San Gabriel River in the
San Gabriel Mountains to downstream, these are: Cogswell Dam (1932-1934), San
Gabriel Dam (1932-1939), Morris Dam (1932—-1934), Santa Fe Dam (1941-1949), and
Whittier Narrows Dam (1949-1957) (LADPW 2006:2-28—2-30).

Before these dams could be completed, two record storms hit the Los Angeles region
during the 1930s, flooding the San Gabriel River. The first flood occurred the night of
December 31, 1933, causing the deaths of nearly 100 people, and the loss of 200
homes and 800 automobiles (SEMP 2006). It destroyed whole neighborhoods in the La
Crescenta/Montrose areas due to landslides from the neighboring foothill mountains,
which had recently burned. The event was so devastating that it inspired
singer/songwriter Woodie Guthrie to write a song about it, titled “Los Angeles New
Year's Flood”.

In March of 1938, a pair of Pacific rainstorms caused abnormally high amounts of
rainfall in the San Gabriel Mountains and across Southern California, causing the San
Gabiriel, Los Angeles, and Santa Ana Rivers to burst their banks. The 1938 flood event
resulted in the deaths of 115 people, and it destroyed 5,601 homes (SEMP 2006). It
damaged 1,500 additional homes leaving them uninhabitable. Both storm debris and
mud flows buried people in their homes or drowned them as they attempted to escape.
If not for the reservoirs and a portion of the San Gabriel Dam that had been completed
in 1938, the damage to the residents of the Los Angeles Basin could have been much
worse than it was (SEMP 2006).
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In addition to the construction of dams on the San Gabriel River, the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers channelized the entire 34-mile length of the river below the mountains to the
Pacific Ocean during stages between about 1928 and the mid-1950s. Its channelized
course parallels the 1-605 freeway its entire length from Azusa to Alamitos. From the
mouth of Azusa Canyon at the southern edge of the San Gabriel Mountains, the river
cascades over a series of more than 16 drop structures to slow the flow of flood waters
from the mountains before it reaches the Santa Fe Dam. A series of 19 drop structures
are positioned along the channel between Santa Fe Dam and Whittier Narrows Dam,
within a 400-feet-wide earthen channel with concrete sides. Downstream of Whittier
Narrows Dam, the channel narrows from 390 feet wide to 320 feet wide. Upon nearing
Firestone Boulevard in Downey, the earthen channel narrows into a 165 feet wide
concrete-bottom channel. The concrete bottom channel continues south and merges
with Coyote Creek Channel at Rossmoor, at which point their convergence drops into a
350 feet wide earthen channel bordered by earthen dikes lined with rip-rap. This style of
construction continues along the balance of the river's course to the Pacific Ocean at
Alamitos Bay.

Los Cerritos Channel

Based on historic aerial photographs, it appears that Los Cerritos Channel was built in
the 1940s in an effort to control flows in that part of the Los Angeles Basin prior to the
area being built over with dense residential and commercial development (EDR 2011).
The Los Cerritos Channel is fed by the convergence of several small channelized
tributaries that flow from their emergence in the nearby communities of Bellflower,
Lakewood, and Bixby Knolls to the north and northwest of Los Alamitos. Each tributary
measures less than 80 feet wide and 4 miles in length. Once they convene, their flow
enters a segment of Los Cerritos Channel that is a 120-feet wide concrete channel. At
Atherton Street, the concrete channel drops into a 200-foot wide segment of Los
Cerritos Channel that is earthen and lined with rip-rap boulders. From there, the water is
delivered 2.5 miles to the Pacific Ocean at Alamitos Bay. The two intake channels
extending from Los Cerritos Channel into the Alamitos Generating Station were built
during the late 1950s, at the same time as the power plant it serves (Price 2014:2)

