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COMMISSION ADOPTION ORDER

This Commission Order adopts the Commission Decision for the application for
Certification for the Alamitos Energy Center. The Commission Decision consists of the
Alamitos Energy Center PMPD docketed on February 13, 2017* and the Errata filed on
April 11, 2017.? The Commission Decision is based upon the evidentiary record of these
proceedings and considers the comments received prior to and at the April 12, 2017
Business Meeting. The Commission Decision contains a summary of the proceedings,
the evidence presented, and the rationale for the findings reached and conditions
imposed.

This Order incorporates by reference the text and evidence referred to in the PMPD and
the Errata to the PMPD. The requirements contained in the Commission Decision
ensure that the proposed facility will be designed, sited, constructed, and operated in a
manner to protect environmental quality, to assure public health and safety, and to
operate in a safe and reliable manner.

FINDINGS

The Commission hereby adopts the following findings, pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code, section 21000 et seq.),
the Warren-Alquist Act (California Public Resources Code, section 25500 et seq.) and
the Energy Commission Regulations (California Code of Regulations, Title 20), in
addition to those contained in the Commission Decision:

1. Imposition and implementation of the conditions of certification contained in the
Commission Decision ensure that the Alamitos Energy Center project will be
designed, constructed, sited, and operated in conformity with applicable local,
regional, state, and federal laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards,

TN 215975
2TN 216938



including applicable public health and safety standards, and air and water quality
standards.

Imposition and implementation of the conditions of certification contained in the
Commission Decision will ensure protection of environmental quality and assure
reasonably safe and reliable operation of the Alamitos Energy Center project.
The conditions of certification also assure that the Alamitos Energy Center
project will neither result in, nor contribute substantially to, any significant direct,
indirect, or cumulative environmental impacts.

Changes or alterations have been incorporated into the Alamitos Energy Center
project that mitigate or lessen the impacts of the project and will be beneficial to
the public.

Existing governmental land use restrictions are sufficient to adequately control
population density in the area surrounding the Alamitos Energy Center project
and may be reasonably expected to ensure public health and safety.

While located near Alamitos Bay and the San Gabriel River, the Alamitos Energy
Center project has been set back from the shoreline to permit reasonable public
use and to protect scenic and aesthetic values.

The Alamitos Energy Center will not be sited, constructed, or operated on land
designated for use as a state, regional, county or city park; wilderness, scenic or
natural reserve; area for wildlife protection, recreation, historic preservation; or
natural preservation or on an estuary in an essentially natural and undeveloped
state.

There is an environmental justice population, based on either the presence of
minority or low-income populations, within six miles of the project; however, the
Alamitos Energy Center project will not have any significant environmental
impacts and therefore will not have a disproportionate impact on low-income or
minority populations.

The Commission Decision contains a discussion of the public benefits of the
project as required by Public Resources Code section 25523(h).

The Alamitos Energy Center project would benefit the local and regional study
areas in terms of an increase in local expenditures and payrolls during
construction and operation of the facility, as well as a possible benefit to public
finance and local economies through taxation. These activities will provide a
degree of economic benefits to the local area. In addition, the Alamitos Energy
Center reduces water usage and eliminates the use of ocean water for cooling
and includes more efficient equipment for the generation of electricity.



10.

11.

12.

The evidence does not establish the existence of any environmentally superior
alternative site.

The Commission Decision contains measures to ensure that the planned,
temporary, or unexpected closure of the project will conform with applicable laws,
ordinances, regulations, and standards.

The proceedings leading to the Commission Decision have been conducted in
conformity with the regulations governing the consideration of an Application for
Certification and thereby meet the requirements of Public Resources Code
sections 21000 et seq. and 25500 et seq.

ORDER

Therefore, the Commission Orders the following:

1.

The Alamitos Energy Center PMPD filed on February 13, 2017,° and the Errata
filed on April 11, 2017,* are hereby adopted as the Commission Decision and
incorporated by reference into this Order.

The Application for Certification for the Alamitos Energy Center as described in
the Commission Decision and a certificate to construct and operate the project
are hereby granted.

The approval of the Application for Certification for the Alamitos Energy Center is
subject to the timely performance of the conditions of certification and
compliance verifications. The conditions of certification and compliance
verifications are integrated with this Order and are not severable therefrom.
While the project owner may delegate the performance of a condition or
verification, the duty to ensure adequate performance of a condition or
verification may not be delegated.

This Order is adopted, issued, effective, and final on April 12, 2017.

Reconsideration of this Order is governed by Public Resources Code section
25530.

Judicial review of this Order is governed by Public Resources Code section
25531.

* TN 215975.

* TN 216938.



10.

The Commission hereby adopts the Conditions of Certification, Compliance
Verifications, and associated dispute resolution procedures set forth in the
Commission Decision as its mitigation monitoring program required by Public
Resources Code section 25532. All Conditions take effect immediately upon
adoption and apply to all construction and site preparation activities including, but
not limited to, ground disturbance, site preparation, and permanent structure
construction.

This Order licenses the project owner to commence construction on the Alamitos
Energy Center project. Subject to the provisions of California Code of
Regulations, title 20, section 1720.3, this license expires by operation of law
when the Alamitos Energy Center project’s start-of-construction deadline passes
with no construction.

The Executive Director of the Commission shall transmit a Notice of Decision and
appropriate accompanying documents, as provided by Public Resources Code
section 25537, and California Code of Regulations, title 20, section 1768.

The Hearing and Policy Unit shall incorporate the Alamitos Energy Center PMPD
and Errata into a single document. Publication of that compilation shall not affect
the adoption, effective, issuance, or final dates of this Order established in
paragraph 4, above.

IT 1S SO ORDERED.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Secretariat to the Commission does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true, and correct copy of an Order duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the
California Energy Commission held on April 12, 2017.

AYE: Weisenmiller, Douglas, McAllister, Hochschild, Scott

NAY:

ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Original Signed by:

Cody Goldthrite
Secretariat
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[. INTRODUCTION

SUMMARY OF THE DECISION

This Decision contains the California Energy Commission’'s (Energy
Commission) rationale in determining that the proposed Alamitos Energy Center
project (AEC or Project) will, as mitigated, have no significant impacts on the
environment and comply with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards (LORS). This Decision is based exclusively upon the evidentiary
record established during this certification proceeding and summarized in this
document. The Committee has independently evaluated the evidence, cited to
references in the record® supporting our findings and conclusions, and specified
the measures required to ensure that the AEC is designed, constructed, and
operated in the manner necessary to protect public health and safety, promote
the general welfare, and preserve environmental quality.

The Energy Commission has exclusive jurisdiction to license this project and is
considering the AFC under a review process established by Public Resources
Code, sections 25500 and California Code of Regulations, title 20, section 1200.
A license issued by the Energy Commission is in lieu of other state and local
permits.

BACKGROUND

On December 27, 2013, AES Southland Development, LLC (Applicant) submitted
an application for certification (AFC) to modernize the existing Alamitos
Generating Station (AGS) located at 690 North Studebaker Drive, Long Beach,
California. The AEC project was originally proposed to be a natural-gas-fired, air-
cooled, combined-cycle electrical generating facility with a net generating
capacity of 1,936 megawatts (MW).

On October 26, 2015, the Applicant filed a Supplemental Application for
Certification (SAFC) that changed the design of the initially proposed AEC
project. The currently proposed AEC would be a nhominal 1,040 MW, natural-gas-
fired, combined-cycle and simple-cycle, air-cooled electrical generating facility
consisting of two power blocks. Power Block 1 consists of two natural-gas-fired
combustion turbine generators in a combined-cycle configuration, two unfired
heat recovery steam generators, one steam turbine generator, an air-cooled

! The Reporter’s Transcripts of the evidentiary hearings are cited as “date of hearing, RT page
__:line __.”" For example: 10/1/16 RT 77:16. The exhibits included in the evidentiary record are
cited as “Ex. number.” A list of all exhibits is contained in Appendix B of this Decision.
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condenser, an auxiliary boiler, and related ancillary equipment capable of
producing a nominal 640 MW. Power Block 2 consists of four 100 MW simple-
cycle combustion turbine generators with fin-fan coolers and ancillary facilities.

The AEC would be located on 21 acres within the larger 71.1-acre AGS site.

The project site is bounded on the north by State Route 22, on the east by the
San Gabriel River, on the south by 2nd Street, and on the west by N. Studebaker
Road in the City of Long Beach, Los Angeles County, California.

For more details about the proposed project, please see the PROJECT
DESCRIPTION section of this Decision.

PROJECT CERTIFICATION PROCESS

The AEC and its related facilities are subject to Energy Commission licensing
jurisdiction.? During certification proceedings, the Energy Commission acts as the
lead state agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).2 The
Energy Commission’s regulatory process, including the evidentiary record and
associated analyses, are functionally equivalent to the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report pursuant to CEQA.? The process is designed to be
completed within a specified time period when the required information is
submitted in a timely manner.

The Energy Commission's certification process provides a thorough review and
analysis of all aspects of a proposed power plant project. During this process, the
Energy Commission conducts a comprehensive examination of a project's
potential economic, public health and safety, reliability, engineering, and
environmental ramifications.

The Energy Commission's process allows for and encourages public participation
so that members of the public may become involved either informally or on a
formal level as intervenor parties who have the opportunity to present evidence
and cross-examine witnesses. The Energy Commission also has a Public
Adviser who is available to assist the public in participating in all aspects of the
certification proceeding.

The process begins when an Applicant submits an AFC. Energy Commission
staff (Staff) reviews the data submitted as part of the AFC and makes a

2Pub. Res. Code, § 25500 et seq.
®Pub. Res. Code, §§ 25519(c), 21000 et seq.
*Pub. Res. Code, § 21080.5.
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recommendation to the Energy Commission® on whether the AFC contains
adequate information to begin the certification process. After the Energy
Commission determines an AFC contains sufficient analytical information and
deems it “data adequate,” it appoints a Committee of two Commissioners® to
conduct the formal certification process. This process includes public
conferences and Evidentiary Hearings, through which the evidentiary record is
developed and becomes the basis for the Presiding Member's Proposed
Decision (PMPD). The PMPD determines a project's environmental impact and
conformity with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS)
and provides recommendations to the Energy Commission.

The initial portion of the certification process is weighted heavily towards
assuring public awareness of the proposed project and obtaining necessary
technical information. Typically, during this informational and discovery phase,
the following events occur:

e The Committee will hold an informational hearing, a site visit, and
conferences.

e Staff publishes an issues identification report.
e Individuals or groups may petition the Committee to be intervenors.
e Staff and intervenors issue data requests.

e Staff sponsors public workshops at which intervenors, agency
representatives, and members of the public meet with Staff and the
Applicant to discuss, clarify, and negotiate pertinent issues.

e Staff publishes its initial technical evaluation of the AFC in its Preliminary
Staff Assessment (PSA) and makes it available for a 30-day comment
period.

e Staff publishes its Final Staff Assessment (FSA) which contains Staff's
conclusions about potential environmental impacts and conformity with

®> The “Energy Commission” consists of the five commissioners appointed and confirmed to
review, oversee, and vote on items of business for the Commission. Energy Commission Staff is
the professional staff, consultants, or experts of the Energy Commission’s Siting, Transportation
and Environmental Protection Division who review and perform the environmental, social,
engineering, and safety review.

® On March 12, 2014, designated Commissioner Karen Douglas, Presiding Member, and
Commissioner Janea Scott, Associate Member, as the Committee to manage the certification
process.
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LORS; proposed conditions of certification (COCs) or mitigation that apply
to the design, construction, operation, and closure of the facility;
comments made on the PSA; and Staff's responses to those comments,
The FSA serves as Staff formal testimony.

Following the discovery phase, the Committee conducts a Prehearing
Conference to assess the adequacy of available information, identify issues, and
determine the positions of the parties. Based on information presented at the
Prehearing Conference, the Committee issues a Hearing Order to schedule a
formal Evidentiary Hearing(s). At the Evidentiary Hearings, all formal parties,
including intervenors, may present sworn testimony, which is subject to cross-
examination by other parties and questioning by the Committee. Members of the
public may offer oral or written comments at these hearings. Evidence submitted
at the Evidentiary Hearing(s) provides the basis for the Committee’s PMPD,
which is available for a 30-day public comment period. The PMPD contains the
Committee’s analysis and recommendations. Depending on the extent of
revisions necessary after considering comments received during this period, the
Committee may elect to publish a revised version. If so, the Revised PMPD
requires an additional public comment period. Finally, the full Energy
Commission decides whether to accept, reject, or modify the Committee's
recommendations at a public hearing.

Throughout the licensing process, members of the Committee, and ultimately the
Energy Commission, serve as fact-finders and decision-makers. Other parties,
including the Applicant, Staff, and Intervenors, function independently with equal
legal status. An "ex parte" rule prohibits parties in the case, or other persons with
an interest in the case, from communicating on substantive matters with the
decision-makers, their staff, or the assigned hearing officer, unless these
communications are made on the public record.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

As stated above, the Energy Commission has exclusive jurisdiction to license this
project. Public Resources Code, sections 25500 et seq. and Energy Commission
regulations’ mandate a public review process and specify the occurrence of
certain procedural events in which the public may participate. The key procedural
events that occurred in the AEC proceeding are summarized below.

On December 27, 2013, the Applicant submitted an AFC seeking approval from
the Energy Commission to develop the AEC.2 On March 12, 2014, the Energy

" Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, §§ 1200, et seq.; 1701, et seq.
®Ex. 1401 — 1472.
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Commission accepted the AFC as complete, assigned a Committee to conduct
proceedings, thus starting the Energy Commission’s formal review of the
proposed project.’

On April 11, 2014, the Committee issued a “Notice of Public Site Visit,
Environmental Scoping Meeting and Informational Hearing, and Committee
Order.”® The Notice was mailed to local agencies and members of the
community who were known to be interested in the project, including the owners
of land adjacent to or in the vicinity of the AEC. The Energy Commission’s Public
Adviser’s Office also advertised the public hearing and site visit and distributed
information to local officials and sensitive receptors surrounding the project site.**

On April 29, 2014, the Committee conducted a site visit of the proposed AEC site
followed by a public Informational Hearing at the Recreation Park 18 Golf Course
in Long Beach, California. At that event, the Committee, the parties, interested
governmental agencies, and other public participants discussed issues related to
development of the proposed project, described the Energy Commission's review
process, and explained opportunities for public participation.

On May 6, 2014, the Committee issued its initial Scheduling Order.*? The
Committee Schedule was based on both the Applicant's and Staff's proposed
schedules and related discussion at the Informational Hearing. The schedule
contained a list of events that must occur in order to complete the certification
process within 12 months.

On October 1, 2014, the Los Cerritos Wetlands Land Trust submitted a petition to
intervene in the proceeding.'® The Committee granted the petition on November
14, 2014.* No other petition to intervene has been submitted for this proceeding.

On November 4, 2014, the Committee issued a Notice of Committee Status
Conferences™ to take place on November 18, 2014 and December 16, 2014. At
the December 16, 2014 status conference, the Applicant notified the Committee
that they would be proposing substantial changes to the originally proposed AEC

® http:/Mww.energy.ca.gov/business_meetings/2014_minutes/2014-03-12_minutes.pdf.
TN 202006.

' sensitive receptors are people or institutions with people that are particularly susceptible to
illness, such as the elderly, very young children, people already weakened by illness (e.g.,
asthmatics), and persons engaged in strenuous exercise.

12 TN 202312.
¥ TN 203145.
TN 203336.
> TN 203310.
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project that would reduce the proposed nominal generating capacity from 1,995
MW to 1,040 MW. The Applicant indicated that it would file a supplemental AFC
(SAFC) in the third quarter of 2015.

On October 26, 2015, the Applicant filed a SAFC'’ that changed the design of
the originally proposed AEC project (described further in the Project Description
section).

On November 6, 2015 the Committee issued a Notice of Committee Status
Conference'® to take place on December 17, 2015. On December 3, 2015 Staff
issued a Notice of Data Response and Issues Resolution Workshop™ to
immediately follow the December 17, 2015 status conference. Subjects
discussed at the Staff workshop included air quality, cultural resources,
hazardous materials management, noise and vibration, traffic and transportation,
transmission systems engineering, worker safety and fire protection. On January
14, 2016, the Committee issued a new Committee Scheduling Order that aimed
for a final Decision in October 2016.

On March 10, 2016, the Committee issued a Notice of Committee Status
Conference to take place on March 24, 2016. On March 17, 2016, the Applicant
filed a Supplemental Application for Certification Revisions with the South Coast
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) proposing to increase the number of
cold start-ups for the combined-cycle turbines on a monthly and annual basis.?°
The SCAQMD issued its Preliminary Determination of Compliance on June 30,
2016.%

On July 13, 2016 Staff published the Preliminary Staff Assessment (PSA), which
is their technical evaluation of the AEC project. The public was provided a 30-day
comment period which ended on August 12, 2016. Staff held a public workshop
on the PSA on August 9, 2016.

On August 2, 2016, the Committee issued a Notice of Committee Status
Conference to take place on August 24, 2016.%

' TN 203510.
" Exs. 1500 — 1508.
8 TN 206527.
9 TN 206827.
%2 TN 210805.
L TN 212045.
22 TN 212557.

INTRODUCTION
1-6



Staff filed a Motion for Summary Adjudication®® on August 31, 2016 which sought
a ruling on whether the demolition of the AGS Units 1-6 needed to be analyzed in
the Final Staff Assessment (FSA) as direct and indirect impacts or, simply as
cumulative impacts. On September 9, 2016, the Committee issued a Notice of
Committee Status Conference to take place on October 6, 2016%* and an Order
setting deadlines for responses to Staff's motion.?> The October 6, 2016 Status
Conference was moved to October 10, 2016.%° On September 19, 2016 both
Applicant and Intervenor filed their responses to Staff's Motion.?” The Committee
filed a tentative ruling granting Staff's motion on September 28, 2016 and heard
argument on the motion at the October 10, 2016 Status Conference.?® The final
Committee ruling granting the motion was filed on October 14, 2016. The
Committee found that the demolition of AGS Units 1-6 was not a reasonably
foreseeable consequence of the AEC and, therefore, not a part of the whole of
the AEC project. Nevertheless, since the demolition of the AGS units was
reasonably foreseeable, the Committee ordered Staff to analyze it as a future
project as part of its cumulative analyses.?®

The Final Staff Assessment (FSA) Part 1 was published on September 23,
2016.%° FSA Part 1 contained Staff's testimony on all subject areas except Air
Quiality, Greenhouse Gasses and Public Health.

On October 14, 2016, he Committee filed a Notice of Prehearing Conference and
Evidentiary Hearing, Part 1, setting Prehearing Conference for November 9,
2016 and the Evidentiary Hearing, Part 1, for November 15, 2016.*! The Notice
contained a new schedule that superseded all prior schedules.

The Committee conducted the Prehearing Conference on November 9, 2016, in
Sacramento at the Energy Commission. The Committee conducted the
Evidentiary Hearing (Part 1) on all subject areas except Air Quality, Greenhouse

TN 213217.
TN 213589.
TN 213588.
TN 213854,
TN 213733 and 213732-1, (respectively).
TN 213827.

# TN 214007. Note: the lead agency for the demolition of AGS Units 1-6 would be the City of
Long Beach.

TN 213768.
3TN 214014.
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Gases, and Public Health on November 15, 2016 at the Grand Event Center in
Long Beach, California.*?

On November 23, 2016, the Committee filed a Notice of Evidentiary Hearing,
Part 2, setting the Evidentiary Hearing, Part 2, for December 20, 2016 at the
Grand Event Center in Long Beach, California.®®* The Notice contained a new
schedule that superseded all prior schedules. The Committee conducted the
Evidentiary Hearing (Part 2) on Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and Public
Health and closed the record on December 20, 2016 at the Grand Event Center
in Long Beach, California.

The Committee published the PMPD on February 13, 2017, subject to a 30-day
comment period. The Committee conducted a Committee Conference in Long
Beach, California on March 1, 2017. The comment period closed on March 15,
2017. The Committee filed Errata containing recommended edits to the PMPD on
April 11, 2017.

The Energy Commission considered the PMPD and Errata at its April 12, 2017
business meeting, and adopted the PMPD and Errata.

ENERGY COMMISSION OUTREACH

Several entities within the Energy Commission provide various notices
concerning power plant siting cases. Staff provides notices of Staff workshops
and the release of the Staff Assessments. The Hearing Office notices
Committee-led events such as the Informational Hearing and Site Visit, Status
Conferences, the Prehearing Conference, and Evidentiary Hearings. The Public
Adviser's Office provides additional outreach for critical events, language
support, and information to interested persons that would like to become more
actively involved in a power plant siting proceeding. Further, the Media Office
provides notice of events to local and regional press through press releases.

The public may also subscribe to the proceeding's e-mail List Server which gives
an immediate notification of documents posted in that proceeding. Through the
activities of these entities, the Energy Commission has made every effort to
ensure that interested persons are notified of activities in this proceeding.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Throughout these proceedings, as reflected in the transcribed record, the
Committee provided an opportunity for public comment at each Committee-

32TN 214529.
3d.
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sponsored conference and hearing. Oral and written public comments were
received during the Evidentiary Hearings and to a lesser extent during the PMPD
Committee hearings and comment periods. The significant comments are
addressed throughout the remainder of this Decision, either directly or in the
narratives.

Some comments which are not specific to a particular topic area are addressed
here.

California Assemblyman Patrick O’'Donnell,** Long Beach City Council member,
Suzie Price,® Tonya Martin,*® representative for state Senator Ricardo Lara,
33" District, Bill Thomas,*” a local resident and Lara Laramendi,® Advocacy
Director for Los Angeles County Business Federation, all spoke in favor of the
AEC in terms of its benefits to the community, the environment, and to the
electric grid.

*11/15/16 RT 10:5 — 11:20; TN 216401.
%511/15/16 RT 11:25 — 14:8; 3/1/17 RT 56:8 — 58:3.
% 11/15/16 RT 18:6 — 18:22.

711/15/16 RT 133:23 — 134:16.

**11/15/16 RT 135:13 — 138:1
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[I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

INTRODUCTION

On October 26, 2015, AES Alamitos Energy, LLC (Applicant) submitted a
Supplemental Application for Certification (SAFC) to the California Energy
Commission (Energy Commission) for the Alamitos Energy Center (AEC) project.
The SAFC replaced the original Application for Certification (AFC) filed on
December 27, 2013. 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 Applicant will own and operate the project.

This topic was uncontested. Evidence on the topic of project description is
contained in Exhibits 1011, 1013, 1014, 1031, 1032, 1041, 1056, 1059, 1066,
1068, 1073, 1407, 1431, 1432, 1433, 1501-1508, 2000, 2002, 2002, 3001-3003,
3009, 3012, 3014, 3016, 3018-3024, 3027-3030, 3032 -3034, and 3043-3046.2

SETTING

The project site is bounded to the north by the Southern California Edison (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 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 AGS site currently consists of three parcels totaling approximately 71.1
acres. The site comprises land identified by parcel numbers 7237-018-808 for the
northern portion of the site, 7237-019-808 for the southern portion of the site and
7237-019-005 for the former aboveground storage tank farm. The AEC facility
will occupy approximately 21 acres of the 71.1-acre, privately-owned brownfield
AGS site.*

The AEC site is located in the City of Long Beach’s Southeast Area Development
Improvement Plan (SEADIP or Planned Development district 1 (PD-1), which is

! Ex. 2000, p. 3-1.
?11/15/16 RT 26:10 — 32:15.
* Ex. 2000, p. 3-1.