PROJECT AREA OF ANALYSIS

Appendix CR-1 Table 1 below defines the applicant’s proposed depths of excavation,
depths of existing fill (artificial) deposits, and depths of excavation into natural soils or
sediments, for each component of the proposed AEC. This information establishes the
vertical dimension of staff's project area of analysis (PAA) in the final staff assessment
(FSA).
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Depths of Major Excavations for the Proposed Project

Appendix CR-1 Table 1

Project Element

Proposed
Excavation
Depth (feet

bg)

Depth of
Existing Fill
(feet bg)

Depth of
Excavation into
Natural Soils or

Sediments (feet bg)

References

Power Block 1

CTGs (N =2) Concrete Estimated 6-9 Concrete pad: 14 AES 2015a:1-2,
pad: <10 Piles: 41-44 5.3-24-5.3-25
Piles: ~ 50
HRSGs (N = 2) Concrete Estimated 6-9 Concrete pad: 14 AES 2015a:1-2,
pad: <10 Piles: 41-44 5.3-24-5.3-25
Piles: ~ 50
STG Concrete Estimated 6-9 Concrete pad: 14 AES 2015a:1-2,
pad: <10 Piles: 41-44 5.3-24-5.3-25
Piles: ~ 50
ACC Piles: 50 Estimated 6-9 Piles: 41-44 AES 2015a:1-2,
5.3-25
Auxiliary boiler Concrete Estimated 6-9 Concrete pad: 14 AES 2015a:1-2,
pad: <10 Piles: 41-44 5.3-24-5.3-25
Piles: ~ 50
Fin-fan cooler Piles: 50 8 42 AES 2015a:2-3,
5.3-24-5.3-25
GSU transformers (N = 3) Concrete Estimated 6-9 Concrete pad: 14 AES 2015a:2-9,
pad: <10 Piles: 41-44 2-11, 5.3-24—
Piles: ~ 50 5.3-25; AES
2015b:4
Fire water and suppression | ~10 Estimated 6-9 14 AES 2015a:2-4,
systems, hydrants 2-17, 5.3-2, 5.3-
24
Water treatment and <10 Estimated 6-9 1-4 AES 2015a:2-4,
storage systems 5.3-24
Metal acoustical enclosure <10 Estimated 6-9 1-4 AES 2015a:2-7—
2-9,5.3-24
Ammonia tank deep piles, Piles: 50 Estimated 6-9 Piles: 41-44 AES 2015a:2-
containment, and injection 14-2-15, 5.3-25;
grid AES 2015b:5
Ammonia refilling station, <10 Estimated 6-9 1-4 AES 2015a:2-
containment basin, and 15, 5.3-24
sump
Related ancillary equipment | <10 Estimated 6-9 1-4 AES 2015a:1-2,
5.3-24
Power Block 2
CTGs (N =4) Concrete 8 Concrete pad: 2 AES 2015a:1-2,
pad: <10 Piles: 42 5.3-24-5.3-25
Piles: ~ 50
CTG inlet air filter house Concrete 8 Concrete pad: 2 AES 2015a:2-3,
with evaporative cooler (N = | pad: <10 Piles: 42 5.3-24-5.3-25
4) Piles: ~ 50
CTG turbine intercooler and | Concrete 8 Concrete pad: 2 AES 2015a:2-3,
intercooler circulating pad: €10 Piles: 42 5.3-24-5.3-25
pumps (N = 4) Piles: ~ 50
Fin-fan coolers (N = 2) Piles: ~50 | 8 42 AES 2015a:1-2,
2-6, 5.3-25
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Project Element Proposed Depth of Depth of References
Excavation | Existing Fill Excavation into
Depth (feet | (feet bg) Natural Soils or