* Ex. 2000, p. 4.5-3.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
2-1



designated for industrial use and must conform to the design and development
standards of the City of Long Beach’s General Industrial zone. Primary access to
the AEC is located at the existing entrance at 690 North Studebaker Drive, just
south of the State Route 22 and north of the intersection of Westminster
Avenue.® Project Description - Figure 1 shows the regional location project site
map. Project Description - Figure 2 shows the project boundary, sewer line,
project laydown and parking areas. Project Description - Figure 3 shows the
arrangement and layout of the existing AGS facility. Project Description Figure
- 4 shows the proposed arrangement and layout of the AEC, including laydown
area and parking. These figures can be found at the end of this section.®

The AGS facility was built between 1955 and 1969. The facility included natural
gas/oil, steam-turbine power generating units and was originally owned and
operated by 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. Currently, AGS Units 1-6 are in operation with a net generating
capacity of 1,950 megawatts (MW). Unit 7 was decommissioned in 2003.’

Demolition of Units 1 through 6 is not part of the AEC project,® but is addressed
in a Memorandum of Understanding between the Applicant and the City of Long
Beach.? Demolition of Units 1-6 is expected to commence after the AEC begins
commercial operation which Applicant estimates to be in 2021. Concurrent
construction of AEC with the demolition of AGS Units 1-6 is not expected to
occur.’® Demolition of the decommissioned AGS Unit 7’s remaining components
is part of the AEC project. Construction activities at the project site are
anticipated to last 56 months, from 2017 to 2021. Regardless of whether the AEC
facility is licensed or constructed, AGS Units 1-6 are scheduled to be shut down
by 2020 under the State Water Resources Control Board’'s phase-out of the use
of once-through-cooling.**

The AEC project is proposed as a nominal 1,040 MW, natural-gas-fired,
combined-cycle and simple-cycle, air-cooled electrical generating facility

> Ex. 2000, p. 4.5-5.

® Ex. 2000, p. 4.5-5.

" Exs. 2000, pp. 3-1 — 3-2; 1500 p. 5.3-16.
¥ Ex. 2002.

° Ex. 1031.

19 Ex. 2000, p. 3-2.

' Ex. 2000, p. 3-1.
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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
generators (CTG) in a combined-cycle configuration (collectively “CCGT”) to
produce a nominal 640 MW, 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, “SCGT") for a nominal 400 MW. A
station battery system also would be used to provide direct current (DC) voltage
as backup power for control systems and other critical uses.

The Final Staff Assessment (FSA) and SAFC describe in detail the process by
which the CTG, HRSG and STG generate electricity in the CCGT and SCGT as
well as the specific components included in the process. See Project
Description Figures 2 through 4, below, depicting the location of AEC within the
AGS and its surroundings and some of the major equipment for the project.*?

Construction of the AEC requires the use of approximately 8 acres of onsite
laydown areas dispersed throughout the site, and approximately 10 acres of
additional laydown area located adjacent to the AGS site, south of existing AGS
Units 5 and 6.™ See Project Description Figures 2 through 4, at the end of this
section, depicting the location of AEC within the AGS and its surroundings, the
construction laydown areas, and some of the major equipment for the project.**

The AEC CCGT will be located on the southern-most portion of the AEC site, on
the former AGS fuel oil-storage site. The AEC CCGT includes the following
principal design elements:

e Two General Electric (GE) 7FA.05 CTGs with a nominal rating of 227 MW
each. The CTGs are equipped with inlet air filters, inlet silencers, evaporative
coolers, metal enclosure for noise reduction, lubrication oil system,
compressor wash system, fire detection and protection system, fuel gas flow
meter, strainer, and duplex coalescing filter, static starter, turbine and
generator controls, power system stabilizer, automatic voltage regulator
(AVR), automatic generation control and dry low oxides of nitrogen (NOX)
combustors;

2 Ex. 2000, pp. 3-1; 3-4 — 3-6.
B Ex. 2000, p. 3-2.
“ Ex. 2000, pp. 3-1; 3-4 — 3-6.
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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;

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

e One air cooled condenser that would replace the once-through-cooling
system using ocean water to cool the AGS, and a closed loop fin-fan cooler;

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

e One generator step-up transformer for each GE 7FA gas turbine and one for
the steam turbine; and

e One 230 kilovolt (kV) interconnection to the existing SCE switchyard, which
is adjacent to the site *°

e The AEC SCGT will be located on the northern portion of the AEC site,
adjacent to the San Gabriel River. The combustion turbine would drive an
air-cooled, 3-phase, 2-pole synchronous generator. The AEC SCGT includes
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 The CTGs are equipped with inlet air filters, inlet silencers, intercooler,
weather proof metal enclosure for noise reduction, lubrication oil system,
compressor wash system, fire detection and protection system, fuel gas flow
meter, strainer, and duplex coalescing filter, starter system, turbine and
generator controls, power system stabilizer, automatic voltage regulator
(AVR), automatic generation control and dry low oxides of nitrogen (NOX)
combustors;

e Each CTG is 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;

15 Ex. 2000, pp. 3-2 — 3-3.
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e Each pair of CTGs would share one fin-fan heat exchanger and one
generator step-up 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 CCGT'’s heat rejection system would consist of an air cooled condenser,
which eliminates the need for ocean water for cooling. 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.*’

The SCGT'’s 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.*®

The two power blocks share the following design elements:

e Direct connection to an existing Southern California Gas Company
(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;

¢ A new 1,000-linear-foot process/sanitary wastewater pipeline to the first point
of interconnection with the existing Long Beach Water Department (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.*®

The AEC will interconnect to the existing SCE 230 kV switchyard adjacent to the
northern side of the property. No new offsite transmission lines will be needed for
the AEC.?°

18 Ex. 2000, p. 3-3.

" Ex. 2000, p. 3-7.

18 Ex. 2000, p. 3-7.

19 Ex. 2000, pp. 3-2 — 3-3.
2 Ex. 2000, pp. 3-2; 4.11-3.
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AEC will take delivery of its natural gas through the existing service pipeline for
AGS Units 5 and 6 from the offsite 30-inch diameter, high pressure pipeline
which SoCalGas owns and operates. AEC will 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. However, no new offsite
natural gas lines are necessary for the project.?*

The AEC will use water provided by the LBWD for process and potable uses.
The maximum annual AEC water consumption would be 130 acre-feet per year.
The project will continue to use the existing water main connection on
Studebaker Road. Water treatment facilities, including a new 340,000-gallon
deionized water tank filled directly from LBWD service connections through
metering equipment will be constructed within the site footprint. The AEC will
include a new 1,000 linear-foot process/sanitary wastewater pipeline to the first
point of interconnection with the existing LBWD sewer system which will
eliminate the current practice of treatment and discharge of process/sanitary
wastewater to the San Gabriel River. Storm water will be collected in the existing
south basin where oil containing sludge collected in the oil/water separation
tanks will be removed via vacuum truck and disposed of as hazardous waste.
The remaining water will discharge to the San Gabriel River via existing storm
water outfalls.?

The existing fire protection system will be modified for the AEC and the rest of
the AGS site to meet all LORS while reusing existing equipment to the maximum
extent possible. The primary source of fire protection water will be a connection
to the existing water distribution system. A new 8-inch onsite fire water loop and
hydrants will encircle the two new power blocks using existing onsite firewater
hydrant lines. No new offsite pipelines are needed for fire protection. The
secondary source of fire protection water will be the 600,000-gallon service water
storage tank, which provides 2 hours of protection.?®

Two existing electric fire pumps connected to two independent power feeds from
the SCE distribution system pump water from the onsite storage tank. Fire
protection water from the existing water supply connection and service water
storage tank will be provided to a dedicated underground fire loop piping system.
Fixed fire-suppression systems will be installed at determined fire risk areas.
Sprinkler systems will be installed in the administration and maintenance

2 Ex. 2000, p. 3-2.
2 Ex. 2000, p. 3-3; 3-8.
% Ex. 2000, p. 3-8.
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buildings as required by the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) code
and applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS). The CTG
units will be protected by a carbon dioxide fire protection system. Handheld fire
extinguishers will be located throughout the facility in accordance with the NFPA
code. Please refer to the WORKER SAFETY AND FIRE PROTECTION and
SOCIOECONOMICS sections of this Decision for more specifics related to fire
response and emergency services for the AEC project.?*

There would be a variety of hazardous materials used and stored at the AEC
site. The storage, handling and use of all chemicals must be conducted in
accordance with applicable LORS. Hazardous materials may include gasoline,
diesel fuel, oil, lubricants, solvents and paints. All hazardous materials must be
stored on site in storage tanks, vessels and containers specifically designed for
the characteristics of the materials. When appropriate, the storage facilities will
include secondary containment in case of tank/vessel failure. The HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS MANAGEMENT section of this Decision provides additional data
on AEC hazardous materials, including quantities, associated hazards and
permissible exposure limits, storage methods, and special handling
precautions.®

Air emissions from the combustion of natural gas in the CTGs and auxiliary boiler
will be controlled using state of the art systems. The AEC will continuously
monitor stack exhaust flow rate, temperature, oxygen, NOx, and CO, 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 Decision discusses in
detail the anticipated emissions resulting from project, the types of equipment
proposed to limit emissions, and mitigation measures to ensure emissions are at
levels consistent with LORS.

Waste Management is the process whereby all wastes 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 may include oily rags, broken and rusted metal and machine
parts, defective or broken electrical materials, empty containers, and other solid
wastes, including the typical refuse generated by workers. The WASTE
MANAGEMENT section of this Decision details the types of waste generated by

2 Ex. 2000, p. 3-8.
% Ex. 2000, p. 3-9.
% Ex. 2000, p. 3-9.
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the AEC and the process by which both hazardous and nonhazardous wastes
will be stored, transferred and disposed.?’

Construction of the AEC facility, from site preparation and grading to commercial
operation, is expected to take place over an approximate 57-month period, from
the second quarter of 2017 to the third quarter of 2021. The peak number of
construction workers anticipated for the project is 512. Once operational, the
plant will employ approximately 36 operational staff who will come from the
existing 66-member AGS staff. Therefore, no new workers are expected to be
hired. Capital costs for the project are estimated to exceed $940 million.?®

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The Applicant’'s SAFC identifies the AEC’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.

e 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

" Ex. 2000, p. 3-9.
% Ex. 2000, p. 3-9; 4.8-13; 4.8-26.
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megawatts are equal or less than the megawatts from the electric utility
steam boilers).?

APPROACH TO CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

A project may result in a significant adverse cumulative impact when 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 (1) past projects; (2) other current projects; and (3)
probable future projects.*

The record contains evaluations of cumulative impacts within the analysis of
each resource area. Each section of this Decision defines its own geographic
scope for cumulative impact analysis based upon the potential area within which
impacts from the AEC could combine with those of other projects.®

We have previously ruled that the demolition of the AGS Units 1-6 was not a
reasonably foreseeable consequence of the AEC, and, therefore, not a part of
the AEC project.** However, the demolition of the AGS Units 1-6 is a reasonably
foreseeable future project which is included in the cumulative environmental
analysis.*

AES Recharge Battery Building

The AES Battery Energy Storage System (BESS) project would include three
100-MW containment buildings, constructed in sequential phases from east to
west located approximately 0.25 miles from the proposed AEC. Each building
would be 50 feet tall, 270 feet long and 165 feet wide (44,550 square feet).
Construction of the proposed BESS is expected to start the third quarter of 2019,
after major mechanical completion of the AEC Power Block 1. Completion of the
first 200-MW building is planned for late 2020. The second and third energy
storage buildings are expected to be constructed and operational in 2021 and
2022, respectively.®*

2 Ex. 2000, p. 1-4.

% cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15130.
1 Ex. 2000, p. 1-15.

2 Ex. 2002.

*d.

% Ex. 2000, p. 4.6-23.
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Intervenor, Los Cerritos Wetlands Land Trust (LCWLT) argues that the BESS
project is part of the AEC.*® However, LCWLT has proffered no evidence to
support that argument or to show that the BESS is a reasonably foreseeable
consequence of the AEC. We acknowledge that the BESS project will be located
in close proximity and may have associated ownership. However, the BESS will
not be physically or electrically interconnected to the AEC.%® The BESS project is
not a part of the AEC project for the same reasons that the demolition of the AGS
Units 1-6 is not a part of the AEC project.*” That is, the BESS is not a reasonably
foreseeable consequence of the AEC because it is not a crucial functional
element, a required element, dependent upon, interdependent or functionally
linked to the construction and operation of AEC.* Therefore it is appropriate to
consider only the cumulative impacts of the AEC in combination with the
construction and operation of the BESS project.

The analysis evaluates the effects of the AEC in combination with past, present
(existing), and foreseeable future projects within the defined area of geographic
effect. Project Description Table 1, below, contains the AEC Master List of
Cumulative Projects.*

Project Description Table 1
AEC Master List of Cumulative Projects

ID# |[Project Name Project Description Location Distance |Status
to AEC
(Miles)
1 Demolition of AGS Units 1-6 are to remain operational 690 N. 0.2 Unknown
Alamitos during demolition of AGS Unit 7 and AEC  |Studebaker
Generating construction. After construction of the Rd., Long
Station (AGS) AEC, decommissioning of AGS Units 1-6 |Beach
Units 1-6 is expected as the means for the AGS
facility to comply with the state’s once-
through-cooling policy. Based on a
Memorandum of Understanding with the
City of Long Beach, demolition of the
existing AGS Units 1-6 will occur at a
currently unknown time in the future.
2 Los Cerritos Synergy intends to establish a mitigation |Between the |0.2 Environmental
Wetlands bank and wetlands habitat restoration area [Pacific Coast Review

% Ex. 3005, p.1.

% Ex. 1072, p. 4

3" Ex. 2002.

*®1d., p. 6.

% Ex. 2000, pp. 1-16 — 1-26.
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ID# |[Project Name Project Description Location Distance |Status
to AEC
(Miles)
Conceptual on the Synergy Oil Field. The mitigation |Highway
Restoration Plan |bank would cover 76 acres. Restored (PCH), Los
and Mitigation wetlands would cover 72 acres of the 152-|Cerritos
Bank acre Synergy Oil Field. Project includes  |Channel,
construction of public access Studebaker
improvements. Synergy would remove Rd., and 2nd
approximately 37 oil wells from the St., Long
restoration area. It would conduct oil Beach
production activities, including drilling of 70
new oil wells.

3 AES Battery BESS project at the AGS to include three |North side of (0.3 Planning Phase
Energy Storage  |[100 MW containment buildings, AEC project
System (BESS) |constructed in sequential phases from site, Long

east to west. Each would contain two Beach
battery storage levels, electrical 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 Multiple 0.4 Planning Phase
Improvement produce significant noise and ground locations
Project disturbance. Project involves construction |along the Los

and operation of up to 20 injection wells, |Alamitos

four monitoring wells, and four Channel

piezometers along the existing alignment |between San

of the Alamitos Barrier. The project will be |Gabriel River,

conducted under Orange County Water  |El dorado Dr.

District Contract # AB-2014-1. and Canoe
Brook Dr.,
Orange
County

5 Los Angeles Dept. |Addition of six LMS100 simple cycle gas |6801 2nd St., |0.6 Operational
of Water and turbines and two emergency diesel- Long Beach
Power Haynes powered generators. Project is a
Generating Station |stationary emission source with active

emission permit.

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

Pacific Coast
Hwy., Long
Beach
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ID# |[Project Name Project Description Location Distance |Status
to AEC
(Miles)

7 PCH and 2nd Demolition of the existing Seaport Marina (6400 E 0.9 Environmental
Hotel and construction of a commercial Pacific Coast Review
center totaling approximately 250,000 sq. |Hwy., Long
ft. of retail and restaurant space and a Beach
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, San|The 1-405 Improvement Project would add (I-405 1.0 Planning Phase

Diego Freeway I- |one general purpose lane in each direction|between SR-

405 Improvement (on I-405 from Euclid Street to the 1-605 |73 and 1-605,

Project interchange, plus add a tolled Express Costa Mesa,
Lane in each direction of I-405 from State |Seal Beach
Route 73 to State Route 22 East.

9 Rehabilitation of  |Orange County Sanitation District Follows 1.3 Environmental
Western Regional |proposes to rehabilitate and/or replace public rights- Review
Sewers, Project  |entire lengths of the Orange Western of-way
No. 3-64 Sub-Trunk, Los Alamitos Sub-trunk, (streets and

Westside Relief Interceptor, and the Seal |easements)
Beach Interceptor regional pipelines. In in cities of La
addition to pipeline and manhole Palma,
replacement and/or rehabilitation, project |Buena Park,
includes rehabilitation/replacement of the |Cypress,
Westside Pump Station force main, Anaheim, Los
reconstruction of the Westside Pump Alamitos,
Station wet well, and construction of a Seal Beach,
new vent line from the wet well to the and
downstream manhole or construction of [community of
an odor control scrubber. Rossmoor.

10  |Alamitos Bay Renovate the existing Marina facilities and |[Alamitos Bay (1.3 Under
Marina enhance existing recreational boating Marina Construction
Rehabilitation facilities in the Marina. The project adjacent to
Project encourages boating use by providing and

upgraded Americans with Disabilities Act- [northwest of
compliant facilities, upgraded restrooms, |the mouth of
and dredged basins to ensure safe the San
navigation. Project would provide longer |Gabriel River,
average slip lengths. The existing 1,967 |Long Beach
slips in Basins 1 through 7 would be

replaced by 1,646 slips in these Basins, at

a loss of approximately 321 slips.

11 Ocean Place Construct single-family homes and open  |Area south of [1.6 Planning Phase

Residential space park on about 11 acres (6-acre Marina Dr.
Development park). Approval of proposed 32 lots between 1st
merged into a single lot for overnight St. and San
lodging. Gabriel River,
Long Beach
12 Colorado Lagoon [The Colorado Lagoon is an approximately |Southeast 1.9 Under

Restoration

11.7-acre tidal water body that is

portion of

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
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ID# |[Project Name Project Description Location Distance |Status
to AEC
(Miles)
Project connected to Alamitos Bay and the ocean |Long Beach, Construction
through an underground tidal culvert to northwest of
Marine Stadium. The project will create San Gabriel
habitat that can successfully establish and |River mouth,
support native plant and animal and upstream
communities in the long term, implement  |from Marine
long-term water quality control measures, [Stadium and
and enhance the Lagoon’s value as a Alamitos Bay,
recreational resource. Long Beach
13 Leeway Sailing Rebuild Leeway Sailing Center with 5,300 (5437 E 2.0 Planning Phase
Center Pierand [sq. ft. of office and facilities, and 3,200 sq. |Ocean Blvd.,
Dock D3 ft. of boat storage. Long Beach
14  |Sunset Gap Project involves destroying three wells that|Near Case |2.5 Under
Monitoring Well  |have reached the end of their lifespans Rd. and Construction
Project and constructing six new wells. New wells |Bolsa Ave.,
will be installed on the Naval Weapons Seal Beach
Station Seal 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 4000 East 2.7 Under
Revitalization complex (the indoor and outdoor features) |Olympic Construction
and construction of a replacement Plaza, Long
indoor/outdoor pool complex. Spectator  [Beach
seating for approximately 3,500 people
through a combination of permanent and
portable seating.
16  |Safran Senior Conversion of the Immanuel Community (3215E.3rd |3.1 Under
Housing Project |Church into a senior housing project St., Long Construction
consisting of 24 low- or very-low-income [Beach
independent senior dwelling units, a
manager's unit and associated
amenities/common areas in 31,006 sq. ft.
of floor area. Project includes demolition
of the existing single-family home and
detached garage at 304 Obispo Avenue,
for construction of a surface parking lot to
serve the project.
The City of Huntington Beach and the .
Y 33?13?1tglton Harbor County of Orapge are respons?ble for Er?(ljngﬁgsgf 32 ggggtrruction
Maintenance proposed Mamtenance Dredg|ng and Way,
Dredging and Waterline Installation project components. Huntington
Waterline Beach
Installation Project
18 Los Alamitos Replacing and adding new buildings to the (3751 Katella (3.2 Under
Medical Center |existing facility on an 18-acre site, Ave., Los Construction
Specific Plan including constructing two four-story Alamitos

hospital buildings. Planned in three phases

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
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ID# |[Project Name Project Description Location Distance |Status
to AEC
(Miles)
with anticipated construction period of 25
years.
19 |City of Long City of Long Beach is seeking a transfer of (3800 East  |3.7 Completed
Beach East land under the Base Realignment and Willow St.,
Division Police Closure (BRAC) program (transition of Long Beach
Substation surplus military property to civilian
uses).The project is also subject to
environmental review under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and to be
reviewed and approved by the U.S.
Department of the Army.
20 Humboldt Bridge |Maintenance activities on the existing Humboldt Dr. (3.8 Planning Phase
Preventative Humboldt Drive bridge to restore the bridge, west
Maintenance integrity of its original design. of Humboldt
Project Dr. and
Wimbledon
Lane
intersection,
Huntington
Beach
21 Barton Place Project includes two components: a senior [Northeast 3.8 Planning Phase
residential community and corner of
commercial/retail improvements along Katella Ave.
Katella Ave. It includes the subdivision of |and
the site into nine separate lots. Enterprise
Dr., Cypress
22 |Tennis Estates Analyzes environmental impacts 16380 3.9 Under
Tree Trimming : . . Wimbledon Construction
and Management assoc!ated with a proposall to p_ermlt the Lane,
Plan establishment of a Tree Tnmmmg and Huntington
Management Plan for the Tennis Estates Beach
Homeowners Association property 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 marinaon a 6,179 sq. ft.  |16926 Park [3.9 Under
Caretaker Facility |property. Ave., Construction
Huntington
Beach
24 II\-IAzrrrirr\]gny Cove Amend the city's Zoning map on the i&\)/(e)l Warner |4.4 Planning Phase
Development project site to aIIqW the devglopment of a Huntington
23-boat slip marina, an eating and Beach

drinking establishment with outdoor dining

area and alcoholic beverage sales, and

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
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ID# |[Project Name Project Description Location Distance |Status
to AEC
(Miles)
ancillary uses to the marina.
25 gzggﬁgggﬁ East Construction pf three industrial puild@ngs fgrl:]tgf gf‘ L Planning Phase
Project onan approxmately 25-acre 'S|_te with a Lakewood
paved surface parking lot. Buildings would BIvd. and
have an open floor plan and are intended Conént St
for light industrial, light manufacturing, L ¥
: ong Beach
warehouse, office, and/or research and
development land uses.
26  |Airport Circle City of Huntington Beach General Plan 16911 Airport 4.9 Plan Check
Residential amendment and zoning map amendment |Circle,
Project to change existing designations to Huntington
Residential Medium High Density on a 2.5 |Beach
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 [925-945E. (4.9 Planning Phase
Coast Highway |project site building for the purposes of Pacific Coast
Lease Acquisition |blight removal. The project site totals Hwy., Long
Project 15,795 sq. ft. (about 0.36 acre). Beach
28 Douglas Park Based on 2009 project description from Bound b 5.0 Under
Rezone Project |addendum to the final Environmental Carson gt on Construction
Impact Report (EIR): Revised project to the north ihe
include up to approximately 3.75 million Airport séuth
sq. ft. of commercial/light industrial uses g
(research and development uses), an thwest
250,000 sq. ft. of retail uses, and a hotel iglliev\\//\:)eos d,
with 400 rooms. 10 acres of open space BIvd. on the
planned. The site covers 261 acres. '
east, and
Lakewood
Country Club
Golf Course
on the west.
29 Douglas Park Construction of three new industrial 3828 5.0 Under
Medical Office buildings with new parking stalls. Schaufele construction
Ave., Long
Beach

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2-15




ID# |[Project Name Project Description Location Distance |Status
to AEC
(Miles)
30 Brightwater Construction of 347 single-family units, a 5.1 Under
. 4884 .
community pool and clubhouse, and over Brightwater construction
37 acres for habitat restoration and trails. Drg
105.3 acres of the upper bench portion of Hu.|,1tin ton
the Bolsa Chica mesa. 9
Beach
31 207 Seaside Way |Construction of 113-unit multi-family 207 E 5.2 Environmental
Project apartment complex on the 0.67-acre site. |Seaside Way Review
Project would include a single structure [Long Beach
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,
fithess center, retail space, and a lobby.
32 Urban Village on |Project would improve three abutting 1081 Long |5.3 Planning Phase
Long Beach parcels with a five-story building containing|Beach Blvd.,
129 condominium units and 175 parking [Long Beach
stalls located in an integrated five-level
parking garage.
33 1235 Long Beach |Construct 42,000 sq. ft. of ground floor 1235Long 5.3 Complete
Boulevard Mixed- |commercial space, 186 senior rental Beach Blvd.,
Use Project housing units, and 170 condominium Long Beach
units. Requires demolition of two existing
commercial buildings.
34 Parkside Estates |Includes 111 single family residences, 23 |West side of |5.3 Planning Phase
acres of preserved, restored and Graham St.,
enhanced open space, 1.6-acre south of
neighborhood park, public trails, creation |[Warner Ave.,
of a water quality treatment system that |along East

will treat over 25% of the dry-weather flow
from Slater watershed that currently flows
untreated to Bolsa Chica and the ocean.

Garden
Grove
Wintersburg
Flood
Channel
17221,
Huntington
Beach
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ID# |[Project Name Project Description Location Distance |Status
to AEC
(Miles)
35 |Oceanaire Construction of a 216-unit multi- 150 West 5.3 Under
Apartment family/mixed-use apartment complex on  |Ocean Blvd., Construction
the 1.76-acre site. Long Beach
36 Pine Square Conversion of movie theater into 69 250-270 5.4 Under
Theater residential apartment units. Pacific Ave., Construction
Conversion to Long Beach
Residential
37 New Long Beach |Construction of new Long Beach City Hall, |Downtown  |5.5 Under
Civic Center new Port Building for Harbor Department [Long Beach Construction
Project administration, new and relocated Main  |on 15.87
Library, redeveloped Lincoln Park, acres.
residential development, and commercial [Separated
mixed use development. Includes into 2
demolition of the former Long Beach discontinuous
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 |Construction of a 23,330 sq. ft. addition to |100 5.6 Under
Pacific "Pacific an existing 166,447 sq. ft. aquarium. The |Aquarium Construction
Visions" project will be designed and built to the  [Way, Long
Expansion U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership |Beach
in Energy and Environmental Design
(LEED) Gold standards with “add-
alternate” design plans to bring the project
to Platinum status if funding is available.
39 442 W. Ocean Construction of a 95-unit multi-family 442 West 5.6 Environmental
Boulevard Project |apartment complex on the 24,000 sq. ft.  |Ocean Blvd., Review
site. Long Beach
40 |Cypress Village |[Remodel and upgrade the shopping 9515-9575 |5.7 Environmental
Shopping Center |center. Project includes demolition of Valley View Review

6,982 sq. ft. of retail area, exterior facade
remodel of existing buildings, and
improvements to existing parking lot.

St., Cypress
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ID# |[Project Name Project Description Location Distance |Status
to AEC
(Miles)

41 Golden Shore Project includes three development 6-9 Golden |5.9 Planning Phase

Master Plan options, a Residential Option and two Shore, Long
Hotel Options, and all would be entitled  |Beach
through 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 6856 Edinger |5.9 Complete

oriented anchor use within the Beach and |Ave.,
Edinger Corridors Specific Plan by Huntington
occupying existing 100,865-sq. ft. vacant |Beach
retail building within existing commercial

center. Exterior building improvements

include new paint and new primary entry

doors.

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

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

44  |Shoemaker Bridge [Replace Shoemaker Bridge over the Los |Southern end [5.9 Environmental
Replacement Angeles River with a new bridge located |of I-710, Review
Project south of the existing bridge. Alternative 1 |bisected by

(no build), alternative 2 (re-purpose Los Angeles
existing bridge for non-motorized River, Long
transportation and recreational use, and |Beach
alternative 3 (removal of existing bridge).

Alternatives 2 and 3 include street

improvements along West Shoreline Dr.,

3rd St., 6" St., 7" St., Ocean Bivd., and

Broadway Ave. The Notice of Preparation

of the EIR was published April of 2016.

45 Mackay Place Construct 47 detached single-family East of 6.0 Planning Phase

Specific Plan homes around a central street system. Walker St.
Demolish all on-site buildings, parking and Delong
lots, and grass and landscaped areas. St.

intersection,
Cypress
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ID# |[Project Name Project Description Location Distance |Status
to AEC
(Miles)
46 Monogram Four-story with lofts apartment building: (7262 Edinger (6.2 Plan Check
Apartments 510 dwelling units, 25,815 sq. ft. public  |Ave.,
(formerly Pedigo) |open space, 55,396 sq. ft. private open Huntington
space, and approximately 5,097 sq. ft. Beach
leasing office wrapped around a six-level
862-space parking structure. (5 parcels
located at the SW corner of Edinger Ave
and Gothard St.)
a7 Huntington Beach |385 luxury residential units in five 7400 Center |6.3 Under
Lofts residential stories, located above Ave., Construction
approximately 10,000 square feet of Huntington
street level retail and commercial uses. Beach
48 Mitsubishi Cement |[Modify existing cement import facility, 1150 PierF 6.4 Planning Phase
Facility including construction of four, 10,000- Ave., Long
Modification metric-ton storage and truck-loading silos; [Beach
Project upgrade existing facilities and ship
unloading equipment; and modify
operating permit issued by South Coast
Air Quality Management District for the
facility.
49 Pacific Crane Project is a facility for the distribution, 1402 PierB 6.4 Planning Phase
Maintenance storage and maintenance of chassis used |St., Long
Company Chassis |to move cargo containers. Facility Beach
Support Facility  |components include ingress and egress
Project gates, admin and staff trailers, on-site
parking spaces and designated areas for
chassis storage, chassis maintenance,
parts/miscellaneous storage, and tire
support.
50 The Boardwalk Construction of 487 dwelling units and 7461 Edinger |6.4 Under
(Murdy Commons)|14,500 sq. ft. commercial area. Firsttwo |Ave., Construction
phases have opened for occupancy. Huntington
Beach
51 |The Village at Planning Commission approved General (7777 Edinger (6.6 Completed
Bella Terra Plan Amendment No. 10-001, Zoning Text |Ave.,

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
center, 16-pump gas station, and addition
of two elevators on west side of the
existing public parking structure. Project

Huntington
Beach
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to AEC
(Miles)

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.

52 Gerald Desmond |The Gerald Desmond Bridge Replacement|Gerald 7.0 Under
Bridge Project will provide three lanes in each Desmond Construction
Replacement direction to improve traffic flow, emergency|Bridge, Port
Project lanes on both sides to reduce traffic delays|of Long

and safety hazards, and 205 feet of Beach
vertical clearance to accommodate the
world's largest, "greener" vessels.

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

54  |Oregon Park Develop a 3.3-acre lot with a neighborhood{4951 Oregon (8.0 Environmental

park. Proposed improvements would Ave., Long Review
include a regulation soccer field with lights,|[Beach

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 Bounded by (8.1 In Progress
Center approximately 6.3-acre site in Long Beach.|South St.,

Redevelopment
Project

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

Linden Ave.,
59th St., and
Lime Ave,

Long Beach
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to AEC
(Miles)
would be parked at the shopping center
standard of five spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.
56 |Weber Metals Proposed project includes expansion of (16706 8.9 Planning Phase
Large Press the existing facility through installation of a |Garfield Ave.,
Expansion new 60,000 ton forging press on the Paramount
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.
57 Huntington Beach |The 2014 Energy Commission licensed Huntington [10.9 Licensed in
Energy Project project is a natural gas fired, combined Beach 2014.
cycle, air-cooled 939-MW electrical Generating Demolition
generating facility. Project would require  |Station, started in the first
demolition of existing power plant and Huntington quarter of 2016
construction of project. The 2015 Petition |Beach with project
to Amend the 2014 licensed project is a completion
natural gas-fired, combined-cycle and estimated 10
simple-cycle, air-cooled 844-MW electrical years later in the
generating facility. fourth quarter of
2025.
Petition to
Amend
submitted to
Energy
Commission is
currently under
review.
AQ-1 |U.S Government, |Stationary emission source with active 5901 E7th |1.4 Active
Veterans Affairs  |emission permit St., Long
Medical Center Beach
AQ-2 |Trend Offset Stationary emission source with active 3722 Catalina|3.3 Active
Printing Services, |emission permit St., Los
Inc. Alamitos

AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENTS
We received no public comment on the PROJECT DESCRIPTION.
FINDINGS OF FACT

Based on the evidence, we find as follows:

1. AES Alamitos Energy, LLC, will own and operate the Alamitos Energy
Center on private land in the City of Long Beach, Los Angeles County,
California.
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10.

11.

12.
13.

Construction of the Alamitos Energy Center facility, from site preparation
and grading to commercial operation, is expected to take place over an
approximate 57-month period, starting in 2017 to and lasting to 2021.

The Alamitos Energy Center will have a combined nominal electrical
output of 1,040 Megawatt (MW) from two separate independently-
operable combined cycle and simple cycle power blocks.

The Alamitos Energy Center will interconnect to the existing Southern
California Edison 230 kilovolt (kV) switchyard adjacent to the northern side
of the property.

No new offsite transmission lines will be needed for the Alamitos Energy
Center.

No new offsite natural gas lines will be necessary for the Alamitos Energy
Center.

The Alamitos Energy Center will use potable water provided by the city of
Long Beach Water Department through existing onsite potable water lines.

The Alamitos Energy Center will construct 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 which will
eliminate the current practice of treatment and discharge of Alamitos
Generating Station’s process/sanitary wastewater to the San Gabriel
River.

No new offsite linears will be needed for fire protection at Alamitos Energy
Center.

During construction, the Alamitos Energy Center will use approximately 8
acres of onsite laydown areas dispersed throughout the existing site, and
an additional approximately 10 acres of additional laydown area located
adjacent to the Alamitos Generating Station site south of existing Alamitos
Generating Station Units 5 and 6.

Once operational, the Alamitos Energy Center will employ approximately
36 operational staff who will come from the existing 66-member Alamitos
Generating Station staff; therefore, no new workers will be hired.

The peak number of construction workers estimated for the project is 512.

Capital costs for the project are estimated to exceed $940 million.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
2-22



14.  The Alamitos Energy Center and its objectives are adequately described
by the relevant documents contained in the evidentiary record.

15. Demolition of the Alamitos Generating Station Units 1-6 is not a
reasonably foreseeable consequence of the Alamitos Energy Center, and,
therefore, not a part of the Alamitos Energy Center project.

16. Demolition of the Alamitos Generating Station Units 1-6 is a reasonably
foreseeable future project and is included in the cumulative environmental
analysis.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The Alamitos Energy Center is described at a level of detail sufficient to allow
review in compliance with the provisions of both the Warren-Alquist Act and the
California Environmental Quality Act.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
2-23



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

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION - SITING, TRANSMISSION AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION
SOURCE: AFC, Volume 1. Figure 11-4, December 2013, Ch2MHill

PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 4
Alamitos Energy Center - Simulated View

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION - SITING, TRANSMISSION AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION
SOURCE:AFC, Volume 1, Figure 1 1-1, December 2013, Ch2MHill
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VIIl. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

INTRODUCTION

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and the Energy
Commission’s regulations require an evaluation of the comparative merits of a
reasonable range of alternatives that achieve most of the basic objectives of the
proposed project but would avoid or substantially lessen potentially significant
environmental impacts.t

This topic was contested. Evidence on the topic of project alternatives is contained in
Exhibits 1070, 1072, 1073, 1427, 1500-1508, 2000, 2002, 2004, 2005, 2013, 3000-
3023, 3026, and 3043-3047.%

SETTING

The AEC project site is located within the 71-acre Alamitos Generating Station (AGS)
footprint which includes the AGS electric generating station and a former aboveground
storage tank farm. The AEC project would consist of two power generation blocks, one
combined-cycle power block and one simple-cycle power block.

For detailed information regarding the setting of the AEC project, please refer to the
PROJECT DESCRIPTION section of this Decision.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed AEC would be constructed and operated at the existing Alamitos
Generating Station (AGS) site. Southern California Edison (SCE) built the AGS between
1955 and 1969. Unit 1 began commercial operation in 1956, Unit 2 in 1957, Unit 3 in
1961, Unit 4 in 1962, Units 5 and 6 in 1966, and Unit 7 in 1969. Unit 7 was
decommissioned in 2003 and partially demolished. By the 1980s, the AGS was
converted to natural gas only and the fuel oil tanks were removed in 2010, AES
Alamitos Energy acquired the AGS plant from SCE in 1998.3

AGS Units 1-6 are currently in operation and, if AEC is licensed, would continue to
provide electrical service concurrent with the construction of the AEC Power Block 1.
AGS Units 1, 2, and 6 would be retired after Power Block 1 begins operations. Units 3,
4, and 5 would likely operate until December 31, 2020, which is the final date for the
AGS facility to comply with the California State Water Resources Control Board’s

' Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, 8§ 15126.6(c) and (e).
211/15/16 RT 26:10 — 32:15; 78:18 — 105:19.
% Ex. 2000, p. 6-20.
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(SWRCB) Water Quality Control Policy on the Use of Coastal and Estuarine Waters for
Power Plant Cooling (OTC Policy). The City of Long Beach and project owner have
entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding the demolition of the
AGS Units 1-6. Pursuant to the MOU, demolition of AGS Units 1-6 would be conducted
in accordance with the MOU once all necessary regulatory approvals to retire and
decommission the existing AGS units are received.*

The AEC project would use the AGS site’s existing infrastructure, including the existing
fresh water supply, storm water drainage system, wastewater system, natural gas
supply line, and access to the adjacent SCE switchyard for connection to the
transmission grid. The AEC will construct a new 1,000-foot-long process/sanitary
wastewater pipeline to the first point of interconnection with the existing Long Beach
Water Department (LBWD) sewer system in place of the current practice of treatment
and discharge of process/sanitary wastewater to the San Gabriel River.’

The California Independent System Operator (California 1ISO) has identified a need for
new power generation facilities in the Western Los Angeles Basin Local Reliability Area
(West LA Basin Reliability Area) to replace the existing generating plants that are
expected to retire as a result of the state’s OTC Policy.® In response, the California
Public Utilites Commission (CPUC) (Decision D.13-02-015) ordered SCE to procure
1,400 to 1,800 MW of new local energy resources in the West LA Basin Reliability Area
to meet long-term local capacity requirements by 2021. Of this total, at least 1,000 MW
but not more than 1,200 MW must be generated from conventional gas-fired resources.
In November 2015, the CPUC approved SCE’s contract for 640 MW of natural gas-fired
generation at the Alamitos site.’

Locating AEC on an existing power plant site avoids the need to construct new linear
facilities, including gas and water supply lines, discharge lines, and transmission
interconnections. This reduces potential offsite environmental impacts, and the cost of
construction.®

For additional details on the project description, please see the PROJECT
DESCRIPTION section of this Decision.

*1d. and Ex. 1500, p. 1-3.
® Ex. 2000, p. 6-16.

®Ex. 2000, p. 6-17.

"Ex. 2000, pp. 6-10; 6-18.
®Ex. 1500, p. 1.9.
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PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The Applicant’s supplemental application for certification (SAFC) identifies the AEC’s
primary objective to design a project that provides local area capacity at the existing
AGS site.? In addition to this primary objective, the Applicant also identifies these 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.

e 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, OTC 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 Southern California Gas Company natural gas pipeline
system, 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 (SCAQMD) 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).*°

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

CEQA requires that we consider a reasonable range of alternatives that could feasibly
accomplish most of the basic project objectives while avoiding or substantially lessening
one or more of the significant effects. The alternative, or range of alternatives, including
the “No Project” alternative, is governed by the “rule of reason” and need not include
those alternatives whose effects cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose
implementation is remote and speculative. Rather, the analysis is necessarily limited to

?Ex. 2000, p. 6.3.
94,
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alternatives that the “lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project.”™

Alternative Sites

The Warren-Alquist Act provides additional guidance on the alternatives analyses for
those projects that have a strong relationship to an existing industrial site. Specifically,
an application for certification may omit discussion of alternative sites “if the commission
finds that the project has a strong relationship to the existing industrial site and that it is
therefore reasonable not to analyze alternative sites for the project.”*?

As described in the Project Description setting, the AEC project site has a long history
as an industrial site generating electrical power. The infrastructure, including
transmission lines, switchyard, natural gas pipeline, and fresh water lines, is in place.™
The only new infrastructure element — a new 1,000-foot long process/sanitary
wastewater pipeline that would be constructed to eliminate the discharge of wastewater
to the San Gabriel River - would be an improvement to the health of the river and the
Pacific Ocean.

We find the long-term historical use of the AEC site for electrical power generation and
the shared use of linears and infrastructure, as described above and in the PROJECT
DESCRIPTION section, establish the AEC’s strong relationship to the site. We therefore
find that an alternative site evaluation is not required for the AEC pursuant to California
Public Resources Code § 25540.6(b).'* Nevertheless, the record contains an analysis of
one alternative site, which we include herein for informational purposes only.

San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS) Site

With the permanent closure and decommissioning of SONGS, the SONGS site in
Pendleton, California was considered due to its potential to contribute to meeting local
capacity requirement in the West LA Basin and its relatively remote location. The area
in the vicinity of SONGS is less developed and has a lower population density
compared to the more urbanized area near the AEC site. The existing infrastructure at
the SONGS site, including its transmission lines, switchyard, substation, water and
sewage lines, and a natural gas pipeline, could be used for an AEC equivalent project.
As an existing power generation facility equipped with the appropriate infrastructure and

' cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15126.6.
2pub. Res. Code § 25540.6(b).

13 Ex. 2000, p. 6.15.

1 Ex. 2000, p. 6-19.
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connected to the transmission grid serving southern California, the SONGS site satisfies
most of the AEC project objectives as an alternative site location.™

SONGS was a nuclear-powered thermal power plant principally owned by SCE and
situated on two separate areas of federal land leased from the U.S. Marine Corps Base
Camp Pendleton in the northwestern corner of San Diego County. The two areas are
located on either side of Interstate 5 (I-5). The main or west portion of the facility holds
the power generating facilities and is situated on 84 acres of land along the Pacific
Ocean, west of I-5 and south of San Onofre State Beach. In this area, SCE operated
Units 1, 2, and 3 until Unit 1 was shut down in 1992. The dismantlement of Unit 1 is
essentially complete, and Units 2 and 3 unexpectedly shutdown in 2012 and were
permanently closed in 2013. SCE submitted a Post-Shutdown Decommissioning
Activities Report to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission in 2014, providing current
plans to decommission the plant within 35 years. The second leased area is
approximately 130 acres of land east of I-5 and opposite the main portion of the facility.
This area, referred to as the Mesa Complex, houses various administrative,
maintenance, and support services for the facility, but no power-generating activities
occur at the Mesa Complex.*®

According to the San Diego County General Plan Land Use Element, the lands leased
for SONGS are owned by Camp Pendleton and fall under the land use jurisdiction of the
U.S. Marine Corps and the U.S. Department of Defense. Current real estate grants
authorize SONGS to maintain a presence on Camp Pendleton until approximately
2024."

In a letter dated April 11, 2014, the U.S. Marine Corps informed San Diego Gas &
Electric (SDG&E) that it intends to revert the SONGS Mesa Complex site back to a
Marine Corps training site. SDG&E had been working with the Marine Corps to help site
a new substation and voltage stabilizing equipment associated with the closure of
SONGS. The U.S. Marine Corps advised SDG&E to locate proposed equipment
components on the SONGS power plant easement west of -5.18

After considering the SONGS site (both the power plant/western and Mesa
Complex/eastern areas), Energy Commission staff (Staff) testified that the site would
not provide a feasible alternative site location. The power plant portion of SONGS would

% Ex. 2000, p. 6-18.
18 Ex. 2000, p. 6-18.
" Ex. 2000, p. 6-19.
'8 Ex. 2000, p. 6-19.
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not be available for approximately 35 years due to the lengthy decommissioning
process. This presents a significant delay in the project schedule which would render
the western portion of the SONGS generating facility infeasible as an alternative site.
The Mesa Complex’s close proximity to the power facility’s infrastructure would be the
more feasible of the two areas for development of an AEC equivalent project. However,
because the U.S. Marine Corps owns the land and has complete land use jurisdiction
over the site, its demonstrated intention to use the Mesa Complex site for training
purposes for the foreseeable future prevents the Applicant from acquiring site control
and makes the Mesa Complex an infeasible site. Therefore, the SONGS site is not a
feasible alternative site location for the AEC and we find that this alternative was
properly eliminated from further consideration.*

Generation Technology Alternatives

In evaluating generating technology alternatives, the Energy Commission must consider
both state policy on how to best meet electrical demand and the ability of alternative
technologies to achieve project objectives and contribute to maintaining system
reliability.

Preferred Resources

The term Preferred Resources is based on the state’s Energy Action Plan II, which
states that energy efficiency and demand response are the state’s preferred means of
meeting growing energy needs, followed by renewable sources of power and distributed
generation, such as combined heat and power applications. To the extent these
resources are unable to satisfy increasing energy and capacity needs, clean and
efficient fossil-fired generation are last in the “load order.”®

In addition, in response to its energy policies addressing global climate change and
reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, the state is rapidly and fundamentally
changing its electricity supply system. For example, the state’s Renewables Portfolio
Standard (RPS) requires that providers of retail electricity procure an increasing
minimum share of energy (measured as a percentage of retail sales) from renewable
sources. It is estimated that an amount equal to 25 percent of retail sales was procured
by California load-serving entities from renewable sources in 2014.%* Similarly, Section

9 Ex. 2000, p. 6-19.

0 State’s Energy Action Plan II, Implementation Roadmap for Energy Policies, (a joint document adopted
by the California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities Commission. September 21,
2005. http://www.energy.ca.gov/energy_action_plan/index.html.

# Ex. 2000, p. 6-9.
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454.5(b)(9)(C) of the California Public Utilities Code addresses requirements for an
electrical corporation’s proposed procurement plan, including the requirement to “first
meet its unmet resource needs through all available energy efficiency and demand
reduction resources that are cost effective, reliable, and feasible.” In recent years,
energy storage has achieved preferred resource status due to its ability to a) absorb
over-generation that may occur at high levels of solar penetration, and b) obviate the
need for natural gas-fired generation and associated capacity to meet ramping needs
during evening hours when solar resource output declines to zero.

Reliable Operation of the Electricity System

At the same time, state policies and other factors have dramatically increased the near-
term need for new resources with which to reliably meet or reduce the state’s demand
for reliably delivered electricity. The state’s policy objective to phase out the use of once
through cooling with ocean water at power plants is forcing the rapid retirement of a
substantial amount of dispatchable generation in coastal areas and its replacement with
new generation, transmission, and demand-side resources to preserve system
reliability. In addition, as stated above, the unexpected closure of the SONGS facility in
2012, which was a critical source of Southern California electricity generation, and
further the need for reliably delivered electricity.??