bg) Sediments (feet bg)
GSU transformer (N = 2) Concrete 8 Concrete pad: 2 AES 2015a:2-3,
pad: <10 Piles: 42 2-9, 2-11; AES
Piles: ~ 50 2015b:4
Fire water and suppression | ~10 8 2 AES 2015a:2-4,
systems 5.3-2
Water treatment and <10 8 2 AES 2015a:2-4,
storage systems 5.3-24
Ammonia tank deep piles, Piles: 50 8 Piles: 42 AES 2015a:2-
containment, and injection 14-2-15; AES
grid 2015b:5
Ammonia refilling station, <10 8 2 AES 2015a:2-
containment basin, and 15, 5.3-24
sump
Ancillary facilities <10 8 2 AES 2015a:1-2,
5.3-24
Other Project Components
Natural gas metering facility | <10 8 <2 AES 2015a:1-3,
2-4,5.3-24
Natural gas compressor <10 8 <2 AES 2015a:1-3,
buildings (N = 2) 2-3, 2-4, 5.3-24;
AES 2015b:4
Gas scrubber/filtering <10 8 <2 AES 2015a:2-4,
equipment 5.3-24, Figure
2.1-2; AES
2015b:4
Construction laydown areas | Estimated < | 6-9 0 AES 2015a:1-3,
6 Figure 1.1-3
New process/sanitary 10-15 (10- | Unknown Unknown AES 2015a:1-3,
wastewater pipeline (6-inch | ft-wide 2-5,5.3-2
diameter) construction
corridor)
Oil/water separators and <10 6-9 1-4 AES 2015a:2-2,
sumps (N = 2) 5.3-24
600,000-gal onsite Piles: 50 6-9 41-44 AES 2015a:2-5,
fire/service water storage 5.3-24-25; AES
tank 2015b:4
Station battery system (in 6-9 AES 2015a:2-9,
Administrative building) 5.3-24; AES
2015b:4
Construction/commissioning | 10 6-9 1-4 AES 2015a:2-
electrical connection to 10, 5.3-24; AES
existing 66-kV power 2015b:4
source (includes
underground conduit)
340,000-gal deionized Piles: 50 6-9 41-44 AES 2015a:2-
water tank 12, 5.3-24-5.3-
25; AES
2015b:4-5
System of floor drains, hub | ~10 6-9 1-4 AES 2015a:2-
drains, sumps, and piping 16, 5.3-2
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Project Element Proposed Depth of Depth of References
Excavation | Existing Fill Excavation into
Depth (feet | (feet bg) Natural Soils or
bg) Sediments (feet bg)
Wastewater holding tanks 10 6-9 1-4 AES 2015a:2-
or sumps 16, 5.3-24; AES
2015b:5
OHTL poles, 6-ft-diameter 18 6-8 10-12 AES 2015a:3-1,
(N=23) Appendix 5.15A
A-frame transmission 8 6-8 10-12 AES 2015a:
structures, four 2-ft- Appendix 5.15A
diameter footings each (N =
2)
Condensate receiver, Piles: 50 6-9 41-44 AES 2015a:2-
storage tank, pumps, and 14, 5.3-24-5.3-
transfer pumps 25, Figure 2.1-2;
AES 2015b:5
Station grounding grid 2-3 Power Block 1: Power Block 1: 0 AES 2015a:5.3-
69 Power Block 2: 0 24; AES 2015b:5
Power Block 2: 8
Demolition of AGS Unit 7’s Remaining Components
Demolition <10 6-9 1-4 AES 2015a:1-3,
2-2,5.3-3, 5.3-
24; AES 2015b:3
Other Demolition Activities
Demolish two wastewater <10 8 <2 AES 2015a:1-3,
retention basins 5.3-3,5.3-24

Notes: ACC = air-cooled condenser; AGS = Alamitos Generating Station; bg = below grade; CTG = combustion turbine generator; ft
= feet; gal = gallon(s); GSU = generator step-up; HRSG = heat recovery steam generator; kV = kilovolt(s); OHTL = overhead

transmission line; STG = steam turbine generator.
Staff estimated the depth of existing fill from AES (2015a:5.3-24) and Ninyo & Moore (2011:Figure 3, Appendix A).

BACKGROUND RESEARCH

As stated in the FSA, the literature review and records search indicate that 80 previous
cultural resource studies have been conducted in the PAA. Of these, 11 cultural
resource studies have been conducted within or adjacent to the archaeological and
historic built environment portion of the PAA and 81 in the ethnographic portion of the
PAA (Appendix CR-1 Tables 2-3).

APPENDIX CR-1 TABLE 2

Literature Review Results within or adjacent to the Archaeological Resources and
Built Environment Portions of the PAA

Author and Date of Study

SCCIC Study Number

Resources Identified

Strudwick et al. 1996 LA-1996 None
McKenna 1990a LA-2114 P-19-001821
McKenna 2001 LA-5215 P-19-000234, P-19-000235, P-

19-000306

Zahniser 1974 LA-4269/LA-5315 P-19-000306

Billat 2003 LA-6909 None

Strudwick 2004 LA-8487 P-19-186880

CLB, with Rincon 2010 None None

Cardenas et al. 2012 Not assigned None

Stickel 1991 OR-1272 P-30-000143, P-30-000256, P-
30-000257, P-30-000258, P-30-
000259, P-30-000261, P-30-
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Author and Date of Study

SCCIC Study Number

Resources Identified

000262, P-30-000263, P-30-
000264, P-30-000298, P-30-
000322, P-30-000850, P-30-
000851, P-30-000852, P-30-
001118

Davy 1997a

OR-1931

P-19-000272, P-19-001821, P-
30-000143, P-30-000256, P-30-
000257, P-30-000258, P-30-
000259, P-30-000260, P-30-
000261, P-30-000262, P-30-
000263, P-30-000264, P-30-
000298, P-30-000322, P-30-
000850, P-30-000851, P-30-
000852, P-30-001118, P-30-
001455

APPENDIX CR-1 TABLE 3
Literature Review Results: Studies in the Ethnographic PAA

Author and Date of Study

SCCIC Study Number

Strudwick et al. 1996 LA-1996
McKenna 1990a LA-2114
McKenna 2001 LA-5215
Zahniser 1974 LA-4269/LA-5315
Billat 2003 LA-6909
Strudwick 2004 LA-8487
Cardenas et al. 2012 Not assigned
Stickel 1991 OR-1272
Davy 1997a OR-1931
Cooley 1979 LA-00522
Dixon 1974a LA-00503
Leonard 1974 LA-00057
Allen 1980 LA-00939
Van Horn and Brock 1981 LA-00987
Weinman and Stickel 1978 LA-2399/0R-403
Dixon and Rosenthal 1981 LA-2792
Desautels 1981; Dixon 1982 LA-2793
Dixon 1972 LA-2794
Desautels et al. 1979 LA-2795
Dixon 1993 LA-2864
York et al. 2003 OR-3391
Bucknam 1974 LA-3583
Milliken at al. 1997 LA-4091
MclLean et al. 1997 LA-4157
Underwood 1993a LA-4270
Underwood 1993b LA-4274
Underwood 1993c LA-4275
Underwood 1993d LA-4276
Underwood 1993e LA-4277
Widell 1994 LA-4355
Cottrell 1975a LA-5727
Shepard 2003 LA-6107/OR-2774
Altschul 1994 LA-6160
Cottrell 1975b LA-6163
Shepard 2004 LA-8494
URS 2003 LA-8495
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Author and Date of Study