All of these factors are considered by the state’s energy agencies when determining the
need for new, natural gas-fired electric generation capacity (NGFG) over the 10-year
horizon. The Energy Commission also considers them in developing its 10-year
electricity demand forecast and the California ISO considers them as part of its efforts to
plan for and maintain electric system reliability. In tandem with California ISO planning,
the CPUC conducts its biennial Long Term Procurement Plan (LTPP) proceeding, in
which it determines how much new natural gas-fired generation is required and should
be financed by the state’s investor owned utilities. In estimating the need for new “least-
cost best-fit” generation capacity or specifically for new NGFG over the 10-year
planning horizon, the CPUC first assumes the timely development of all cost-effective
preferred resources.?®

In May 2010, the SWRCB adopted the statewide OTC Policy. The OTC Policy
established compliance dates for existing power plant operators to implement measures
to greatly reduce impingement mortality and entrainment of marine life resulting from
the use of ocean water for power plant cooling. Compliance with the OTC Policy is

2 Ex. 2000, p. 6-9.
2d.
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expected to lead to the retirement of a large amount of OTC capacity in transmission-
constrained areas of Southern California. As a result, the CPUC devoted a share of its
2012 LTPP proceeding to the potential need for new NGFG to meet local reliability
requirements in the California ISO-defined Los Angeles Basin (LA Basin), San Diego,
and Big Creek/Ventura areas. Such generation, if necessary, would be required to meet
reliability standards imposed by the North American Electric Reliability Council and the
Western Electricity Coordinating Council.?*

In February 2013, as part of its 2012 LTPP proceeding, the CPUC issued a decision
authorizing procurement to meet the local capacity requirement (LCR) in the West LA
Basin. The authorization for new capacity was done to maintain reliability in the West LA
Basin after the expected retirement of generating units at Alamitos, Huntington Beach,
and Redondo Beach, totaling 3,818 MW of capacity in 2020.*° SCE was authorized to
procure between 1,400 and 1,800 MW of electrical capacity to meet the West LA Basin
LCR by 2021. At least 1,000 MW and up to 1,200 MW of total capacity had to be
procured from natural gas-fired resources.?®In establishing a level of development for
natural gas-fired generation, the CPUC found that such generation is needed to provide
reliability services (regulation, spinning reserves, load following, frequency response,
and voltage support). The remaining capacity was to come from preferred resources
(energy efficiency, demand response, renewable generation, and energy storage).?’

In March 2014, the CPUC issued its Track 4 decision in the 2012 LTPP proceeding
(CPUC Decision 14-03-004) authorizing SCE and SDG&E to procure generating
capacity from a combination of preferred resources and gas-fired resources to meet
local capacity needs stemming from the permanent retirement of SONGS. The Track 4
decision increased SCE’'s maximum allowable NGFG from 1,200 to 1,500 MW,
providing SCE greater flexibility to meet reliability needs. Consistent with the loading
order, SCE was required to procure at least 550 MW from preferred resources and at
least 50 MW from energy storage. Subject to the overall cap of 2,500 MW for SCE, any
additional local capacity beyond these amounts could only be procured through
preferred resources.?®

SCE issued a Request for Offers (RFO) seeking new LCR resources in the West LA
Basin, including preferred resources, energy storage, and NGFG. SCE entered into

2 Ex. 2000, p. 6-10.

% The SWRCB set December 31, 2020, as the compliance date for these three generators.
%6 Ex. 2000, p. 6-10.

27 |d

8 Ex. 2000, p. 6-11.
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contracts with AES to meet a share of the West LA Basin LCR, including a contract for
new NGFG generation at the Alamitos site. On November 24, 2015, the CPUC issued
its decision approving two separate contracts with AES for new combined-cycle gas
turbines at the Alamitos and Huntington Beach sites.?*

Preferred Resources as Substitutes for Dispatchable Natural Gas-Fired
Generation

As indicated above, the state’s loading order established by the energy agencies in
2003 calls for meeting new electricity needs first with efficiency and demand response,
followed by renewable energy and distributed generation, and then with efficient, utility-
scale natural gas-fired generation. Section 454.5(b)(9)(C) of the California Public
Utilities Code addresses requirements for an electrical corporation’s proposed
procurement plan, including the requirement to “first meet its unmet resource needs
through all available energy efficiency and demand reduction resources that are cost
effective, reliable, and feasible.” In recent years, energy storage has achieved preferred
resource status due to its ability to a) absorb over-generation that may occur at high
levels of solar penetration, and b) obviate the need for natural gas-fired generation and
associated capacity to meet ramping needs during evening hours when solar resource
output declines to zero.*°

Preferred resources can provide many of the services provided by dispatchable, natural
gas-fired generation. However, where preferred resources cannot ensure reliability,
because they lack necessary operating characteristics or are not available in sufficient
guantities (e.g., reliability services, such as regulation, spinning reserves, load following,
frequency response, and voltage support), the CPUC has found that the procurement of
clean, efficient natural gas-fired generation is necessary and is consistent with the
state’s loading order.*

Energy Efficiency

Energy efficiency entails using less energy to provide the same service. Continued
development and implementation of comprehensive, long-term energy efficiency
strategies and programs remains the top priority to offset increased energy demand. SB
350 requires the Energy Commission to establish annual targets for statewide energy
efficiency savings and demand reduction that will achieve a cumulative doubling of
statewide energy efficiency savings by January 1, 2030, and requires the CPUC (for the

2 Ex. 2000, p. 6-11.
%0 d.
.
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IOUs) and local publicly owned utilities to establish efficiency targets consistent with this
32
goal.

Energy efficiency programs can serve as substitutes for dispatchable, natural gas-fired
generation facilities, such as the AEC, and partially meet the project objectives by: 1)
reducing the amount of electricity that needs to be generated when targeted at
consumption during high-demand hours and when flexible generation is needed most,
and 2) reducing the need for natural gas-fired generation capacity, as well as the need
for load-serving entities to procure such capacity to satisfy California ISO- and CPUC-
imposed system-wide resource adequacy requirements. In targeting consumption in the
West LA Basin, energy efficiency programs can reduce the need for conventional
generation in the area and the need to procure such capacity to satisfy resource
adequacy requirements for local, flexible resources. Energy efficiency programs are
thus capable of reducing the need for energy and capacity-related reliability services
that conventional natural gas-fired generation facilities, such as the AEC, would provide.
However, energy efficiency cannot eliminate the need for all natural gas generation
because some amount of electric reliability services (e.g., regulation, spinning reserves,
load following, frequency response, and voltage support) is necessary. Therefore, we
find that energy efficiency is not a viable alternative to the generation AEC would
provide.

Demand Response

Demand response (DR) programs provide an economic incentive for end users to
modify energy use, whether through direct payments to reduce consumption when
requested to do so or rate structures that encourage reducing energy use during hours
in which generation is expensive and/or system reliability is threatened.?*

DR continues to play an important role in meeting California’s capacity planning,
including requirements for peak summer demand. DR has attributes that can partially
meet some of the AEC’s project objectives by: 1) contributing to or reducing the need
for capacity-related reliability services, including an array of ancillary services
(regulation and spinning reserves), and 2) reducing the need for flexible generation if
called upon during hours in which ramping needs are highest. When such programs
reduce energy demands in the West LA Basin, they reduce local capacity requirements.
DR programs can facilitate the integration of renewable resources by meeting

¥ Ex. 2000, p. 6-12
*d.
¥ 1d.

ALTERNATIVES
3-10



incremental needs for regulation and reserves and reducing ramping needs. Unlike gas-
fired generation, DR can absorb over-generation when renewable generation exceeds
demand. However, DR cannot eliminate the need for all natural gas generation facilities,
such as the AEC, because some amount of electric reliability services (e.g., regulation,
spinning reserves, load following, frequency response, and voltage support) is
necessary.® Therefore, we find that demand response is not a viable alternative to the
generation AEC would provide.

Utility Scale and Distributed Renewable Generation

In 2010, Governor Edmund G. Brown Jr.’s Clean Energy Jobs Plan established a target
of 12,000 MW of renewable distributed generation (DG) by 2020. As of October 31,
2015, 7,200 MW of renewable DG was operational, contracts with another 900 MW had
been approved, and 2,200 MW of capacity was anticipated from various incentive
programs (the Renewable Auction Mechanism, Renewable Feed-in Tariff, Bioenergy
Feed-in Tariff, and utility photovoltaic programs).*®

Utility-scale and DG can partially meet some of the AEC’s project objectives by 1)
becoming a substitute for natural gas-fired generation as sources of energy; 2)
becoming substitute sources of capacity during periods of high demand, and to the
extent they can produce energy at that time, thereby reducing the need to build and
operate gas-fired generation; 3) providing local capacity when located in transmission-
constrained areas such as the West LA Basin, thereby, reducing the need to build and
operate local natural gas-fired generation facilities. Renewable energy cannot eliminate
the need for all natural gas generation such as AEC because some amount of electric
reliability services (e.g., regulation, spinning reserves, load following, frequency
response, and voltage support) is necessary to ensure adequate supply through a
range of conditions. Therefore, we find that distributed renewable energy is not a viable
alternative to the generation AEC would provide.®’

Energy Storage

California’s energy agencies recognize the key role that storage will play in integrating
renewable energy resources in a “high variable energy” system in setting a target for the
procurement of energy storage capacity for 2020. On October 17, 2013, the CPUC

% Ex. 2000, p. 6-10.
% Ex. 2000, p. 6-13.
¥d.
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established a target of 1,325 MW for energy storage development, apportioning it to the
transmission and distribution systems and the customer side of the meter.®

Energy storage can partially meet some of the AEC’s project objectives by 1) replacing
generation capacity by being charged during non-peak hours and discharged on peak,
in lieu of dispatching natural gas-fired generation and 2) if located in a transmission-
constrained area, storage can replace generation capacity needed for local reliability.
However, energy storage cannot replace generation as a source of energy because it
requires injections of energy in excess of the amounts that are discharged when the
stored energy is needed and it cannot eliminate the need for all natural gas generation
facilities because some amount of electric reliability services (e.g., regulation, spinning
reserves, load following, frequency response, and voltage support) is necessary to
ensure adequate supply through a range of conditions. Therefore, we find that energy
storage is not a viable alternative to the generation AEC would provide.*

Alternate Equipment

In the POWER PLANT EFFICIENCY section of this Decision, we discussed alternative
equipment to that proposed by Applicant and found them to be infeasible or inferior to
the proposed AEC equipment for meeting project objectives in an efficient manner.*

Renewable Resources

In the POWER PLANT EFFICIENCY section of this Decision, we compared various
alternative technologies with the proposed AEC and found them to be infeasible or
inferior to the proposed AEC for meeting project objectives in an efficient manner.**

Recycled Water Alternative

In the SOIL AND WATER RESOURCES section of this Decision, we discussed use of
recycled water as an alternative to using of potable water for the process water needs of
the AEC. We found recycled water to be economically infeasible.*?

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

The CEQA Guidelines state that “the purpose of describing and analyzing a ‘no project’
alternative is to allow decision makers to compare the impacts of approving the

% Ex. 2000, p. 6-14.

¥ d..

““POWER PLANT EFFICIENCY pp. 5.2-3 — 5.2-4. of this Decision
*' POWER PLANT EFFICIENCY pp. 5.2-4 — 5.2-5. of this Decision.
*2S0IL & WATER RESOURCES section, p.7.2-9 of this Decision.
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proposed project with the impacts of not approving the proposed project.”** Toward that
end, the “no project” analysis considers “existing conditions” and “what would be
reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not
approved...”*

The most reasonably expected “no project” alternative if the AEC is not licensed by the
Energy Commission, would be for AGS Units 1-6 to continue operating until December
31, 2020 and then cease operations. Although AGS Units 1-6 could be left in place after
decommissioning, the existence of the MOU makes it more likely that the demolition of
AGS Units 1-6 would be conducted in accordance with the MOU once all necessary
regulatory approvals to retire and decommission the existing AGS units are received.*

Under the “no project” alternative, the construction and operational impacts from the
AEC would not occur. According to the evidence, the construction and operation of the
AEC is not likely to cause potentially significant adverse impacts with the incorporation
of conditions of certification. Additionally, the existing visual condition of the AGS site
and viewshed would remain visually degraded as the opportunity to implement
enforceable measures to restore and enhance the visual quality at the project site in
compliance with section 30251 of the California Coastal Act as part of the AEC project
would be missed.*®

The “no-project” alternative would likely result in the construction and operation of
another new (different), natural gas-fired generation unit or units in the Western sub-
area of the Los Angeles Basin to serve the predicted demand for the service area and
electric system and would not make use of the existing AGS infrastructure and
brownfield industrial site.*’ If the AEC were not constructed, it is possible that a project
similar to the AEC could be permitted and constructed elsewhere in the LA Basin area,
although no specific site or project is identified; therefore, the potential impacts of such
a project are unknown.*®

AGS Units 1-6 are older power generation facilities that the state is looking to replace
with fast-start and dispatch flexibility capabilities to provide grid stability to
accommodate increased renewable energy and provide back-up for planned and

*® CEQA Guidelines, tit. 14, § 15126.6, subd. (i).

* CEQA Guidelines, tit. 14, § 15126.6, subd. (e)(2); Ex. 2000, p. 6-20.
> Ex. 2000, p. 3-2.

S Ex. 2000, p. 6-21.

*712/20/16 RT 105:4 — 106:3.

*®Ex. 2000, p. 6-21.
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unplanned grid outages in response to excessive demands. Therefore, we find the “no-
project” alternative would fail to meet most of the basic project objectives.*’

INTERVENOR'S CHALLENGES TO THE ADEQUACY OF THE AEC ALTERNATIVES
ANALYSIS

Intervenor, Los Cerritos Wetlands Land Trust (LCWLT), argues that the AEC
Alternatives analysis is insufficient because:

1. There is no discussion of the need for 1,040 MW of gas-fired generation;

2. The AEC is inconsistent with LORS because the CPUC only approved a contract
for 640 MW, not the 1,040 MW facility now seeking certification;;

3. The analysis fails to consider a smaller project alternative; and
4, There is inadequate consideration of demand response and the La Paloma
power plant.

We address each of these contentions below.
Need for 1,040 MW of gas-fired generation

LCWLT argued about the “need” for 1,040 MW versus the “need” for 640 MW of
capacity from the AEC.>® LCWLT asserts that the CPUC decision authorizing SCE to
procure 640 MW from AEC to meet SCE’s local resource adequacy requirement,
mandates a maximum generating capacity “for this specific facility” that can be certified
by the Energy Commission.”® But LCWLT misunderstands the role of the Energy
Commission in reviewing proposed power plants.

Prior to January 1, 2000, Public Resources Code required the Energy Commission to
perform an “integrated assessment of need” as a prerequisite to certifying a power
plant.>? Effective January 1, 2000, Senate Bill 110 (Stats. 1999, ch. 581) repealed
Sections 25523 (f) and 25524 (a) of the Public Resources Code, and amended other
provisions relating to the assessment of need for new generation resources.>®
Specifically, this legislation removed the requirement that the Energy Commission make

*9Ex. 2000, p. 6-21.

0| CWLT Opening Brief, Part 1, pp. 18-21 (TN 214629-1); 11/15/16 RT 58:1 — 7.
> d., p. 24.

*2pyb. Resources Code, § 25009, added by Stats. 1999, ch. 581, § 1.

*3 Senate Bill 110 (Stats. 1999, ch. 581.)
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a finding of need conformance in a certification Decision.>* The legislature explained the
Energy Commission’s limited role as follows:

Before the California electricity industry was restructured, the regulated
cost recovery framework for powerplants justified requiring the
commission to determine the need for new generation, and site only
powerplants for which need was established. Now that powerplant owners
are at risk to recover their investments, it is no longer appropriate to make
this determination. It is necessary that California both protect
environmental quality and site new powerplants to ensure electricity
reliability, improve the environmental performance of the current electricity
industry and reduce consumer costs. The success of California’s
restructured electricity industry depends upon the willingness of private
capital to invest in new powerplants. Therefore, it is necessary to modify
the need for determination requirements of the state’s powerplant siting
and licensing process to reflect the economics of the restructured
electricity industry and ensure the timely construction of new electricity
generation it is no longer appropriate for the Energy Commission to
determine the need for a specific power plant.>

This is not to say that a proposed facility’s contribution to maintaining reliability of the
electricity system, which may be evidenced by the existence of a power purchase
agreement, is irrelevant to our analysis. For example, the existence of the power
purchase agreement could inform an analysis of likely operating scenarios. It could also
be relevant to our alternatives analysis if we had found that the AEC will have significant
effects that could be mitigated or avoided by a smaller facility that met basic project
objectives.

The focus of the Energy Commission’s inquiry is a proposed project’s potential to create
environmental impacts and its consistency with LORS. Indeed, the approval of a power
plant by the Energy Commission does not necessarily ensure that all or part of the
approved plant will be built. While any facility must be built in conformity with the license
granted, the ultimate decision to construct any generating facility is based on market
forces as mediated by the CPUC procurement process. Thus, it would clearly be
inappropriate for the Energy Commission to disapprove a portion of the proposed
project’s proposed generating capacity on the sole basis that it lacks a power purchase
agreement for this capacity, absent a finding that it causes any significant adverse
impacts or is inconsistent with LORS.

¥ pub.Resources Code § 250009.
55
Id.
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But the lack of a power purchase agreement (or other evidence demonstrating need for
a proposed facility) is not a basis, in and of itself, for the Commission to disapprove a
permit. Thus, it would clearly be inappropriate for the Energy Commission to disapprove
half of AEC’s proposed generating capacity on the sole basis that this lacks a power
purchase agreement for this capacity, absent a finding that the AEC will not cause any
significant adverse impacts.

LORS Consistency

LCWLT’s argument that AEC is inconsistent with applicable LORS is closely related to
its arguments about need. In particular, LCWLT asserts that approval of all 1,040 MW of
generating capacity proposed in AEC would be inconsistent with the CPUC’s LTPP and
the I1SO tariff.*®

The Warren-Alquist Act allows the Energy Commission to certify a proposed facility only
if it conforms with all applicable LORS, unless it finds that the facility is required for
public convenience and necessity which cannot be achieved by more prudent and
feasible means.>’ LORS are therefore applicable state, regional, and local rules of
general applicability that would apply to the project but for the Energy Commission’s
exclusive jurisdiction.®® For each applicable LORS, the Energy Commission must
assess the project's compliance with LORS and make specific findings if there is
noncompliance that cannot be eliminated->°

Contrary to LCWLT’s contention, neither the 1SO’s tariff, nor the CPUC’s LTPP, are
“laws” applicable to AEC. Rather, these are processes through which the state identifies
the need for generation and capacity, and ultimately contracts for its procurement. It
may be true that some of the generating capacity currently proposed by AEC exceeds
the need identified by Cal ISO and the CPUC; however, this does not mean it would
violate any law to grant AEC to be constructed and operated as proposed. There is no
rule prohibiting a developer from obtaining a permit to build a facility to generate power
for which it does not yet have a buyer. It is possible that a facility may sell its power to
an entity not regulated by the CPUC. As discussed above, this is not a reason for the
Energy Commission to disapprove the AEC as proposed.

5 LCWLT Opening Brief, Part 1, pp. 23-25. (TN 214629-1)
>’ Pub. Res. Code § 25525.

*% Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, §1745.5(b)(3).

> d.
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LCWLT also argues for the first time in its rebuttal brief°® that the AEC is inconsistent
with sections 454.5(b)(9)(C), 399.11(a), 2827(c)(4)(B)(ii) and 2836(a)(2) of the California
Public Utilities Code, as well as Assembly Bill 32! and Senate Bill 32°2. We reiterate
that the Warren-Alquist Act requires the Energy Commission to determine whether a
project conforms to all applicable LORS.?® The laws cited by LCWLT apply to
governmental agencies’ or utilities’ planning and procurement. These laws do not apply
to individual power plants and, therefore, are not applicable LORS.

Smaller Project

Our response to the LCWLT’s assertion that the AEC should be constrained from
building generating capacity for which it lacks a power purchase agreement is
discussed above. But LCWLT goes further, arguing that the Energy Commission must
consider “alternatives with less capacity than the 640 MW allowed in the CPUC
decision,” stating that “construction impacts and operation impacts from the AEC will be
reduced by a smaller project.”® However, as noted above, we find that, with mitigation,
the AEC as proposed will not cause or contribute to any significant impacts on the
environment due to its construction or operation. In addition, CEQA requires an agency
to consider only a reasonable range of alternatives, not all possible alternatives.®®
Therefore, there is no need to include a smaller project among the alternatives
considered by the Energy Commission.

Demand Response and the La Paloma Generating Plant

LCWLT argues that the AEC alternatives analysis is inadequate because even though
Staff analyzed demand response among other alternatives, the alternatives were only
analyzed in isolation instead of as a “portfolio of preferred resources” in combination
with one another.®® Specifically, LCWLT offered expert testimony suggesting that the
alternatives analysis prepared by Staff is inadequate for failure to consider the
combination of alternatives (which they refer to as a “portfolio”) of demand response
and the La Paloma Generating Plant.®’

| CWLT Reply Brief, Part 2, p. 23, (TN 215406).

®. Nunez, Chapter 488, Statutes of 2006.

%2 pavley, Chapter 249, Statutes of 2016.

® pub. Res. Code § 25525.

% LCWLT Opening Brief, Part 1, pp. 21; 23. (TN 214629-1)

% CEQA Guidelines, tit. 14, § 15126.6,

8 | CWLT Opening Brief, Part 1, p. 22 (TN 214629-1); 11/15/16 RT 35:23 — 36:25.

" LCWLT Opening Brief, Part 1, p. 22 (TN 214629-1); 11/15/16 RT 35:23 — 36:25; Ex. 3009.

ALTERNATIVES
3-17



The Applicant's rebuttal testimony comparing LCWLT's suggested portfolio to the
project objectives, concluded that the portfolio of demand response and the La Paloma
Generating Plant would not satisfy most of the basic objectives of the AEC. One key
reason for this conclusion is that the La Paloma Generating Plant, located in Kern
County, is located in Pacific Gas & Electric’s service territory which does not serve the
western subarea of the Los Angeles Local Reliability Area.®® LCWLT’s expert did not
contradict Applicant’s rebuttal testimony at the evidentiary hearing. We find that
LCWLT’s testimony fails to demonstrate that its proposed portfolio approach would
meet most of the project’s basic objectives.

The record contains an analysis of an alternative site, and evaluates the ability of
energy efficiency, demand response, renewable energy, and energy storage to meet
most of the project’s basic objectives. The law does not require us to examine every
conceivable alternative to a proposed project.®® We find that the range of alternatives
examined is reasonable and that none of the alternatives would achieve the project’s
basic objectives.

AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENT

Keith Simmons,’” President of the LCWLT, commented that the CPUC assessed the
need for the AEC and approved a contract for 640 MW, not the 1,040 MW facility now
seeking certification. Mr. Simmons commented that the 400 MW difference is
“inconsistent” with the LORS.

Response to Comments: See discussion of LORS consistency under the heading
Intervenor’s Challenges to the Adequacy of the AEC Alternatives Analysis, above.

Elizabeth Lambe’, representing the LCWLT, commented that the project objectives
are “too specific.” Ms. Lambe also comments that the AEC violates LORS, the PMPD
alternatives analysis is incomplete and insufficient because it does not consider every
alternative and does not address the demand (need). Similar comments were also
made in a joint letter signed by the Sierra Club, California Coastal Protection
Network, 350.org, Coastal Environmental Rights Foundation, Los Angeles
Waterkeeper, Surfrider Foundation, Earth Law Center, Heal the Bay, and Protect
Our Communities.”” Dave Shukla commented that the committee should consider

8 Exs. 1072, pp. 4 — 7; 3059, p. 21.

% cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, section 15126.5(a).
11/15/16 RT 128:10 — 130:20.

TN 216579

2 TN 216543
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everything in the record and proceed with caution regarding the question of need.”

Response to Comments: In this proceeding, we have accepted the objectives
provided by the Applicant, and no other parties objected or requested that we modify
the language of the objectives before the evidentiary record closed. However, we are
not bound by the language of the objectives and will look beyond a narrowly drafted
objective or change it if we find its language too restrictive. Here, the AEC’s project
objectives appear tailored to balance the intent of CEQA with the Applicant’s goals in
pursuing the project. The project objectives are not so “specific” or narrowly tailored as
to preclude an adequate alternatives analysis.