SCCIC Study Number

Shepard et al. 2004

Not found in SCCIC bibliography

Raab and Boxt 1993

LA-8497

Raab and Boxt 1994 LA-8498
MBA 2006 LA-9839
Wills 2006 LA-9840
Fulton 2009 LA-10483
Archaeological Associates 1980 OR-00493
SRS 1981 OR-639
Redwine 1958 OR-01049
Clevenger et al. 1993 OR-1599
Clevenger and Crawford 1997a OR-1897
Clevenger and Crawford 1995 OR-1958
Mason and Cerreto 1995 OR-1960
Clevenger and Crawford 1997b OR-1969
Berryman and Pettus 1995 OR-1989
Mason 1987 OR-2033
Romani 1981 OR-2161
Duke 2000 OR-2164
Ogden 1995 OR-3174
JRP 1999 OR-3175
Ritchie 2000 OR-3371
Wilodarski 2006 OR-3402
Ehringer 2009 OR-3762
Cleland et al. 2007 OR-3828
Mason 2009a, 2009b OR-3870
Slauson 2009 OR-3890
USACE 1978 LA-10527
Whitney-Desautels and Bonner 1994 LA-3114
Stickel 1996a OR-1608
York et al. 1997a OR-1643
York et al. 1997b OR-1644/1858
Stickel 1996b OR-1610
Stickel 1996¢ OR-1816
Bates 1972 LA-294
Drover 1993 LA-2870
SRS 1980 LA-263
Whitney-Desautels et al. 1986 LA-1541
Whitney-Desautels 1979 LA-561
Cameron 1973 LA-87
Whitney-Desautels et al. 1993 LA-3303
Carter and Neitzel 1977 LA-4364
EDAW 2003, cited in LADWP, with AECOM None
2010:4.2-4

Anonymous 2001, cited in LADWP, with AECOM None

2010:4.2-4

LSA 2009 None (associated with Fulton 2009)
CLB 2009a None

DON 2013 None; associated with JRP 1999
Parsons 2014 None

McKenna 2016 None
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APPENDIX CR-1 TABLE 4