The other comments echo the points made in LCWLT'’s briefs. See discussion of
alternatives adequacy, LORS consistency, and need under the heading Intervenor’s
Challenges to the Adequacy of the AEC Alternatives Analysis, above. See also,
response to comments in the POWER PLANT EFFICIENCY section of this Decision.

Isabelle Teraoka™ commented, asking “As conservative Republican economists are
seriously promoting a Carbon and Dividend plan in Washington, it is likely that a natural
gas plant will become costlier and costlier to operate in the not so distant future. Why
spend the money on such a plant when battery storage and renewable energy options
are available?”

Response to Comments: As explained above, battery storage does not generate
electricity and renewable options cannot achieve most of the AEC’s objectives.

State Assemblymember, Patrick O’Donnell”” commented as “a strong advocate of

sustainable alternative forms of energy such as the rapidly growing use of wind and
solar, that when the wind doesn’t blow or the sun doesn’t shine, it is critical that we
provide reliable energy for our residents and businesses in order to maintain a good
quality of life and economic stability in our state.” The AEC “can be activated in minutes
to meet energy demands during peak times of usage. This replaces the existing 1950’s
generation plant that takes 36 hours to start up and relies on the use of sea water for
cooling. The new Alamitos Energy Center will meet the energy needs of our region and
the state while preserving the natural resources in our region.”

Response to Comments: These comments address information contained in the
project objectives and project description.

33/1/17 RT 58:20 — 60:5.
" TN 216549.
> TN 216401.

ALTERNATIVES
3-19



FINDINGS OF FACT

Based upon the evidence, including that presented on each subject area described in
other portions of this Decision, the Energy Commission makes the following findings:

1. The San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station site is not a feasible alternative site
location for the Alamitos Energy Center and thus was properly eliminated from
further consideration.

2. Consistent with Public Resources Code section 25540.6, the Alamitos Energy
Center has a strong relationship to the Alamitos Generating Station site.

3. Energy efficiency will not meet most of the basic objectives of the Alamitos
Energy Center would provide.

4, Demand response will not meet most of the basic objectives of the Alamitos
Energy Center would provide.

5. Renewable energy will not meet most of the basic objectives of the Alamitos
Energy Center would provide.

6. Energy storage will not meet most of the basic objectives of the Alamitos Energy
Center would provide.

7. Recycled water as an alternative to potable water for the process water needs of
the Alamitos Energy Center is infeasible.

8. Alternative technologies do not meet the most basic project objectives of the
Alamitos Energy Center.

9. No site alternative is capable of meeting the stated project objectives.

10. The “no project” alternative will not meet most of the basic objectives and will not
provide electrical system benefits, including support for the integration of
renewable energy.

11. The “no-project” alternative will fail to meet most of the basic project objectives.

12. Los Cerritos Wetlands Land Trust failed to demonstrate that the existence of a
power purchase agreement, or the generating capacity approved by the
California Public Utilities Commission are relevant to the alternatives analysis we
conducted for the Alamitos Energy Center.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

e The evidentiary record contains a sufficient analysis of alternatives and complies
with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act, the Warren-
Alquist Act, and their respective regulations.
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e Consistent with Public Resources Code § 25540.6(b), an alternative site evaluation
is not required for the Alamitos Energy Center because of its strong relationship to
the Alamitos Generating Station facility.
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VII. COMPLIANCE MONITORING PLAN
AND CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

Public Resources Code section 25532 requires the California Energy Commission
(Energy Commission) to establish a post-certification monitoring system for approved
power plants. The purpose of this requirement is to assure that certified generating
facilities are constructed and operated in compliance with applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations, standards (LORS), as well as the specific Conditions of Certification
adopted as part of this Decision.

THE COMPLIANCE PLAN AND CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

The record contains a full explanation of the purposes and intent of the Compliance
Plan. The Compliance Plan is the administrative mechanism used to ensure that the
Alamitos Energy Center is constructed and operated according to the Conditions of
Certification. It describes the respective duties and expectations of the Project Owner
and the Energy Commission Staff Compliance Project Manager (CPM) in implementing
the design, construction, and operation criteria set forth in this Decision.*

Compliance with the Conditions of Certification contained in this Decision is verified
through mechanisms such as periodic reports and site visits. The Compliance Plan also
contains requirements governing the future planned closure, as well as the unexpected
temporary and unexpected permanent closure, of the Project.?

The Compliance Plan is composed of two broad elements. The first element establishes
the "General Conditions" (referred to as “Compliance and Closure” in Appendix A) that
set forth:

e the duties and responsibilities of the CPM, the project owner, delegate agencies,
and others;

e the requirements for handling confidential records and maintaining the compliance
record,

e the procedures for settling disputes and making post-certification changes;

! Ex. 2000, pp. 7-3 — 7-5.
% Ex. 2000, p. 7-1.
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e the requirements for periodic compliance reports and other administrative
procedures necessary to verify the compliance status of all Energy Commission
imposed conditions; and

e the requirements for facility closure.’

The second element of the Compliance Plan contains the specific “Conditions of
Certification.” These are also found in Appendix A following the discussion of each
individual topic area in this Decision. The individual conditions contain the measures
required to mitigate potentially adverse Project impacts associated with construction,
operation, and closure to levels of insignificance. Each condition also includes a
verification provision describing the method of assuring that the condition has been
satisfied.

The contents of the Compliance Plan are intended to be implemented in conjunction
with any additional requirements contained in the individual Conditions of Certification.

We note that the Applicant objected to the requirement of a cost estimate in the Final
Closure Plan which would be due at least one year prior to facility closure, charging that
“it is difficult, burdensome, and would serve no useful purpose.”™ We disagree. A cost
estimate for project closure would not be a burden as such information is typically
necessary anyway when the facility is set for shut down and the closure plan is
developed. As part of the Application for Certification, the project Applicant routinely
provides cost estimates covering total construction costs, operational expenditures,
payroll costs and other expenses.® Closure costs should be equally available.
Therefore, we will impose Condition COM-15 as recommended by Staff.

AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENT

We received no public comment on Compliance and Closure.
FINDINGS OF FACT

Based on the evidence, we make the following findings and conclusions:

1. Requirements contained in the Compliance Plan and in the specific Conditions of
Certification are intended to be implemented in conjunction with one another.

2. We adopt the Compliance Plan and Conditions of Certification contained in
Appendix A as part of this Decision.

% Ex. 2000, pp. 7-3 — 7-7.

* Ex. 2000, pp. 7-7 — 7-8.

®> Applicant’s Opening Brief, TN 214628, p. 4.
® Ex. 1503, pp 1-1, 1-9.
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1.

The compliance and monitoring provisions incorporated as a part of this Decision
satisfy the requirements of Public Resources Code section 25532.

The Compliance Plan and the specific Conditions of Certification contained in this
Decision ensure that the Alamitos Energy Center will be designed, constructed,
operated, and closed in conformity with applicable law.

COMPLIANCE AND CLOSURE
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V. ENGINEERING ASSESSMENT

The broad engineering assessment of the proposed Alamitos Energy Center
(AEC) consists of separate analyses that examine the project's facility design
and engineering elements, power plant efficiency, and power plant reliability.
These analyses include the on-site generating equipment and the project-related
linear facilities.

A. FACILITY DESIGN
INTRODUCTION

This topic covers several technical disciplines including the civil, electrical,
mechanical, and structural engineering elements related to project design and
construction. It reviews the project's consistency with applicable laws,
ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS), but does not address the
project’s environmental impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), which is covered in the ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT section of
this Decision.

The Supplemental Application for Certification (SAFC) describes the project’s
facility design and engineering plans. In evaluating the proposed engineering
plans, we have considered whether the power plant and linear facilities are
described with sufficient detail to ensure that the project can be designed and
constructed in accordance with applicable engineering LORS. We have also
identified any special design features that will be necessary to address unique
site conditions, including those which could potentially affect public health and
safety and/or the operational reliability of the project.

This topic was uncontested. Evidence on the topic of facility design is contained
in Exhibits 1011, 1014, 1056, 1070, 1407, 1435, 1437, 1500-1508, 2000, 3012
and 3043-3047."

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND SETTING

AEC will be built within the existing site of the Alamitos Generating Station
(AGS), an existing power plant in Long Beach. For more information on the site
and project description, please see the PROJECT DESCRIPTION section of this
Decision.

The record includes analyses of potential geological and seismic hazards as well
as discussion of preliminary project design plans related to grading, flood
protection, erosion control, site drainage, site access, and the construction of

111/15/16 RT 26:10 — 32:15.
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linear facilities. The GEOLOGY AND PALEONTOLOGY section of this Decision
provides further discussion of geological and seismic issues that must be
addressed by the project. The evidence establishes that the AEC’s proposed
design incorporates accepted industry standards for preparing and developing
the site. The project owner must implement the provisions of Conditions CIVIL-1
through CIVIL-4 to ensure that design and construction activities comply with
applicable LORS.?

The record describes the major structures, systems, equipment, and associated
components necessary for power production, including storage facilities for
hazardous or toxic materials that could potentially cause health or safety hazards
if not constructed properly. Condition GEN-2 requires the applicant to supply
drawings and specifications of all major structures and equipment included in the
initial engineering design of the project to the compliance project manager (CPM)
and Chief Building Official (CBO). Conditions GEN-3 through GEN-8 requires the
project owner to employ qualified engineers to monitor and inspect construction
of the facility. Conditions MECH-1 through MECH-3 require the project owner to
implement a quality assurance/quality control program to ensure that the
project’'s components are designed, procured, fabricated, and installed as
required by applicable LORS. Condition ELEC-1 ensures that design and
construction of the major electrical features will comply with applicable LORS.
The project owner must also provide verification of compliance with design
requirements in conjunction with specific inspections and audits as required by
the Facility Design Conditions.®

The latest version (2013) of the California Building Standards Code (CBSC)
requires specific “dynamic” lateral force procedures for certain structures, while
others may be designed using the simpler static analysis procedure. To ensure
that project structures are analyzed appropriately, Condition STRUC-1 requires
the project owner to submit its proposed lateral force procedures to the Chief
Building Official (CBO) for review and approval prior to the start of construction.*

2 Ex. 2000, p. 5.1-3.
® Ex. 2000, pp. 5.1-3; 5.1-6 - 5.1-20.

* The Energy Commission is the CBO for certified power plants under our jurisdiction. We may
delegate CBO authority to local building officials and/or to independent consultants to carry out
design review and construction inspections. When CBO duties are delegated, we require a
Memorandum of Understanding with the delegated entity to outline respective roles,
responsibilities, and qualifications of involved individuals such as those described in Conditions of
Certification GEN-1 through GEN-8. The Conditions further require that every element of project
construction must first be approved by the CBO and that qualified engineers perform or oversee
the inspections. (Ex. 2000, pp. 5.1-6 — 5.1-20.)
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Condition GEN-1 requires that project must be designed and constructed in
conformance with the most current edition of the CBSC and other applicable
codes and standards in effect at the time design approval and construction
actually begin.’

Additionally, the record addresses project closure, which is defined in the record
as a facility shutdown with no intent to restart operation.

In order to ensure that facility closure would be completed in a manner that is
environmentally sound, safe, and protects the public health and safety, the
project owner must submit a closure plan to the Energy Commission for review
and approval prior to the commencement of closing the facility, as required in
Condition of Certification COM-15 in the COMPLIANCE AND CLOSURE section
of this Decision. Although future conditions that could affect facility closure are
largely unknown at this time, the requirements in COMPLIANCE AND
CLOSURE are adequate protection, even in the unlikely event that the project is
abandoned.®

COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND
STANDARDS (LORS)

The purpose of this analysis is to ensure that the AEC will be built to applicable
engineering codes, ensure public health and safety, and verify that applicable
engineering LORS have been identified. This analysis also evaluates the
Applicant's proposed design criteria, describes the design review and
construction inspection process, and establishes conditions of certification that
would monitor and ensure compliance with engineering LORS and any other
special design requirements. These conditions allow both the California Energy
Commission compliance project manager (CPM) and the Applicant to adopt a
compliance monitoring program that will verify compliance with these LORS.’

After the December 20, 2016 evidentiary hearing, Intervenor, Los Cerritos
Wetlands Land Trust (LCWLT) argued that the AEC should be analyzed as a
multiple facility site and therefore some additional requirements set forth in the
Public Resources code have not been met.? Public Resource Code sections
25502-25518 are limited to the Notice of Intent (NOI) process and the provisions
covering multiple facility sites apply to NOIs only.” The AEC proceeding is

®Ex. 2000, p. 5.1-4.
® Ex. 2000, p. 5.1-5.

"Ex. 2000, p. 5.1-2.
8 LCWLT Opening Brief, Part Two, pp. 2-3

° Pub. Res. Code §§ 25502-25518.
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exempt from the NOI process because AEC is a proposed natural gas plant and
is only subject to the Application for Certification process.'® Therefore, these
sections are not applicable LORS.

Facility Design Table 1
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards

APPLICABLE LORS ‘

DESCRIPTION

‘ DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS

FEDERAL

Title 29 of the Code of
Federal Regulations
(CFR), Part 1910,
Occupational Safety
and Health standards.

(29 C.F.R. § 1910.)

These regulations are intended to
fulfil the purpose of the Federal
Occupational Safety and Health
Act of 1970: imposing safety
requirements in the workplace with
the purpose of assuring so far as
possible every working man and
woman in the nation safe and
healthful working conditions and to
preserve human resources.

Compliant. See the WORKER
SAFETY and FIRE
PROTECTION section of this
Decision. Conditions of
Certification WORKER SAFETY-1
through -4 incorporate sufficient
measures to ensure adequate
enforcement of industrial safety.
These sections describe the plans
and procedures which will be
implemented to ensure
compliance with health and safety
procedures and regulations, for
the protection of all workers,
particularly industrial workers. A
Safety Monitor will report directly
to the CBO and CPM and will be
responsible for verifying that the
Construction Safety Supervisor,
as required in Condition of
Certification WORKER SAFETY-
3, which implements all
appropriate Cal/lOSHA, Federal,
and Energy Commission safety
requirements.™

STATE

California Building
Standards Code
(CBSC) (also known
as Title 24, California
Code of Regulations)
(Cal. Code Regs., tit.
24).

2013 Triennial Edition (2016
Triennial Edition effective January
1, 2017), California Building
Standards Code (CBSC) (also
known as Title 24, California Code
of Regulations) (Cal. Code Regs.,
tit. 24).

Compliant. Condition of
Certification GEN-1 requires and
ensures compliance with the
CBSC."*

LOCAL

Long Beach Municipal
Code, tit. 18

City of Long Beach Municipal
Code regarding building and
construction regulations and

Compliant. The Facility Design
conditions of certification require
the project to comply with the city

9 pyb. Res. Code § 25540.6(a)(1)

' Ex. 2000, p. 4.14-4.

12 Ex. 2000, pp. 5.1-1; 5.1-2; 5.1-6.
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APPLICABLE LORS DESCRIPTION DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS

ordinances. of Long Beach building and
engineering regulations and
ordinances to ensure that the
project would be built to
applicable engineering codes and
ensure public health and safety.
See also, Condition of
Certification MECH-1 which
require and ensure com?Iiance
with Long Beach Codes™.

STANDARDS

Professional industry standards for
welding, boilers, and other
activities, machinery, and items

American National
Standards Institute

Compliant. Condition of
Certification GEN-1, GEN-6,

(ANSI) . involved with the Project. MECH-1 and MECH-2 require and
American Society of ensure compliance with these
Mechanical Engineers LORS.™

(ASME)

American Welding

Society (AWS)

American Society for
Testing and Materials
(ASTM)

The record includes analyses of potential geological and seismic hazards as well
as discussion of preliminary project design plans related to grading, flood
protection, erosion control, site drainage, site access, and the construction of
linear facilities. The GEOLOGY AND PALEONTOLOGY section of this Decision
provides further discussion of geological and seismic issues that must be
addressed by the project. The evidence establishes that the AEC’s proposed
design incorporates accepted industry standards for preparing and developing
the site. The project owner must implement the provisions of Conditions of
Certification CIVIL-1 through CIVIL-4 to ensure that design and construction
activities comply with applicable LORS.*

The evidentiary record describes the major structures, systems, equipment, and
associated components necessary for power production, including storage
facilities for hazardous or toxic materials that could potentially cause health or
safety hazards if not constructed properly. Condition of Certification GEN-2
requires the applicant to supply drawings and specifications of all major
structures and equipment included in the initial engineering design of the project

3 Ex. 2000, pp. 5.1-1; 5.1-2; 5.1-6; 5.1-17.
% Ex. 2000, pp. 5.1-1; 5.1-2; 5.1-6; 5.1-17.
*Ex. 2000, p. 5.1-3.
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to the compliance project manager (CPM) and Chief Building Official (CBO).
Conditions of Certification GEN-3 through GEN-8 require the project owner to
employ qualified engineers to monitor and inspect construction of the facility.
Conditions of Certification MECH-1 through MECH-3 require the project owner to
implement a quality assurance/quality control program to ensure that the
project's components are designed, procured, fabricated, and installed as
required by applicable LORS. Condition of Certification ELEC-1 ensures that
design and construction of the project’s major electrical features will comply with
applicable LORS. The project owner must also provide verification of compliance
with design requirements in conjunction with specific inspections and audits as
required by the Conditions of Certification in the FACILITY DESIGN section of
this Decision.*®

The latest version (2013) of the California Building Standards Code (CBSC)
requires specific “dynamic” lateral force procedures for certain structures, while
others may be designed using the simpler static analysis procedure. To ensure
that project structures are analyzed appropriately, Condition of Certification
STRUC-1 requires the project owner to submit its proposed lateral force
procedures to the Chief Building Official (CBO) for review and approval prior to
the start of construction.*’

Condition of Certification GEN-1 requires that the project be designed and
constructed in conformance with the most current edition of the CBSC and other
applicable codes and standards in effect at the time design approval and
construction actually begin.®

Additionally, the evidentiary record addresses project closure, which is defined in
the record as a facility shutdown with no intent to restart operation.

In order to ensure that facility closure would be completed in a manner that is
environmentally sound, safe, and protects the public health and safety, the
project owner must submit a closure plan to the Energy Commission for review
and approval prior to the commencement of closing the facility, as required in

'° Ex. 2000, pp. 5.1-3; 5.1-6 - 5.1-20.

" The Energy Commission is the CBO for certified power plants under our jurisdiction. We may
delegate CBO authority to local building officials and/or to independent consultants to carry out
design review and construction inspections. When CBO duties are delegated, we require a
Memorandum of Understanding with the delegated entity to outline respective roles,
responsibilities, and qualifications of involved individuals such as those described in Conditions of
Certification GEN-1 through GEN-8. The Conditions further require that every element of project
construction must first be approved by the CBO and that qualified engineers perform or oversee
the inspections. (Ex. 2000, pp. 5.1-6 — 5.1-20.)

18 Ex. 2000, p. 5.1-4.
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Condition of Certification COM-15 in the COMPLIANCE AND CLOSURE section
of this Decision. Although future conditions that could affect facility closure are
largely unknown at this time, the requirements in COMPLIANCE AND
CLOSURE are adequate protection, even in the unlikely event that the project is
abandoned.®

The evidence indicates that the design, construction, and eventual closure of the
AEC project and its linear facilities will comply with applicable LORS. The
FACILITY DESIGN conditions of certification ensure compliance with these
LORS.

AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENT

We received no public comment on the AEC’s facility design.
FINDINGS OF FACT

Based on the uncontroverted evidence, we make the following findings:

1. The FACILITY DESIGN evidence provides a preliminary engineering
design and description of the Alamitos Energy Center.

2. The FACILITY DESIGN evidence addresses consistency with applicable
engineering laws, ordinances, regulations and standards but does not
discuss the project’s potential environmental impacts, which are covered
in the ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT sections of this Decision.

3. Based on the FACILITY DESIGN evidence, the project will be designed
and constructed in conformity with the applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards.

4. The FACILITY DESIGN Conditions of Certification require the project
owner to comply with the most current version of the California Building
Standards Code and other applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and
standards in effect at the time that design approval and construction
begins.

5. The FACILITY DESIGN Conditions of Certification require that qualified
engineering personnel perform design review, plan checking, and field
inspections of the project.

6. Implementation of the FACILITY DESIGN Conditions of Certification,
ensure that the project is designed and constructed in accordance with
applicable law and in a manner that protects public health and safety.

9 Ex. 2000, p. 5.1-5.
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7. The General Conditions, included in the COMPLIANCE AND CLOSURE
section of this Decision, delineate the requirements for closure and
decommissioning of the project.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. Implementation of the FACILITY DESIGN Conditions of Certification listed
in Appendix A ensure that the Alamitos Energy Center will be designed
and constructed in conformance with the applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations and standards related to the engineering elements
summarized in this section of the Decision.

FACILITY DESIGN
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B. POWER PLANT EFFICIENCY

INTRODUCTION

This section analyzes whether the consumption of a non-renewable source of
energy, natural gas, at the Alamitos Energy Center (AEC) would result in
substantial impacts upon energy resources.*

The evidentiary record describes the project's energy requirements and its
energy use efficiency; the project’s effects on local and regional energy supplies
and resources; requirements for additional energy supply capacity; and
compliance with CEQA. In addition, the evidentiary record addresses whether
there are feasible alternatives that could reduce any wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary energy consumption attributable to the project.

The evidence on Power Plant Efficiency is contained in Exhibits 1056, 1070,
1407, 1434, 1437, 1500-1508 and 2000.?

SETTING

The AEC site is located on an approximately 21-acre site within the larger 71.1-
acre Alamitos Generating Station (AGS) site.

Project fuel efficiency, and its rate of energy consumption, is determined by the
configuration of the power plant and the selection of equipment used to generate
power. The evidence shows that only natural gas-burning technologies are
feasible for this project. Other technologies are either incapable of providing the
project’s peaking and base load services (e.g., solar), are unavailable in the area
(e.g., wind, geothermal, biomass), or are too highly polluting (e.g., coal, oil).?

Alamitos Energy Center (AEC) is designed to generate 1,040 MW (net output) of
electricity. Power Block 1 will use two General Electric (GE) 7FA.05 two natural-
gas-fired combustion turbine generators (CTGs), two heat recovery steam
generators (HRSGs), one steam turbine generator (STG), an air cooled
condenser, an auxiliary boiler, and related ancillary equipment in a combined-
cycle configuration. Power Block 2 will use four GE LMS100PB simple-cycle
CTGs with fin-fan coolers and ancillary equipment. Each block would utilize the
GE's fast-start, flexible technology. The different processes of the combined-

! Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15126.4(a)(1), Appendix F.
%11/15/16 RT 26:10 — 32:15.
$Ex. 2000, p. 5.3-4.
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cycle and simple-cycle configurations are more fully explained in the PROJECT
DESCRIPTION section of this Decision.*

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
Thresholds of Significance

CEQA guidelines require that the analysis “...describe feasible measures which
could minimize significant adverse impacts, including where relevant, inefficient

and unnecessary consumption of energy”.’

We evaluate alternatives to the AEC project that could reduce wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary energy consumption by first examining the AEC’s
energy consumption. Project fuel efficiency, and therefore its rate of energy
consumption, is determined by both the configuration of the power producing
system and the type of equipment used to generate its power.°

Impact Assessment and Mitigation

As discussed in the PROJECT DESCRIPTION section of this Decision, the
AEC’s Power Block 1 will use two General Electric (GE) 7FA.05 CTGs in a
combined-cycle configuration. Power Block 2 will use four GE LMS100PB CTG
units in a simple-cycle configuration. Each block would utilize the GE’s fast-start,
flexible technology.

The AEC project will burn natural gas at a maximum rate of approximately 8,137
million Btu (mmBtu) per hour and consume up to 29,318,594 mmBtu annually.
Additional fuel will be consumed to support an estimated 500 annual start-up and
shutdown sequences. Energy Commission Staff (Staff) testified that this rate of
consumption will not impact energy supplies and we have received no evidence
to the contrary.’

Fuel consumption is one of the most important economic factors in selecting a
turbine generator. Fuel typically accounts for over two-thirds of the total operating
costs of a natural gas-fired power plant. Under a competitive power market
system, where operating costs are critical in determining the competitiveness and
profitability of a power plant, the plant owner is thus strongly motivated to
purchase fuel-efficient machinery.?

*Ex. 2000, pp. 5.3-1 — 5.3-2.

® [California Code of Regulations, title 14, §15126.4[a][1]
® Ex. 2000, p. 5.3-4.

"Ex. 2000, p. 5.3-2.

8 Ex. 2000, p. 5.3-5.
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Modern gas turbines embody the most fuel-efficient electric generating
technology currently available. The 7FA.05 heavy duty CTG and LMS100PB
CTG proposed for the AEC project are nominally rated at 376 MW net with a 60.3
percent efficiency and 109 MW net with a 44.1 percent efficiency, respectively at
International Organization for Standardization or “ISO” conditions; in this case,
ISO Standard 27.040 for measurement of gas turbine capacity. These standard
conditions are 15°C (59°F), 60 percent relative humidity, and one atmosphere of
pressure.

For Power Block 1, alternative machines that can meet the project’s objectives of
the generating capacity requirements of load following electricity would be the
Mitsubishi M501G. The M501G gas turbine is nominally rated at 398 MW net and
58.4 percent efficiency at ISO conditions in a combined-cycle configuration. For
Power Block 2, alternative machines that can meet the project’s objectives of the
generating capacity requirements of peaking/load following services would be the
Mitsubishi H-100 gas turbine in a simple-cycle configuration which is nominally
rated at 101 MW and 37.8 percent efficiency LHV at ISO conditions.

The uncontested evidence shows that for Power Block 1, the 7FA.05 also offers
a significantly higher ISO rated efficiency than the Mitsubishi M501G. Similarly,
for Power Block 2, the LMS100 PB CTG offers a significantly higher 1SO rated
efficiency than the Mitsubishi H-100. However, actual performance may vary and
is based on project site conditions, such as annual range of ambient temperature
and humidity, and any differences in actual operating efficiency between these
two machines may be insignificant. In order to meet the AEC generating capacity
requirement of 1,040 MW net, the same amount of CTGs would be needed for
each power block.? The efficiency of the combined cycle portion of the project is
expected to be 56 percent. The efficiency of the simple-cycle portion of the
project would be 41 percent. The 7FA.05 and LMS100 PB are modern CTGs and
their efficiency is comparable, if not superior, to the efficiency of other, currently-
operating, modern combined cycle CTGs such as the Mitsubishi M501G or the
Mitsubishi H-100. Staff concluded that, in terms of thermal efficiency, the GE
7FA.05 and LMS100 PB are appropriate choices of machines for the AEC
project.’ The evidence indicates that these two configurations, with their short
start-up time and fast ramping capabilities, are well suited for providing peaking
and load-following power.**

° Ex. 2000, p. 5.3-5.
10 “ld »

" Ex. 2000, p. 5.3-4.
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A gas turbine’s power output decreases as ambient air temperatures rise.
Cooling the air as it enters the turbine increases its power output and cycle
efficiency. Therefore, alternative gas turbine inlet air cooling methods are usually
evaluated as a part of the equipment selection process for a power plant. The
two most common techniques are evaporative coolers or foggers, and chillers.
Both increase power output by cooling gas turbine inlet air. A mechanical chiller
offers greater gross power output than the evaporative cooler on hot, humid
days; however, it consumes electricity to operate its refrigeration process, slightly
reducing the turbine’s overall net power output and efficiency. An absorption
chiller uses less electricity but necessitates the use of a substantial amount of
ammonia. An evaporative cooler or fogger boosts power output most efficiently
on dry days; it uses less electricity than a mechanical chiller, possibly producing
a slightly higher operating efficiency. Efficiency differences between these
alternatives are relatively minor.

The project site climate is mild, tempered by cool sea breezes. This usually mild
climatological pattern can be interrupted by periods of extremely hot weather,
winter storms, or Santa Ana winds. Staff testified that the evaporative gas turbine
inlet air cooling system proposed by the Applicant will have no significant
adverse energy impacts.

Staff considered solar technology, other fossil fuels, nuclear, biomass,
hydroelectric, wind, and geothermal technologies as alternative generating
technologies for AEC. Staff ruled out biomass, hydroelectric, geothermal, wind,
and solar technologies because of the lack of adequate space on the project site
and/or the unavailability of these energy resources in the project area. Staff ruled
out coal and oil as too highly polluting. Due to regulatory prohibitions, nuclear
technology was rejected. Therefore, Staff agreed that the Applicant’s selection of
a natural gas-burning technology is reasonable.*?

The State Water Resources Control Board’'s policy requiring the phase out of
generating plants utilizing ocean water for once-through cooling purposes is
causing the retirement or replacement of generating facilities in California’s
coastal areas. In keeping with this program, the more efficient proposed AEC will
not utilize once-through cooling and, as older, less efficient generating facilities
utilizing once-through cooling are retired, the result will be less natural gas
consumption per megawatt of generation. Additionally, dispatch orders generally
call for the most efficiently-generated energy first; especially when peaking
capacity is required. Therefore, the electric grid system’s reliance on new

2 Ex. 2000, p. 5.3-4.
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generation in the region rather than on the aging existing plants will result in
further decreases in natural gas consumption per megawatt of generation and
will help alleviate the potential effect of the closure of Aliso Canyon natural gas
storage facility as described more fully in the POWER PLANT RELIABILITY
section of this Decision.™

In conclusion, the project configuration (combined cycle and simple-cycle) and
generating equipment (7FA.05 and LMS100 PB) chosen represent a sufficiently
efficient combination to satisfy the project objectives of efficient power production
with operational flexibility as identified in the Supplemental AFC. The AEC would
generate electricity at a full-load efficiency of approximately 56 percent for the
combined-cycle block (Power Block 1) and 41 percent for the simple-cycle block
(Power Block 2). This efficiency level of 56 percent compares favorably with the
average fuel efficiency of a typical combined-cycle power plant and the efficiency
level of 41 percent compares favorably with the average fuel efficiency of a
simple-cycle plant. Also, the AEC will improve the overall thermal efficiency of
electricity production compared to the existing, aging AGS Units 1-6 due to the
higher efficiency of the AEC’s modern and new CTGs.*

The evidence shows that there are no alternatives that could significantly reduce
AEC'’s energy consumption.

We find that the project will not adversely impact the cumulative amount of
natural gas consumed for power generation in California nor consume energy in
a wasteful or inefficient manner.®®> We find that no mitigation or conditions of
certification are needed for this project.

COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND
STANDARDS (LORS)

No Federal, State or local/county laws, ordinances, regulations and standards
(LORS) apply to the efficiency of this project.

AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENT

We received no comments on the AEC’s power plant efficiency.

13 Ex. 2000, p. 5.3-3.
1 Ex. 2000, p. 5.3-5.
 Ex. 2000, p. 5.3-6.
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FINDINGS OF FACT

Based on the evidence, we make the following findings:

1.

The 1040 MW Alamitos Energy Center is designed as both a combined
cycle and simple cycle, natural gas-fired power plant.

. Power Block 1 would consist of two natural-gas-fired combustion turbine

generators in a combined-cycle configuration, two heat recovery steam
generators, one steam turbine generator, an air cooled condenser, an
auxiliary boiler, and related ancillary equipment.

Power Block 2 would consist of four simple-cycle CTGs with fin-fan
coolers and ancillary equipment.

Each block would utilize the GE’s fast-start, flexible technology.

Alamitos Energy Center will generate electricity at a full-load efficiency of
approximately 56 percent for the combined-cycle block (Power Block 1)
and 41 percent for the simple-cycle block (Power Block 2)

This efficiency level of 56 percent compares favorably with the average
fuel efficiency of a typical combined-cycle power plant and the efficiency
level of 41 percent compares favorably with the average fuel efficiency of
a simple-cycle plant.

The record contains a comparative analysis of alternative fuel sources and
generation technologies, all of which were either infeasible or inferior to
the GE technology for meeting project objectives in an efficient manner.

The project will not require the development of new fuel supply resources.

The project will benefit the state’s electrical system by providing peaking
power and base load services in the most efficient manner practicable.

10.Alamitos Energy Center will not adversely impact the cumulative amount

of natural gas consumed for power generation in California nor consume
energy in a wasteful or inefficient manner.

11.No federal, state, or local laws, ordinances, regulations, or standards have

been established to regulate the efficiency of gas-fired power plants.

12.No Conditions of Certification are required for this topic.
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. We therefore conclude that the Alamitos Energy Center Project satisfies
the standards established by the California Environmental Quality Act
Guidelines for non-renewable energy consumption because it will not
result in adverse effects upon energy supplies or resources, nor require
additional sources of energy supply, nor consume energy in a wasteful or
inefficient manner.

EFFICIENCY
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C. POWER PLANT RELIABILITY

INTRODUCTION

This section discusses whether the Alamitos Energy Center (AEC) would be
designed, sited, and operated to ensure safe and reliable operation.' Evidence
on the topic of Power Plant Reliability is contained in Exhibits 1056, 1070, 1072,
1407, 1409, 1435, 1500-1508 and 2000.?

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND SETTING

For detailed information regarding the setting of the Project, please refer to the
PROJECT DESCRIPTION section of this Decision.

The AEC will be both a simple-cycle and a combined-cycle plant. The project’s
combined-cycle combustion turbine generators (CTGs) will be modern General
Electric (GE) 7FA turbines. The simple-cycle CTGs will be modern GE LMS100
turbines. Both the GE 7FA model and the GE LMS100 model have been in
commercial operation for many years and have exhibited high reliability. The
evidence indicates that the AEC’'s CTGs are expected to outperform the fleet of
various, mostly older CTGs.?

For general project description, including the location of the facility, please refer
to the PROJECT DESCRIPTION section of this Decision.

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
Thresholds of Significance

The Energy Commission must determine whether the Alamitos Energy Center
(AEC) would be designed, sited, and operated to ensure safe and reliable
operation.* However, there are no specific laws, ordinances, regulations, or
standards (LORS) that establish either power plant reliability criteria or
procedures for attaining reliable operation.”

In recent years, the means of ensuring system reliability have shifted from the
California Independent System Operator’s (California ISO) “Reliability Must Run”
power purchase agreement to the California Public Utilities Commission’s

' Pub. Res. Code § 25520(b); Cal. Code Regs, tit. 20, §§ 1741(b)(3); 1745.5(b)(15).
?11/15/16 RT 26:10 — 32:15.

% Ex. 2000, p. 5.4-6.

*Pub. Res. Code § 25520(b); Cal. Code Regs, tit. 20, §§ 17411741(b)(3); 1745.5(b)(15).
® Ex. 2000, p. 5.4-1.
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(CPUC) Resource Adequacy (RA) program. Nearly all RA programs have
“Participating Generator Agreements” (PGA) which allows the California ISO to
invoke "command and control" authority on PGA resources and force resources
to conform to the California 1SO Tariff. These agreements ensure an adequate
supply of reliable power.®

The California ISO also requires that power plants selling ancillary services fulfill
certain requirements, including, filing periodic reports on power plant reliability,
reporting all outages and their causes, and scheduling all planned maintenance
outages with the California 1ISO. These mechanisms ensure adequate power
plant reliability and support the expectation that new power plants will operate in
an equivalent manner to the industry’s current level of reliability.’

Delivering acceptable reliability entails: (1) adequate levels of equipment
availability; (2) plant maintainability with scheduled maintenance outages; (3) fuel
and water availability; and (4) resistance to natural hazards.®

In reviewing a new power plant's potential effect on system reliability, we
examine whether the power plant would be built and operated at the typical level
of reliability reflected in the power generation industry because, if it compares
favorably to “typical industry norms,” it is not likely to degrade the overall
reliability of the electricity system it serves.’

Equipment Availability

The project’s equipment availability will be ensured by implementing appropriate
quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) programs during design, procurement,
construction, and operation of the plant and by providing adequate maintenance
and repair of the equipment and systems. The project owner will use a QA/QC
program typical in the power industry. Equipment will be purchased from qualified
suppliers and the project owner will perform receipt inspections, test
components, and administer independent testing contracts. The Conditions of
Certification in the FACILITY DESIGN section of this Decision incorporate these
requirements.*°

® Ex. 2000, p. 5.4-2.
"1d.

®1d.

° Ex. 2000, p.5.4-1.
9 Ex. 2000, p. 5.4-3.
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Plant Maintainability

A generating facility must be capable of being maintained while operating. A
typical approach to this is to provide redundant examples of those pieces of
equipment that are most likely to require service or repair.

The evidence shows that the AEC project incorporates an appropriate
redundancy of function. For example, the CTG’s lube oil system will include
redundant pumps, filters, and coolers. In addition, redundant microprocessors
and sensors will be part of the turbine’s control system. Technology
advancements have also led to extremely high reliability for the CTGs considered
for this project. Energy Commission staff testified that the AEC project’s
proposed equipment redundancy would be sufficient for its reliable operation.

The project owners will develop the AEC maintenance program based the
equipment manufacturers’ recommendations for their products. The program will
encompass both preventive and predictive maintenance techniques. Additionally,
because AEC is expected to operate only up to 50 percent of the time, there will
be plenty of opportunity for planned maintenance to be done while the project is
offline without affecting its operation. The uncontroverted evidence shows that
the AEC will be adequately maintained to ensure an acceptable level of
reliability.**

Fuel and Water Availability

The long-term availability of fuel and water for cooling or process use is
necessary to ensure power plant reliability. AEC will use natural gas supplied by
Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) and will connect to a new gas
metering station; one for each AEC power block. Gas supplies will be acquired
from gas providers in supply regions accessible through the SoCalGas’ natural
gas transmission system. This represents a resource of considerable capacity
and offers access to adequate annual supplies of natural gas. However, the
record indicates that the closure and potential long-term de-rate of SoCalGas’
Aliso Canyon natural gas storage facility may impact instantaneous natural gas
deliveries to the power plants it serves, including the proposed AEC.*

Nevertheless, the evidence indicates that the modern and more efficient AEC will
replace older and less efficient power facilities which will result in less natural gas
consumption per megawatt of generation.

" Ex. 2000, p. 5.4-3.
12 Ex. 2000, p. 5.4-4.
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The AEC project’s process water and potable water source will come from the
Long Beach Water District (LBWD) and the point of interconnection will be at the
existing onsite AGS water supply pipeline that enters the site along Studebaker
Road. LBWD has provided a will-serve letter confirming the adequacy of the
regional water supply into the foreseeable future. We find that this source of
water supply is reliable (see the SOIL AND WATER RESOURCES section of
this Decision for a detailed discussion of water supply).*?

Natural Hazards

The site is located in a seismically active area and the potential for strong ground
motion in the project area is considered significant during the life of the proposed
structures. The AEC project will be designed and constructed to the latest
applicable engineering LORS and will perform at least as well or better than
existing plants in the electric power system. GEOLOGY AND PALEONTOLOGY
Conditions of Certification GEO-1 and GEO-2 and FACILITY DESIGN Conditions
of Certification GEN-1, GEN-5, and CIVIL-1 include standard engineering design
requirements for mitigation of strong seismic shaking, liquefaction, and potential
excessive settlement due to dynamic compaction. The evidence establishes that
there are no special concerns with AEC’s power plant functional reliability due to
seismic shaking.™

The risk of flooding is minimal because the site is not located within a 100-year
flood zone. Nevertheless, project features will be designed and built to provide
adequate levels of flood resistance by complying with Conditions of Certification
GEN-1, CIVIL-1, CIVIL-3, and CIVIL-4.*®

The vicinity of the project site could be subject to tsunamis. The site’s final
graded elevation will be at least 12 feet above existing mean sea level and there
would still be 5.5 feet of elevation between the floodplain and the AEC site.'®
AEC will be designed and constructed in accordance with the relevant sections of
the most recent California Building Standards Code (as required by FACILITY
DESIGN Condition of Certification GEN-1 and GEOLOGY AND
PALEONTOLOGY Condition of Certification GEO-1). This, combined with the
additional buffer of 5.5 feet on the site, would adequately protect the AEC project

13 Ex. 2000, p. 5.4-4.
“Ex. 2000, p. 5.4-5.
Bd.

18 Ex. 2000, p.4.9-18.
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from tsunamis. Therefore, we again find that there are no special concerns with
power plant functional reliability due to flooding or tsunamis.*’

Comparison to Industry Norms

The North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) maintains industry
statistics for availability factors and other related reliability data. NERC'’s statistics
for the years 2009 through 2014 demonstrate an availability factor of 80 percent
for CTGs with a capacity of 100-299 MW. The AEC project’'s GE 7FA and GE
LMS100 gas turbines have been on the market for many years and can be
expected to exhibit typical high availability. According to the Applicant's and
Staff's testimony, the CTGs are equipped with the redundant features described
above, such that the Applicant’s expectation of an annual availability factor of 98
percent is reasonable. We find that the AEC will likely reach an annual availability
factor of 98 percent.*®

COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND
STANDARDS (LORS)

No Federal, State or local/county laws, ordinances, regulations and standards
(LORS) apply to the reliability of this project.

Intervenor, Los Cerritos Wetlands Land Trust (LCWLT) argued that the AEC’s
640 MW combined cycle unit violates LORS because it “cannot meet the 20
minute response time requirement in California ISO Tariff Section 40.3.1.1 under
any startup scenario (cold, warm, or hot).”®

However, the tariff section cited concerns only the California ISO Operator’s
obligations in performing the annual Local Capacity Technical Study and has no
applicability to power plant facilities, nor does it make any mention of a 20 minute
response time.?® The AEC will not violate any reliability LORS.

AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENT

Elizabeth Lambe, representing the LCWLT, commented that the project would
violate the 20 minute response time requirement in California ISO Tariff Section
40.3.1.1.%" This comment was also made by the Sierra Club, California Coastal

" Ex. 2000, pp. 5.4-5 — 5.4-6.
18 Ex. 2000, p. 5.4-6.
Y LCWLT Part 2 Opening Brief (TN 215201), pp. 1; 11-15.

20 CAISO Tariff § 40.3.1.1.
2L TN 216579
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Protection Network, 350.org, Coastal Environmental Rights Foundation,
Los Angeles Waterkeeper, Surfrider Foundation, Earth Law Center, Heal the
Bay, and Protect Our Communities.

Response to Comment: This comment is addressed and considered in the
Compliance with LORS section, above.

FINDINGS OF FACT
Based on the evidence, we make the following findings:

1.

There are no specific federal or state laws, ordinances, regulations or
standards that establish either power plant reliability criteria or procedures
for attaining reliable operation.

. A project’s reliability is acceptable if it does not degrade the reliability of

the electrical grid to which it is connected.

The North American Electric Reliability Corporation reports that, for the
years 2009 through 2014, CTGs with a capacity of 100-299 MW
demonstrate an availability factor of 80 percent.

Evidence indicates that the Alamitos Energy Center can achieve an
availability factor of 98 percent, exceeding industry norms for combined
cycle units.

Implementation of Quality Assurance/Quality Control programs during
design, procurement, construction, and operation of the Alamitos Energy
Center, as well as adequate maintenance and repair of the equipment and
systems, will ensure the Alamitos Energy Center is sufficiently reliable.

The FACILITY DESIGN Conditions of Certification in this Decision ensure
implementation of the Quality Assurance/Quality Control programs and
conformance with seismic design criteria.

The Alamitos Energy Center’s fuel and water supply is reliable.

The Alamitos Energy Center’s process water and potable water source will
come from the Long Beach Water District and the point of interconnection
will be to the existing onsite Alamitos Generating Station water supply
pipeline that enters the site along Studebaker Road.

With the conditions of certification included in Appendix A, the Alamitos
Energy Center will be designed and constructed in accordance with
applicable engineering laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards to
withstand seismic events and to prevent incidents of flooding or tsunamis.

RELIABILITY
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10.The Alamitos Energy Center is expected to meet or exceed industry
norms for power generation reliability and will not degrade the overall
electrical system.

11.The redundancy of two power blocks, configured as independent
equipment trains, ensures inherent reliability of the Alamitos Energy
Center’s generating capacity.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. We therefore conclude that the Alamitos Energy Center will meet industry
norms and will not degrade the overall reliability of the electrical system.

2. No Conditions of Certification are required for this topic area.
Implementation of the FACILITY DESIGN Conditions of Certification will
ensure that the Alamitos Energy Center can be designed to meet industry
norms for generating reliability.

RELIABILITY
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D. TRANSMISSION SYSTEM ENGINEERING

INTRODUCTION

This section assesses the engineering and long-term planning consequences of
new transmission facilities associated with the proposed Alamitos Energy Center
(AEC). The California Energy Commission’'s (Energy Commission) siting
jurisdiction includes “...any electric power line carrying electric power from a
thermal power plant ...to a point of junction with an interconnected transmission
system.” Under this authority, the Energy Commission evaluates whether a
proposed project's transmission facilities and outlet line to the point of
interconnection comply with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards (LORS) and if any upgrades beyond the interconnection point are
necessary to mitigate potential project-related impacts to the electrical grid.

This topic was uncontested. Evidence on the topic of Transmission Systems
Engineering is contained in Exhibits 1011, 1013, 1020, 1032, 1035, 1042, 1046,
1055, 1056, 1068, 1070, 1408, 1500-1508, 2000, 2003, 2004, and 2013.?

SETTING

The AEC plant will be situated on approximately 21 acres of the existing 71-acre
AGS power plant site and the existing plant infrastructure, including the existing
SCE-owned Alamitos 230 kV switchyard and its transmission outlets just north of
the AGS project boundary.®

The existing AGS plant is a 1950’s era steam turbine technology with ocean
water once-through-cooling (OTC) system and related facilities. The AGS plant is
located along the coastline of the City of Long Beach and is now operating with
six natural gas-fired steam turbine Generator Units for a total generating capacity
of 1,950 megawatts (MW) (net). It is scheduled to be shut down by December 31,
2020 as part of the State Water Resources Control Board’'s phase out of
generating facilities utilizing OTC technology. AGS combustion turbine Unit 7 is
non-operational and partially demolished. Each of the six AGS units is
interconnected individually at the existing SCE-owned Alamitos 230 kV
switchyard located directly north of the AGS property.*

! Pub. Res. Code § 25107.
?11/15/16 RT 26:10 — 32:15.
* Ex. 2000, p. 5.5-5.

* Ex. 2000, p. 5.5-2.
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The existing SCE-owned Alamitos 230 kV switchyard has a double bus, double
breaker arrangement in two sections, section A (west bus) and section B (east
bus). Section A and section B have a north and south bus. Thus, the Alamitos
switchyard has four busses, section A north, section A south, section B north and
section B south.”

The two section A busses have eight 230 kV switching bays (SB) each with two
230 kV, 2,500/3,000-ampere circuit breakers (CB). The existing AGS Units 1-4
connect to the section A busses at the SB no. 2, 4, 6, and 8 respectively. There
are two 2,500-ampere, 230 kV breakers and two 2,500-ampere associated
disconnect switches for each breaker. The four remaining SB bays at the section
A busses each have two 3,000-ampere breakers and two associated 3,000-
ampere disconnect switches for each breaker and connect to SCE’s Lighthipe,
Barre and Long Beach substations.®

The two section B busses have four 230 kV SBs and the existing AGS Units 5
and 6 are connected to section B busses at SB no. 1 and 3 respectively, each
with two 2,500-ampere breakers and two 2,500-ampere associated disconnect
switches for each breaker. The remaining two bays at section B busses, each
with two 3,000-ampere, 230 kV breakers and two associated disconnect switches
for each breaker, connect to SCE’s Barre and Center Line substations.’