Literature Review Results: Previously Recorded Cultural Resources

Resource Type Description Location Significance Source
Designation
Archaeological Resources
P-19-000102 Prehistoric Shell midden, | Records search | Recorded 1966, | SCCIC 2006;
(CA-LAN-102) | archaeological | debitage, area destroyed by Stevens 1966
site pestle, mano, construction, fall
projectile point of 1973
P-19-000231 Prehistoric Midden, shell Records search | Recorded 1961
archaeological area
site
P-19-000232 Prehistoric Midden, shell Records search | Unevaluated Dixon 1961a
archaeological area
site
P-19-000233 Prehistoric Shell midden, | Records search | Unevaluated Dixon 1961b
archaeological | lithic debitage | area
site
P-19-000234 Prehistoric and | Shell, lithic Records search | NRHP/CRHR Dixon 1960a,
(CA-LAN- historic debitage, area listed 1973; Leonard
234/H) human 1974; Mellon
remains 1981; Noguchi
and Wilson
1979;
Sutherland 1981
P-19-000235 | Prehistoric and | Human Records search | NRHP/CRHR Dixon 1960b,
(CA-LAN- historic remains, shell, | area listed 1973; Noguchi
235/H) lithic debitage and Wilson
1979
P-19-000236 Prehistoric and Records search
(CA-LAN- historic area
236/H) archaeological
site
P-19-000270 Prehistoric Human Records search Bates 1972;
(CA-LAN-270) | archaeological | remains, area Dixon 1960c
site projectile
points, knives,
mortars,
pestles,
steatite bowls,
charmstones,
pigments, bone
tools and
ornaments,
shell ornament,
shell
ornaments,
desert pottery
P-19-000271 Prehistoric Shell midden, | Records search | Unevaluated Dixon 1959
(CA-LAN-271) | archaeological | hammerstone, | area
site debitage
P-19-000272 | Prehistoric Deeply buried | Records search | Unevaluated Brooks et al.
(CA-LAN-272) | human remains | human skull area 1965
P-19-000273 Prehistoric Midden, shell, | Records search | Unevaluated Dixon 1961c
(CA-LAN-273) | archaeological | bowl rim, area
site chopper, lithic
debitage
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Resource Type Description Location Significance Source
Designation
P-19-000274 | Prehistoric Shell Records search | Unevaluated Dixon 1961d
(CA-LAN-274) | archaeological | fragments area
site
P-19-000275 | Prehistoric Shell Records search | Unevaluated Dixon 1961e
(CA-LAN-275) | archaeological | fragments area
site
P-19-000278 | Prehistoric Campsite or Records search True 1960
(CA-LAN-278) | archaeological | village; area
site midden,
debitage
P-19-000306 | Prehistoric Puvunga Records search | NRHP/CRHR Dixon 1964,
(CA-LAN-306) | archaeological | Indian Village: | area listed 1973; Milliken et
site midden, shell, al. 1997,
manos, Noguchi and
pestles, metate Wilson 1979
fragments,
steatite bowls,
bifaces,
projectile
points,
debitage, shell
ornaments,
asphaltum,
stone disc and
shell beads
P-19-000702 | Prehistoric Midden, shell, | Records search | Significant, Allen 1980;
(CA-LAN-702) | archaeological | mano area regulatory Clutter and
site fragments, criteria Howard 1974;
debitage, fish unspecified Cottrell 19753,
bones, human 1975b
remains
P-19-000703 | Prehistoric Shell Records search Boxt 1994a;
(CA-LAN- archaeological | fragments, area Dixon 1974b,
703/704), The | site midden, lithic 1974c
Park Estates debitage,
Site projectile point,
clam shell
P-19-000705 Prehistoric/hist | Shell Records search | Recommended | Boxt 1993;
(CA-LAN- oric fragments, area as significant Dixon 1974d
705/H), The archaeological | midden, lithic (regulatory
CSULB Isabel | site, including debitage, shell criteria not
Patterson buried beads, pestle, specified)
Child prehistoric steatite bowl
Development | deposits to fragment, used
Center Site north and east | shell, terrestrial
and marine
faunal remains,
ceramics,
glass
P-19-001000 Prehistoric Buried midden, | Records search | Recommended | Boxt 1994b;
(CA-LAN- archaeological | shell fragments | area as significant Dixon 1979a;
1000), The site (regulatory Underwood
CSULB criteria not 1993b
Swimming specified)
Pool Site
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Resource Type Description Location Significance Source
Designation
P-19-001001 Prehistoric arch | Midden, shell Records search | Unevaluated; no| Boxt 1996;
(CA-LAN- aeological site | fragments; area evidence found | Dixon 1979b
1001) later study in 1996
found nothing
P-19-001002 | Prehistoric arch | Midden, shell Records search | Unevaluated Dixon 1979c;
(CA-LAN- aeological site | fragments, area Underwood
1002) FAR, CCS 1993e
flake, CCS
biface
P-19-001003 Prehistoric Midden, shell Records search | Unevaluated; no| Boxt 1994c;
(CA-LAN- archaeological | fragments, area evidence found | Dixon 1979d
1003) site debitage in 1994
P-19-001004 Prehistoric arch | Midden, shell Records search | Unevaluated; Boxt 1994d;
(CA-LAN- aeological site | fragments area reportedly a Dixon 1979e
1004) redeposit
P-19-001005 Prehistoric Midden, shell Records search | Unevaluated; no| Boxt 1994e;
(CA-LAN- archaeological | fragments area evidence found | Dixon 1979f;
1005) site in 1994 Underwood
1993b
P-19-001006 | Prehistoric Shell midden Records search | Appears to have| Dixon 1979g;
(CA-LAN- archaeological area been destroyed | Whitney-
1006) site by 1994 Desautels and
Bonner 1994
P-19-001007 Prehistoric Shell midden, | Records search | Much of the site | Dixon 1979h
(CA-LAN- archaeological | debitage, area destroyed in
1007) site bone, possible 1979
human bone
P-19-001821 Prehistoric Shell midden Records search | Unevaluated McKenna
(McKenna 1) | archaeological area 1990a, 1990b
site
P-19-002616 | Prehistoric Shell midden, | Records search | Recommended | Boxt 1997;
(CA-LAN- archaeological | metates, area as significant Langenwalter et
2616), The site terrestrial and (regulatory al. 2001
CSULB Vivian fish bone, criteria not
Engineering manos, shell specified)
Quadrangle beads,
Site, Midden scrapers,
Trace D projectile
points, CCS
and obsidian
debitage,
buried midden
P-19-002629 | Prehistoric Buried midden, | Records search | Undetermined Boxt 1994f;
(Trace F — archaeological | schist bead, area CSULB 1977a
second site projectile point,
location/Midde scrapers,
n Trace F/The spokeshave,
CSULB Los debitage
Cerritos Hall (chert, steatite,
Site) chalcedony),