There is a bus-section 3,000-ampere breaker with two associated 3,000-ampere
disconnect switches between section A and section B north 230 kV busses.?

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

For general project description, including location of the facility and the
equipment to be installed, please see the PROJECT DESCRIPTION section of
this Decision.

The AEC plant will reuse approximately 21 acres of the existing 71-acre AGS
power plant site and the existing plant infrastructure, including the existing SCE-
owned Alamitos 230 kV switchyard and its transmission outlets just north of the
property line.®

In Power Block 1, the AEC will consist of a natural gas-fired 2-on-1 combined-
cycle generating unit with a steam-turbine generator (STG) unit rated at

® Ex. 2000, p. 5.5-5.
®d.
"1d.
8 1d.
°d.
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241.1MW (290 MVA),18 kV, 0.85 power factor (PF) and two combustion turbine
generator (CTG) units each rated at 234.5 MW (272 MVA),18 kV, 0.85 PF. The
maximum turbine output for the STG will be 241.1MW, and each CTG 234.5
MW.lO

Power Block 2, will be divided into two sub-blocks consisting of two natural gas-
fired CTGs for a total of four CTG units in Power Block 2. Each of the CTGs in
Power Block 2 will be rated at 103.3 MW (121.5 MVA), 13.8 kV, 0.85 PF.

The AEC plant will have a total gross generating installed capacity of about
1,123.3 MW and a net generating capacity of 1,092.2 MW.*

In Power Block 1, the Applicant expects that the STG unit would be connected
through a 10,000-ampere, 18 kV circuit breaker (CB), a disconnect switch and an
approximately 100-foot-long 10,000-ampere segregated bus duct to the low
voltage terminal of a dedicated 171/228/285 MVA, ONAN/ONAF, 18/230 kV
generator step-up (GSU) transformer. Each of the two CTG units in Power Block
1 are expected to be connected through a 10,000-ampere, 18 kV breaker, a
disconnect switch and an approximately 100-foot long 10,000-ampere
segregated bus duct to the low side voltage terminal of a dedicated 169/225/282
MVA ONAN/ONAF, 18/230 kV GSU. The high side of each of the above three
GSU transformers will be connected by a short overhead span of 1113 ACSR
“Bluejay” conductor and a 230 kV 1,200-ampere CB with a 1,200-ampere
disconnect switch to the switchyard 4 inch schedule 80, 6063 aluminum
overhead 230 kV bus.*

In Power Block 2, the Applicant expects that each of the four simple-cycle CTG
units will be connected through a 7,000-ampere, 13.8 kV breaker, a disconnect
switch and an approximately 100-foot long 7,000-ampere segregated bus duct to
the low side voltage terminal of a dedicated 72/96/120 MVA
ONAN/ONAF,13.8/230 kV GSU transformer. The high side of the GSU
transformers for each of the two CTG units will be connected to a 230 kV, 2,000-
ampere CB with a 2,000-ampere disconnect switch and then to a 230 kV 4-inch
schedule-80, 6063 aluminum overhead 230 kV bus through an approximately 50-
foot long overhead 1113 ACSR “Bluejay” conductor. Similarly, the high side of
the GSU transformers for the other two simple-cycle CTG units will be connected
to a 230 kV CB with a 2,000-ampere disconnect switch and then to another 230
kV overhead bus of 4-inch schedule-80, 6063 aluminum through an

19 Ex. 2000, p. 5.5-6.
.
21d.
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approximately 50-foot long 1113 ACSR “Bluejay” overhead conductor. Each of
the two 230 kV overhead buses will terminate to a 230 kV common overhead
bus of 4 inch schedule-80, 6063 aluminum bus through a 2,000-amp disconnect
switch.®® The proposed gen tie line for the four CTG units will be connected to the
230 kV overhead common bus through a 230 kV 2,000-ampere breaker with a
2,000-ampere disconnect switch.**

Interconnection Facilities

The 230 kV bus in the Power Block 1 switchyard will be connected to a new
overhead generator tie line through a 230 kV, 2,000 ampere breaker and two
2,000 ampere disconnect switches. The new 0.31-mile long overhead generator
tie line will be built with 1113 kemil bundled “Bluejay” Aluminum Conductor Steel-
supported (ACSS) on 95-foot high dead end steel structures and 95-foot high
steel poles. The line will terminate at the SCE Alamitos switching station on the
section Bus B double busses, switching Bay No.1, with two 2,500 ampere
breakers and two 2,500 ampere disconnect switches for each breaker.

At the maximum output from the generators in Power Block 1 and a 0.85 power
factor, the full load current in the overhead generator tie line will be 2,100
amperes, and the line rating of the bundled tie line will be 4,200 amperes at 200
degree Celsius. Since the line will be protected by a 230kV, 25 ohms (66.31 MH)
current limiting reactor, and the line conductor size rating is more than twice of
the full load current, it is expected that the conductor temperature will be limited
within 130 degree Celsius as required by the SCE interconnection
requirements.™

For Power Block 2, the switchyard 230 kV bus will be connected to a new
overhead generator tie line through a 230 kV, 2,000 ampere breaker with an
associated 2,000 ampere disconnect switch. The second overhead generator tie
line will be built on 95-foot high dead-end steel structures and 95-foot high steel
poles. The second, 0.16 mile long overhead generator tie line, will be built with
1431 kemil “Bobolink” ACSS conductor. The generator tie line for Power Block 2
will terminate at the SCE Alamitos switching station at the section Bus B double
buses, switch bay No.3, with two 2,500 ampere breakers and two 500 ampere
disconnect switches for each breaker.*®

13 Ex. 2000, p. 5.5-6.
M d.
% Ex. 2000, p. 5.5-7.
4.
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SCE Alamitos 230 KV Switchyard

When the AGS Units 1-4 are disconnected, all the related SBs with 2,500
ampere breakers and the associated 2,500 ampere disconnect switches in the
Alamitos 230 kV Switchyard Bus A section will become available. With the
disconnection of existing AGS Units 5 & 6, SB 1 & 3 with associated 2,500
ampere breakers and 2,500 ampere disconnect switches will be available for the
interconnection of the combined cycle units from Power Block 1 and the simple
cycle units from Power Block 2 respectively.'’

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
Thresholds of Significance

The AEC would connect to the SCE transmission network. As the interconnecting
utility or participating transmission owner, SCE is responsible for ensuring grid
reliability. The California Independent System Operator (California ISO) is the
control area operator, and is responsible for ensuring electric system reliability for
participating entities and determining both the standards necessary to achieve
system reliability and whether a proposed project conforms to those standards.
Normally, SCE and California ISO perform the Phase 1 and Phase 2
interconnection cluster studies, determine the transmission system impacts of the
proposed project, and any mitigation measures needed to ensure system
conformance with performance levels required by utility reliability criteria, North
American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) reliability standards, Western
Electric Coordinating Council (WECC) system performance criteria, and
California ISO planning standards. We rely on these studies and any review
conducted by the responsible agencies to determine the project’s effect on the
transmission grid and to identify any necessary downstream facilities or indirect
project impacts required to bring the transmission network into compliance with
applicable reliability standards.*®

Impact Assessment and Mitigation

The California 1ISO has approved the repower and exempted the AEC project
from these studies because the project would not impact the transmission grid
significantly different manner than the existing generator.*® The California 1SO
tariff Section 25.1 allows a proposed generator to be excused from the
interconnection queue study process if the California ISO and the participating

Y Ex. 2000, p. 5.5-7.
¥ Ex. 2000, p. 5.5-8.
9 Ex. 1070, p. 16.
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transmission owner find that the project is substantially unchanged from the
existing project it replaces.?°

According to section 25.1.2.1 of the California 1SO tariff, the Applicant needs to
submit switchyard/substation final design drawings to SCE along with final
impedances of the new GSU transformers for SCE’s review and approval during
final engineering of the SCE interconnection facilities at the SCE Alamitos 230 kV
substation. The engineering would be followed by a final interconnection analysis
by SCE and/or the California 1SO, including a short circuit duty study during the
Energy Commission post-licensing period.**

Since the proposed AEC plant is replacing the existing AGS OTC plant, and its
total generation output and electrical characteristics are substantially unchanged,
there is no expectation of additional downstream impacts. Hence, the evidence
indicates that the interconnection of the AEC project will have no impacts that
would require any new downstream facilities or any downstream upgrades.?

Cumulative Impacts

A project may result in a significant adverse cumulative impact when 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 (1) past projects; (2) other current projects; and (3)
probable future projects.?

In accordance with California 1SO tariff section 25.1, the California 1ISO has
approved the repower without the need for an interconnection study, as the AEC
will have similar generating capability and electrical characteristics to the existing
AGS. The evidence indicates that the interconnection of the AEC project will
have no impacts that would require any new downstream facilities or any
downstream upgrades.?* Therefore, we find that the new AEC project will not
create any cumulative adverse impacts in the surrounding SCE transmission
network.?®

 Ex. 1070, p. 16.

! Ex. 2000, p. 5.5-8.

2 Ex. 2000, p. 5.5-1.

#cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15130.
4 Ex. 2000, p. 5.5-8.

*1d.
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COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND

STANDARDS (LORS)

Transmission System Engineering Table 1
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards

APPLICABLE LORS

DESCRIPTION OF LORS

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS

California Public
Utilities Commission
(CPUC) General Order
95 (G0-95)

“Rules for Overhead Electric Line
Construction,” formulates uniform
requirements for construction of
overhead lines. Compliance with this
General Order ensures adequate
service and safety to persons engaged
in the construction, maintenance and
operation or use of overhead electric
lines and to the public in general.

Compliant. Conditions of
Certification TSE-3 and TSE-5
require the power plant
switchyard and outlet line to
meet or exceed the electrical,
mechanical, civil, and structural
requirements of CPUC General
Order 95 and ensures
conformance with CPUC GO-95
and. In case of non-
conformance, the project owner
shall inform the CPM and CBO in
writing within 10 days of
discovering such non-
conformance and describe the
corrective actions to be taken.?

California Public
Utilities Commission
General Order 128
(GO-128)

“Rules for Construction of Underground
Electric Supply and Communications
Systems,” formulates uniform
requirements and minimum standards
to be used for underground supply
systems to ensure adequate service
and safety to persons engaged in the
construction, maintenance and
operation or use of underground
electric lines and to the public in
general.

Compliant. The AEC will not
utilize underground lines.?’

The National Electric
Safety Code (NESC),
2007

Provides electrical, mechanical, civil
and structural requirements for
overhead electric line construction and
operation.

Compliant. Conditions of
Certification TSE-3 and TSE-5
require the power plant
switchyard and outlet line to
meet or exceed the electrical,
mechanical, civil, and structural
requirements of NESC and
ensures conformance with NESC
standards. In case of non-
conformance, the project owner
shall inform the CPM and CBO in
writing within 10 days of
discovering such non-

?® Ex. 2000, pp. 5.5-12; 5.5-15.
%7 Exs. 1500, p. 3-1; 2000, pp. 5.5-1; 4.11-4.
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APPLICABLE LORS

DESCRIPTION OF LORS

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS

conformance and describe the
corrective actions to be taken.?®

The North American
Electric Reliability

Corporation (NERC)
Reliability Standards

Defines the plans, policies and
procedures, methodologies and system
models, coordination and
responsibilities, and performance
criteria for reliable planning, control and
operation of the North American bulk
electric system (BES) over a broad
spectrum of system conditions and
following a wide range of probable
disturbances.

The standards require the planning
authority to evaluate the risks and
consequences for such catastrophic
events, and be prepared according to
the NERC Emergency Operation
Planning Standard and/or to restore the
system to normal according to the
NERC standard for System Restoration
Plans.

Compliant. Condition of
Certification TSE-3 ensures that
the AEC will be properly
interconnected to the
transmission grid after receiving
California 1ISO analysis for
exemption of section 25.1 of their
Tariff. TSE-3 also ensures that
the generator output will be
properly delivered to the
transmission system. Condition
of Certification TSE-4 ensures
that the AEC will synchronize
with the existing transmission
system and the operation of the
facilities will comply with
applicable LORS. Condition of
Certification TSE-5 ensures that
the AEC project will be built to
required specifications and the
operation of the facilities will
comply with applicable LORS
including the NERC reliability
standards.”

The Western Electric
Coordinating Council
(WECC) Regional
System Performance
Criteria

The WECC performance criteria
incorporate Table | NERC transmission
planning standards and include the
WECC Disturbance-Performance Table
W-1 which provides standards for
transient voltage and frequency limits,
and post-transient system voltage
variation. Certain aspects of the WECC
performance criteria are either more
stringent or specific than the NERC
standards, such as inclusion of
contingency event frequencies and
additional Category C & D
contingencies. Adequate reactive
power resources planning criteria for
transfer path ratings and post-transient
voltage stability are also included. For
any past disturbance that actually
resulted in cascading outages in the
interconnected system, the WECC
performance criteria require remedial

Compliant. Compliant. Condition
of Certification TSE-3 ensures
that the AEC will be properly
interconnected to the
transmission grid after receiving
California 1ISO analysis for
exemption of section 25.1 of their
Tariff. TSE-3 also ensures that
the generator output will be
properly delivered to the
transmission system. Condition
of Certification TSE-4 ensures
that the AEC will synchronize
with the existing transmission
system and the operation of the
facilities will comply with
applicable LORS. Condition of
Certification TSE-5 ensures that
the AEC project will be built to
required specifications and the
operation of the facilities will

?® Ex. 2000, pp. 5.5-12; 5.5-15.
* Ex. 2000, pp. 5.5-4; 5.5-12 - 5.5-15.
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APPLICABLE LORS

DESCRIPTION OF LORS

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS

action so that future occurrences of
such events would not result in
cascading outages.

comply with applicable LORS
including the NERC reliability
standards.

California ISO
Planning Standards

Standards and guidelines to ensure the
adequacy, security, and reliability in the
planning of the California ISO grid
transmission facilities. The standards
incorporate the current NERC
Reliability Planning Standards and
WECC Regional System Performance
Criteria. However, the California ISO
standards are more stringent or specific
than the NERC standards and WECC
performance criteria. The standards
include additional Category B
disturbance elements and criteria for
existing nuclear plant unit’s control. The
standards also address new
transmission versus involuntary load
interruptions. The California ISO
Standards apply to the electric systems
of all participating transmission owners
interconnecting to the California ISO
controlled grid. They also apply when
there are any impacts to the California
ISO grid due to facilities interconnecting
to adjacent controlled grids not
operated by the California 1SO.

Compliant. Condition of
Certification TSE-4 ensures that
the AEC will synchronize with the
existing transmission system and
the operation of the facilities
would comply with applicable
LORS. Condition of Certification
TSE-4 was added as a specific
request from the California ISO
and serves as a reminder that
the synchronization request must
be made to the California ISO.
Compliance with the request
requires submittal of the
synchronization letter and
evidence of the phone
notification.*

California ISO/FERC
Electric Tariff

Provides rules, procedures and
guidelines for construction of all
transmission additions/upgrades
(projects) within the California 1ISO
controlled grid. The California 1ISO
determines the “need” for the proposed
project where it will promote economic
efficiency or maintain system reliability.
The California ISO also determines the
cost responsibility of the proposed
project and provides an operational
review of all facilities that are to be
connected to the California ISO grid.
The tariff specifies the required
Generator Interconnection and Delivery
Allocation Procedures and LGIA to be
followed for any large generator
interconnection to the California ISO
controlled grid.

Compliant. The project will have
no significant impacts on the
existing transmission system.
California 1ISO found that the
AEC would be substantially
unchanged from the existing
AGS plant and approved the
repower and exempted the project
from the California ISO generator
interconnection study process in
accordance with section 25.1.
Condition of Certification TSE-3
ensures that the AEC will be
properly interconnected to the
transmission grid after receiving
California 1ISO analysis for
exemption of section 25.1 of their
Tariff. **

% Ex. 2000, pp. 5.5-10; 5.5-15.
31 Ex. 2000, pp. 5.5-1; 5.5-8.
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We find that the AEC 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
applicable LORS.

AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENTS

We received no public comment on transmission system engineering.
FINDINGS OF FACT

Based on the evidence, we make the following findings and conclusions:

1.

The Alamitos Energy Center consists of two generation power blocks
designated as Power Block 1 and Power Block 2 for a total gross
generating installed capacity of about 1,123.3 MW and a net generating
capacity of 1,092.2 MW.

Power Block 1 will consist of a natural gas-fired 2-on-1 combined cycle
generating unit with a steam-turbine generator unit rated at 241.1 MW
(290 MVA),18 kV, 0.85 power factor and two combustion turbine
generating units each rated at 234.5 MW (272 MVA),18 kV, 0.85 power
factor.

Power Block 1, the maximum turbine output for the steam-turbine
generator will be 241.1 MW, and each combustion turbine generator will
be 234.5 MW.

Each of the two combustion turbine generating units and the steam-
turbine generator unit in Power Block 1 will be connected through a
10,000 ampere, 18 kV breaker, a disconnect switch and an approximately
100-foot long 10,000 ampere segregated bus duct to the low side voltage
terminal of a dedicated 169/225/282 MVA ONAN/ONAF, 18/230 kV
generator step-up.

The high side of each of the three generator step-up transformers in
Power Block 1 will be connected by a short overhead span of 1113 ACSR
“Bluejay” conductor and a 230 kV 1,200 ampere circuit breaker with a
1,200 -ampere disconnect switch to the switchyard 4 inch schedule 80,
6063 aluminum overhead 230 kV bus.

Power Block 2 will consist of four combustion turbine generator units in
Power Block 2. Each of the combustion turbine generator units rated at
103.3 MW (121.5 MVA), 13.8 kV, 0.85 power factor.
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7. In Power Block 2, each of the four simple-cycle combustion turbine
generator units will be connected through a 7,000 ampere, 13.8 kV
breaker, a disconnect switch and an approximately 100-foot long 7,000-
ampere segregated bus duct to the low side voltage terminal of a
dedicated 72/96/120 MVA ONAN/ONAF,13.8/230 kV generator step-up
transformer.

8. The high side of the generator step-up transformers for the four simple-
cycle combustion turbine generator units in Power Block 2 will be
connected to a 230 kV circuit breaker with a 2,000 ampere disconnect
switch and then to another 230 kV overhead bus of 4-inch schedule-80,
6063 aluminum through an approximately 50-foot long 1113 ACSR
“Bluejay” overhead conductor.

9. Each of the two 230 kV overhead busses in Power Block 2 will terminate
to a 230 kV common overhead bus of 4 inch schedule-80, 6063 aluminum
bus through a 2,000-amp disconnect switch.

10.The generation tie line for the four combustion turbine generator units will
be connected to the 230 kV overhead common bus through a 230 kV
2,000 ampere breaker with a 2,000 ampere disconnect switch.

11. All the related switch bays with 2,500-ampere breakers and the associated
2,500 ampere disconnect switches in the Alamitos 230 kV Switchyard Bus
A section will be available when Alamitos Generating Station Units 1-4 are
decommissioned.

12.Switch bays 1 & 3 with associated 2,500 ampere breakers and 2,500
ampere disconnect switches will become available for the interconnection
of the combined cycle units from Power Block 1 and the combustion
turbine generator units from Power Block 2, respectively, when Alamitos
Generating Station Units 5 & 6 are decommissioned.

13.The California 1ISO will likely find that the Alamitos Energy Center project
will be substantially unchanged from the existing Alamitos Generating
Station plant and will have no significant impacts on the existing
transmission system.

14.The Applicant has sought an 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.
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15.The proposed interconnection facilities are acceptable, in accordance with
good utility practices and would comply with applicable LORS, with
implementation of Conditions of Certification TSE-1 through TSE-5.

16. Implementation of the Conditions of Certification TSE-1 through TSE-5 will
ensure that Alamitos Energy Center does not adversely impact the
transmission grid.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. The Alamitos Energy Center outlet transmission lines and terminations are
designed to comply with all applicable LORS.

2. Implementation of the mitigation measures specified in the evidentiary
record and in this Decision will ensure that the Alamitos Energy Center’s
transmission interconnections will not contribute to significant adverse
direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts.

3. The Conditions of Certification identified in the appropriate portion of
Appendix A of this Decision, ensure that the Alamitos Energy Center’'s
electricity transmission system will be designed, constructed, and
operated in conformance with the applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards.
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E. TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE
INTRODUCTION

The Alamitos Energy Center (AEC) project’'s transmission line must be
constructed and operated in a manner that protects environmental quality,
ensures public health and safety, and complies with applicable law. This section
assesses the potential impacts of the transmission line on aviation safety, radio
frequency interference, audible noise, fire hazards, and the creation of hazardous
and/or nuisance electrical shocks. This section also evaluates any potential risks
resulting from electric and magnetic field (EMF) exposure, and identifies
mitigation measures that would reduce any potential impacts to insignificant
levels.

This topic was uncontested. Evidence on the topic of transmission line safety and
nuisance is contained in Exhibits 1500-1508 and 2000."

SETTING

The AEC will connect to the regional electrical grid, for which the California
Independent System Operator (California ISO) is the control area operator, using
the existing Southern California Edison (SCE) owned, 230-kilovolt (kV)
switchyard. The switchyard is located on a parcel of land owned by SCE within
the existing Alamitos Generating Station (AGS) site. The nearest residence is
located approximately 1,500 feet to the west of the AEC site on East Eliot Street.

The closest airport to the AEC is the Los Alamitos Army Airfield, a military
installation approximately 2.5 miles northeast of the AEC project site. Its longest
runway is 8,000 feet long (located approximately 14,256 feet or 2.7 miles to the
northeast).? The Long Beach Airport is the next closest airport to the AEC. Its
longest runway is 10,003 feet long, and is located approximately 20,064 feet or
3.8 miles to the northwest of the AEC.

The nearest public heliport is located at the Long Beach Airport. The Boeing Seal
Beach Heliport and the Rockwell Facility Heliport are located 1 mile and 1.1 miles
from the AEC site, respectively.?

The existing SCE switchyard is located directly north of the AEC.

The two AEC power blocks will connect into the existing SCE switchyard, via two
new single-circuit (or double-circuit) 230-kV lines, which will replace the six

' 11/15/16 RT 26:10 — 32:15.
2 Ex. 2000, p. 4.10-12.
% Ex. 1500, p. 5.12-16.
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existing 230-kV lines used by AGS Units 1-6.* No changes are planned for the
SCE transmission line circuits connecting the SCE switchyard to the area’s
California 1SO-controlled transmission system. The new generation tie lines that
connect the AEC power blocks to the existing SCE 230-kV switchyard would be
located within the existing AGS site and would not affect the public because the
site is industrial land that does not extend off the AGS/SCE site.”

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The existing AGS’s Units 1-6 interconnect to the SCE 230-kV switchyard with six
separate 230-kV generation tie lines. These six lines would be replaced with two
new 230-kV generation tie lines that would connect AEC generator's power
blocks 1 and 2 to the SCE 230-kV Alamitos Switching Station. No modifications
would be necessary on the existing 230-kV transmission lines connecting the
SCE switchyard at the AEC to the California ISO transmission system. The 230-
kV switchgear would receive the power from each generator unit and set-up
transformer, then combine and meter the power for delivery to the SCE
substation located onsite.°

The AEC generation tie lines will use 230-kV isolation switches and gas-insulated
circuit breakers for each block and an individual generator step-up transformer
for each of the generating units within each power block. All generation tie lines
from the AEC to the SCE switchyard would be constructed as overhead lines.
These overhead lines are within the controlled AEC site and not accessible by
the general public. No underground generation tie lines are proposed and no new
offsite transmission lines would be needed for the AEC. For more information on
the site and its related project description, please see the PROJECT
DESCRIPTION section of this Decision.’