mano
fragment, 12
FAR, mollusk
remains, faunal
remains
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Resource Type Description Location Significance Source
Designation
P-19-002630 | Prehistoric/hist | Buried midden, | Records search | Recommended | Boxt 1994g;
(The CSULB oric shell beads, area as significant CSULB 1977b,
Parking archaeological | Tizon (regulatory 1977c
Structure site Brownware, criteria not
Site/Midden bone awls, specified)
Trace G and projectile
Temporary points, cores,
Site Nos. 1-4); debitage,
subsumes P- scraping tools,
19-120044 and faunal bones,
P-19-120052 shell debris,
obsidian and
steatite, drills,
hammerstones
, bone tools,
human tooth;
historic faunal
remains, burnt
vegetable
remains, a
glass bead,
birdshot, bottle
glass, button,
pottery
P-19-100485 | Prehistoric Shell bead Records search Mason
archaeological | scatter area 2009a:Table 1
site
P-19-120038 | Prehistoric Midden Records search | Unevaluated CSuULB 1977d
(Trace A) archaeological area
site
P-19-120039 Prehistoric Redeposited or| Records search | Unevaluated CSULB 1977e
(Trace B) archaeological | disturbed shell | area
site scatter
P-19-120040 | Prehistoric Midden Records search | Unevaluated CSULB 19771,
(Trace C) archaeological area Underwood
site 1993b
P-19-120041 Prehistoric Midden Records search | Unevaluated CSULB 1977g;
(Trace D) archaeological area Underwood
site 1993b
P-19-120042 | Prehistoric Midden Records search | Unevaluated CSULB 1977h
(Trace E) archaeological area
site
P-19-120043 | Prehistoric Midden Records search | Unevaluated CSULB 1977i
(Trace F) archaeological area
site
P-19-120045 | Prehistoric Redeposited or| Records search | Unevaluated CSULB 1977j;
(Trace H) archaeological | disturbed shell | area Mason
site scatter 2009a:Table 1
P-19-120046 | Prehistoric Midden Records search | Unevaluated CSULB 1977k
(Trace ) archaeological area
site
P-19-120047 Prehistoric Midden Records search | Unevaluated CSuULB 19771
(Trace J) archaeological area

site
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Resource Type Description Location Significance Source
Designation
P-19-120048 | Prehistoric Redeposited or| Records search | Unevaluated CSULB 1977m;
(Trace K) archaeological | disturbed shell | area Mason
site scatter 2009a:Table 1;
Underwood
1993b
P-19-120049 | Prehistoric Redeposited or| Records search | Unevaluated CSULB 1977n;
(Trace L) archaeological | disturbed shell | area Mason
site scatter 2009a:Table 1;
Underwood
1993b
P-19-120050 Prehistoric Redeposited or| Records search | Unevaluated CSULB 19770;
(Trace B — archaeological | disturbed shell | area Mason
second site scatter 2009a:Table 1
location)
P-19-120053 | Prehistoric Midden Records search | Unevaluated CSULB 1977p
(Trace J — archaeological area
second site
location)
P-19-120062 | Prehistoric Shell midden, | Records search | Unevaluated URS 2003
archaeological | stone artifacts; | area
site probably
redeposited
P-30-000143 | Prehistoric Shell midden, | Records search | Destroyed in Brotman 1965a,
(CA-ORA- archaeological | burials, steatite | area 1960s 1965b; Davy
143)/P-30- site/historic bowl 1997b;
000265 (CA- ranch house fragments, McKinney 1964,
ORA-265), and structures | hamme