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
Thresholds of Significance

The laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS) listed in Transmission
Line Safety and Nuisance Table 1 have been established to keep impacts
below levels of potential environmental significance.?

* Exs. 1500, p. 3.1; 2000, p. 4.11-3.

°1d.

® Exs. 1500, Section 3.1.3; 2000, p. 4.11-4.
71d.

¥ Ex. 2000, p. 4.11-2.
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Impact Assessment and Mitigation

The potential health and safety impacts from the project’'s transmission lines
involve aircraft collisions, interference with radio frequency communication,
audible noise, hazardous shocks, nuisance shocks, fire danger, and EMF
exposure.

Aviation Safety

For AEC, any hazard to area aircraft would relate to the potential for collision in
the navigable airspace. Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Regulations, 14
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, establish standards for determining
obstructions in navigable airspace and set forth requirements for notification of
proposed construction. FAA notification is required for construction over 200 feet
above ground level and when within restricted airspace in the approaches to
public or military airports and heliports. For airports with runways longer than
3,200 feet, the restricted space extends 20,000 feet (3.79 miles) from the
runway. For public or military heliports, the restricted space extends 5,000 feet
(0.9 mile).®

The Los Alamitos Army Airfield is the nearest airport to the AEC. Its longest
runway is 8,000 feet long and is located approximately 2.7 miles northeast of the
AEC site. As part of the analysis for the AEC, the FAA Notice Criteria Tool has
been used to determine whether the generation tie line for the AEC may meet
Federal Aviation Regulation 77.13 (FAR 8§77.13) requirements regarding the
need to notify FAA of the construction of the AEC. Although the generation tie
line is less than 200 feet in height, the FAA criteria tool indicates that the
generation tie line is in proximity to a navigation facility and may impact
assurance of navigation signal reception.’® Imposition and implementation of
Condition of Certification TRANS-6 requires the owner to notify the FAA of
structures or construction equipment that is 132-feet above ground level or
higher.**

All four of the nearest heliports are more than one mile from the AEC and
therefore FAA notification is not required.*?

° Ex. 2000, p. 4.10-22.
19 Ex. 1500, p. 3-5.

1 Ex. 2000, p. 4.10-43.
12 Ex. 2000, p. 4.11-5.

TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE
5.5-3



Interference with Radio-Frequency Communication

Radio-frequency interference is primarily a concern for overhead lines larger than
345-kV. It is caused by “corona discharge” or “spark gap electric discharge”
which occurs within gaps between the conductor and insulators or metal fittings
on the transmission line. The AEC transmission lines will be built and maintained
according to standard practices that minimize surface irregularities and
discontinuities. Since the proposed AEC’s 230-kV generation tie lines are rated
at less than 345 kV and would be located within an existing power plant with no
nearby residents, we find that it is unlikely that project-related radio-frequency
interference will occur. Therefore, no condition of certification is required.*®

Audible Noise

This is typically perceived as a characteristic crackling, hissing, or frying sound or
hum, especially in wet weather. The noise level depends upon the strength of the
line’s electric field, and is a concern mainly for overhead lines rated at 345-kV or
higher. The project lines will use a low corona design to minimize field strengths.
The evidence establishes that the lines will not add significantly to the current
background noise levels. See discussion in the NOISE AND VIBRATION section
of this Decision.**

Hazardous Shocks

Hazardous shocks could result from direct or indirect contact with the energized
transmission lines. Compliance with the California Public Utilities Commission’s
(CPUC) GO-95 and GO-128 (for overhead and underground lines, respectively)
as required by Condition of Certification TLSN-1 and TLSN-3 would be adequate
to ensure implementation of the necessary mitigation measures.™

Nuisance Shocks

Nuisance shocks are caused by current flow at levels generally incapable of
causing significant physiological harm. There are no design-specific federal or
state regulations to limit nuisance shocks in the transmission line environment.
Nuisance shocks are effectively minimized through grounding procedures for all
metallic objects within the transmission lines’ rights-of-way, as specified in
Condition of Certification TLSN-3.

3 Ex. 2000, p. 4.11-5.
1 Ex. 2000, p. 4.11-6.
!5 Ex. 2000, p. 4.11-7.
16 Id
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Fire Hazards

Fire can be caused by sparks from the transmission line’s conductors or by direct
contact between the transmission line and nearby combustible objects. SCE’s
standard fire prevention and suppression measures comply with the CPUC’s GO-
95. GO-95 establishes clearances from other manmade and natural structures,
as well as tree-trimming requirements to mitigate fire hazards. Although the new
transmission lines will be located within the AEC site, Conditions of Certification
TLSN-1 and TLSN-2 ensure compliance with these program requirements.’

Exposure to Electric and Magnetic Fields

Electric and magnetic fields (EMF) occur whenever electricity flows. The
possibility of deleterious health effects from exposure to EMF has raised public
health concerns about living and working near high-voltage lines.*® Due to the
scientific uncertainty regarding potential health effects from EMF exposure,
CPUC policy requires reduction of such fields, if feasible, without affecting safety,
efficiency, reliability, or maintainability of the transmission grid.*®

The CPUC requires each new transmission line in California to be designed in
accordance with the EMF-reducing guidelines of the electric utility in the service
area involved. EMF fields produced by new transmission lines must be similar to
the fields of comparable transmission lines in that service area. If the project’s
transmission lines are designed in accord with existing SCE field strength-
reducing guidelines, they will comply with CPUC requirements for EMF
management.?

SCE'’s specific field strength-reducing measures will be incorporated into the
design of the project’s transmission lines and include:

¢ Increasing the distance between the conductors and the ground;
e Reducing the spacing between the conductors;

e Minimizing the current in the line; and

" Ex. 2000, p. 4.11-6.

'8 While scientific research has not established a definitive correlation between EMF exposure
and adverse health effects, the potential for EMF-related health hazards remains at issue. In this
regard, the CPUC requires the regulated utilities, including SCE, to incorporate EMF-reducing
measures in the design, construction, and maintenance of new transmission facilities and to
operate existing facilities in accordance with those measures. (Ex. 2000, pp. 4.11-8 — 4.11-12.)

9 Ex. 2000, p. 4.11-8.
%% Ex. 2000, pp. 4.11-8 — 4.11-12.
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e Arranging current flow to maximize the cancellation effects from interacting
fields from nearby conductors.?

The field strengths of most significance would be those encountered within the
boundaries of the existing AGS. These field intensities will depend on the
effectiveness of the applied field-reducing measures. The Applicant, AES
Alamitos Energy, LLC, calculated the maximum electric and magnetic field
intensities expected when the two proposed line circuits are energized. Although
CA does not establish limits for EMF intensities, the Applicant calculated what
the EMF intensities would be for the proposed project and the measurements are
well below regulatory limits established by states that do have levels. These field
strength values are similar to those of similar SCE lines (as required under
current CPUC regulations) but, in the case of the magnetic field, the estimate is
much less than the 150- 250 milligauss currently specified by the few states with
regulatory limits.*?

The two AEC power blocks would connect into the existing SCE switchyard
(located directly north of the AEC site), via two new single-circuit (or double-
circuit) 230-kV lines. The new kV lines would replace the six existing 230-kV lines
used by AGS Units 1-6. No changes are planned for the SCE transmission line
circuits connecting the SCE switchyard to the area’s California 1SO-controlled
transmission system. The new generation tie lines would be located within the
existing AGS site and would not extend off the AGS/SCE site.?® In addition, the
nearest residents to the AEC are approximately 1,500 feet to the west.
Therefore, no new effects from the AEC transmission lines are anticipated to
impact the public.

Cumulative Impacts

A project may result in a significant adverse cumulative impact when 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 (1) past projects; (2) other current projects; and (3)
probable future projects.?

The AEC’s transmission lines will connect with the nearby SCE lines. The
evidence indicates that the AEC’s transmission lines will be designed, built, and
operated according to applicable field-reducing SCE guidelines (as currently

# Ex. 2000, p. 4.11-12.

2 Ex. 2000, pp. 4.11-9 — 4.11-12.

% Ex. 1500, p. 3-1.

** Title 14, Cal. Code Regs, §§ 15065(a)(3); 15130.
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required by the CPUC for effective field management). Any contribution to
cumulative area exposures will be at levels expected for SCE lines of similar

voltage and current-carrying capacity and not

considered cumulatively

considerable in the present health risk-based regulatory scheme.?

COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND

STANDARDS (LORS)

Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance Table 1
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards

APPLICABLE LORS

DESCRIPTION OF LORS

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS

AVIATION SAFETY

FEDERAL

Title 14, part 77 of the
Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR), “Safe,
Efficient Use, and
Preservation of the
Navigable Airspace.” (14
C.F.R.§77etseq.)

Describes the criteria used to
determine the need for a Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) “Notice
of Proposed Construction or Alteration”
in cases of potential obstruction
hazards.

Compliant. Imposition and
implementation of Condition of
Certification TRANS-6 requires the
Applicant to file a “Notice of Proposed
Construction or Alteration” with the
FAA. See the Aviation Impacts
discussion in the TRAFFIC &
TRANSPORTATION section of this
Decision.?

Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA)
Advisory Circular No.
70/7460-2K, “Proposed
Construction and/or
Alteration of Objects that
May Affect the Navigation
Space”

Addresses the need to file the “Notice
of Proposed Construction or Alteration”
(Form 7460-1) with the FAA in cases
of potential for an obstruction hazard.

Compliant. Imposition and
implementation of Condition of
Certification TRANS-6 requires the
Applicant to file a “Notice of Proposed
Construction or Alteration” with the
FAA. See also, the Aviation Impacts
discussion in the TRAFFIC &
TRANSPORTATION section of this
Decision.”’

FAA Advisory Circular
70/7460-1K (through
January 4, 2015), now
70/7460-1L, effective
October 8, 2016,
“Obstruction Marking and
Lighting”

Standards for marking and lighting
objects that may pose a navigation
hazard as established using the criteria
in Title 14, Part 77 of the CFR. (14

C.F.R.§77etseq.)

Compliant. Imposition and
implementation of Condition of
Certification TRANS-6 requires the
Applicant to file a “Notice of Proposed
Construction or Alteration” with the
FAA. See also, the Aviation Impacts
discussion in the TRAFFIC &
TRANSPORTATION section of this
Decision.?®

» Ex. 2000, p. 4.11-13.

?® Ex. 2000, pp. 4.11-4 — 4.11-5.

7 1d.
28 Id
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APPLICABLE LORS

DESCRIPTION OF LORS

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS

Interference with Radio Frequency Communication

FEDERAL

Title 47, CFR, part 15 (47
C.F.R. §15 et seq.),
Federal Communications
Commission (FCC)

Prohibits operation of devices that can
interfere with radio-frequency
communication.

Compliant. Since the AEC’s 230-kV
generation tie lines are rated at less
than 345 kV and will be located within
an existing power plant with no nearby
residents, it is unlikely that project-
related radio-frequency interference
will occur. Therefore, no condition of
certification is required.”®

STATE

CPUC General Order 52
(GO-52)

Governs the construction and
operation of power and
communications lines to prevent or
mitigate inductive interference.

Compliant. The project owner will
construct the 230-kV transmission
lines according to the requirements of
CPUC’s GO-52, as required in
Condition of Certification TLSN-1.%

Audible Noise
LOCAL
City of Long Beach Identifies and appraises noise Compliant. The evidence establishes
General Plan problems within the community and that the lines will not add significantly

assists the city in making land use
decisions.

to the current background noise levels.
See discussion in the NOISE AND
VIBRATION section of this Decision.**

City of Long Beach
Municipal Code, title 8

Establishes performance standards
that noise sources should achieve at
existing or planned residential or other
noise-sensitive land uses.

Compliant. The evidence establishes
that the lines will not add significantly
to the current background noise levels.
See discussion in the NOISE AND
VIBRATION section of this Decision.*?

Hazardous and Nuisance Shocks

STATE

CPUC GO0-95, “Rules for
Overhead Electric Line
Construction”

Governs clearance requirements to
prevent hazardous shocks, grounding
techniques to minimize nuisance
shocks, and maintenance and
inspection requirements.

Compliant. The project owner will
construct the 230-kV transmission
lines according to the requirements of
CPUC GO-95, as required in Condition
of Certification TLSN-1.*

* Ex. 2000, p. 4.11-5.
*% Ex. 2000, p. 4.11-16.
' Ex. 2000, p. 4.11-6.
*1d.

% d.
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APPLICABLE LORS

DESCRIPTION OF LORS

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS

California Code of
Regulations, Title 8,
section 2700 et seq., “High
Voltage Safety Orders”

Specifies requirements and minimum
standards for safely installing,
operating, working around, and
maintaining electrical installations and
equipment.

Compliant. Implementing the CPUC
GO-95-related measures against direct
contact with the energized line will
serve to minimize the risk of hazardous
shocks. Conditions of Certification
TLSN-1 and TLSN-3 are adequate to
ensure implementation of the
necessary mitigation measures.>

National Electrical Safety
Code (NESC)

Specifies grounding procedures to limit
nuisance shocks. Also specifies
minimum conductor ground
clearances.

Compliant. Condition of Certification
TLSN-3 ensures proper grounding for
AEC.* Conditions of Certification TSE-
3 and TSE-5 require the power plant
switchyard and outlet line to meet or
exceed the electrical, mechanical, civil,
and structural requirements of CPUC
General Order 95 or National Electric
Safety Code (NESC); Title 8 of the
California Code and Regulations (Title
8); Articles 35, 36 and 37 of the High
Voltage Electric Safety Orders,
California 1SO standards, National
Electric Code (NEC), and related
industry standards;

. In case of non-conformance, the
project owner shall inform the
Compliance Project Manager and
Chief Building Official in writing within
10 days of discovering such non-
conformance and describe the
corrective actions to be taken.*

% Ex. 2000, p. 4.11-7.

* Ex. 2000, pp. 4.11-7; 4.11-15.
% Ex. 2000, pp. 5.5-12 - 5.5-15.
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APPLICABLE LORS

DESCRIPTION OF LORS

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS

INDUSTRY STANDARDS

Institute of Electrical and
Electronics Engineers
(IEEE) 1119-1188, “IEEE
Guide for Fence Safety
Clearances in Electric-
Supply Stations”

Provides design guidance for the
location of fences with respect to live
parts within an electric-supply station.
The intent of the fence safety
clearance is to provide a reasonable
safety clearance zone so that
someone inserting an object through
the electric-supply station fence should
not contact live parts or come close
enough to the live parts to violate the
required live part to ground clearance
and cause a flashover to occur. The
safety clearance zone is necessary to
minimize a possible hazard to anyone
on the outside of an electric-supply
station fence.

Compliant. Condition of Certification
TLSN-3 ensures proper grounding for
AEC.”

Electric and Magnetic Fields

STATE

CPUC GO-131-D,
“Planning and construction
of facilities for the
generation of electricity
and certain electric
transmission facilities”

Specifies application and noticing
requirements for new line construction
including EMF reduction.

Compliant. The project owner must
submit proof of compliance with CPUC
GO-131-D to the Compliance Project
Manager, as required in Condition of
Certification TLSN-1.%

CPUC Decision D.93-11-
013

Specifies CPUC requirements for
reducing power frequency electric and
magnetic fields.

Compliant. EMFs produced by new
transmission lines must be similar to
the fields of comparable transmission
lines in that service area. Condition of
Certification TLSN-1 requires the
project’s transmission lines are
designed in accordance with existing
SCE field strength-reducing guidelines,
and will therefore comply with CPUC
requirements for EMF management.*

37 Ex. 2000, p. 4.11-7.
% Ex. 2000, p. 4.11-16.
% Ex. 2000, p. 4.11-12.
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APPLICABLE LORS

DESCRIPTION OF LORS

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS

CPUC Decision D.06-01-
042

Re-affirms CPUC EMF policy.

Compliant. EMFs produced by new
transmission lines must be similar to
the fields of comparable transmission
lines in that service area. Condition of
Certification TLSN-1 requires the
Applicant to design the transmission
lines in accordance with existing SCE
field strength-reducing guidelines, and
will therefore comply with CPUC
requirements for EMF management.*°

INDUSTRY STANDARDS

American National
Standards Institute
(ANSI/IEEE) 644-1944,
“Standard Procedures for
Measurement of Power
Frequency Electric and
Magnetic Fields from AC
Power Lines”

Uniform procedures for the
measurement of power frequency
EMFs from alternating current (AC)
overhead power lines and for the
calibration of the meters used in these
measurements are established. The
procedures apply to the measurement
of EMFs close to ground level. The
procedures can also be tentatively
applied (with limitations, as specified in
the standard) to electric fields near an
energized conductor or structure.

Compliant. Since the CPUC currently
requires that most new transmission
lines in California be designed
according to safety and EMF-reducing
guidelines of the electric utility in the
service area involved, their fields are
required to be similar to fields from
similar lines in that service area.
Designing the proposed project
transmission lines according to existing
SCE field strength-reducing guidelines,
as required by Condition of
Certification TLSN-1, and it will comply
with the ANSI/IEEE requirements for
EMF management.*

Fire Hazards

STATE

California Code of
Regulations, Title
14,sections 1250-1258,
“Fire Prevention Standards
for Electric Utilities”

Provides specific exemptions from
electric pole and tower firebreak and
conductor clearance standards and
specifies when and where standards

apply.

Compliant. Compliance with Title 14,
California Code of Regulations,
Sections 1250-1258, will minimize fire
hazards while the use of low-corona
line design, together with appropriate
corona-minimizing construction
practices, will minimize the potential for
corona noise and its related
interference with radio-frequency
communication in the area around the
route.*

0 Ex. 2000, p. 4.11-12.
*1 Ex. 2000, p. 4.11-13.

> Ex. 2000, p. 4.11-1 — 4.11-3.
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PUBLIC COMMENT

There were no public comments on transmission line safety and nuisance.
FINDINGS OF FACT

Based on the uncontroverted evidence, we make the following findings:

1.

The existing Alamitos Generating Station Units 1-6 interconnect to the
Southern California Edison 230-kilovolt switchyard with six separate 230-
kilovolt generation tie lines which will be replaced with two new 230-
kilovolt generation tie lines.

The Alamitos Energy Center will connect to the regional electrical grid
using the existing Southern California Edison /California 1SO-controlled,
230-kilovolt switchyard located on a parcel of land owned by Southern
California Edison within the existing Alamitos Generating Station site.

No new offsite transmission lines would be needed for the Alamitos
Energy Center.

The Alamitos Energy Center lines will not exceed the height threshold
established by the Federal Aviation Administration and there is no
evidence that the project’s lines will pose an aviation hazard to either area
helicopters or to fixed-wing aircraft.

There is no evidence that the Alamitos Energy Center lines will result in
significant audible noise or radio-frequency interference because the lines
will incorporate a low corona design to minimize field strengths and are
below the general voltage threshold for these phenomena to occur.

Compliance with California Public Utilites Commission and Southern
California Edison fire prevention and hazardous/nuisance shock
prevention requirements will ensure that the Alamitos Energy Center lines
do not result in significant public health and safety impacts.

The available scientific evidence does not conclusively establish that
electric and magnetic fields pose a significant health hazard to humans.

There are no residences along the route of the Alamitos Energy Center’'s
transmission lines.

The Alamitos Energy Center transmission lines will incorporate standard
electric and magnetic fields -reducing measures established by the
California Public Utilities Commission and as required by Southern
California Edison.
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10.The project owner will coordinate with Southern California Edison to
provide field intensity measurements before and after line energization to
assess electric and magnetic fields contributions from the project-related
current flow.

11.The Alamitos Energy Center's transmission lines will not result in
significant impacts to public health and safety or cause significant direct,
indirect, or cumulative impacts in the areas of aviation safety, radio
frequency communication, fire hazards, nuisance or hazardous shocks, or
electric and magnetic field exposure.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

We therefore conclude that implementation of the Conditions of Certification,
identified in the pertinent portion of Appendix A of this Decision, will ensure that
the Alamitos Energy Center’s transmission lines comply with all applicable laws,
ordinances, regulations, and standards relating to transmission line safety and
nuisance..
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VI. PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY

Site preparation (including demolition activities), construction and operation of the
Alamitos Energy Center (AEC) will create combustion products and utilize certain
hazardous materials that pose health risks to the general public and to the workers at
the facility. The following sections discuss the regulatory programs, standards,
protocols, and analyses pertaining to these issues, as they relate to GREENHOUSE
GAS EMISSIONS, AIR QUALITY, PUBLIC HEALTH, HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
MANAGEMENT, and WORKER SAFETY/FIRE PROTECTION.

A. GREENHOUSE GAS (GHG) EMISSIONS
INTRODUCTION

Generation of electricity using any fossil fuel, including natural gas, can produce
greenhouse gases (GHGs) and criteria air pollutants that have been traditionally
regulated under the federal and state Clean Air Acts. Criteria air pollutants are defined
as air contaminants for which the state and/or federal government has established an
ambient air quality standard to protect public health. The criteria air pollutants analyzed
are nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (0O3),
inhalable particulate matter (PM10), and fine particulate matter (PM2.5).

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

Federal rules that became effective December 29, 2009 (40 CFR 98) require federal
reporting of GHGs. In addition, the State has demonstrated a clear willingness to
address global climate change though research, adaptation, and GHG inventory
reductions.® We therefore evaluate the ability of the project to comply with existing
federal- and state-level policies and programs for GHGs.

GHGs include carbon dioxide (CO2), nitrous oxide (N20O), methane (CH4), sulfur
hexafluoride (SF6), hydrofluorocarbons (HFC), and perfluorocarbons (PFC). CO2

' Ex. 2014, pp. 4.1-173; 4.1-174.
% 1d.
*1d.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
6.1-1



emissions are the most common of these emissions. As a result, even though the other
GHGs have a greater impact on climate change on a per-unit basis, GHG emissions are
often expressed in terms of “metric tons of CO2-equivalent” (MTCO2e) for simplicity.*

There is general scientific consensus that climate change is occurring and that man-
made emissions of GHG, if not sufficiently curtailed, are likely to contribute further to
continued increases in global temperatures. The California Legislature has declared that
“[g]lobal warming poses a serious threat to the economic well-being, public health,
natural resources, and the environment of California.”

Our analysis of the GHG emissions from a power plant’s operation is not only assessed
by analysis of the plant's emissions, but also in the context of operation of the entire
electricity system of which the plant would be an integrated patrt.

From a policy and regulatory standpoint, the GHG emissions from a power plant’s
operation is assessed in the context of the state’s GHG laws and policies, such as
Assembly Bill (AB) 32.°

This topic was contested. Evidence on the topic of Greenhouse Gas Emissions is
contained in Exhibits 1001, 1003, 1011, 1012, 1014, 1017, 1018, 1021, 1022, 1026,
1032, 1034, 1036, 1037, 1039, 1041, 1043, 1044, 1045, 1047, 1048, 1049, 1053, 1056,
1057, 1058, 1060-1063, 1065, 1068-1071, 1411, 1434, 1435, 1442, 1443, 1444, 1445,
1446, 1500-1508, 1600-1611, 2000, 2014, 2015, 3001, 3002, 3006, 3009, 3015, 3020,
3021, 3024, 3042-3048, 3052, 3054, 3055, 3059-3061, 3064, 3069, 3070-3073, and
3076 -3083.”

SETTING

For information regarding the project setting, please refer to the PROJECT
DESCRIPTION section of this Decision. The project emissions are described in greater
detail in the AIR QUALITY section of this Decision.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

For information regarding the design and features of the project, please refer to the
PROJECT DESCRIPTION section of this Decision.

*Ex. 2014, p. 4.1-173.

°Ex. 2014, p. 4.1-175.

®d.

712/20/16 RT 37:3-63:24; 91:14 — 92:7.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
Thresholds of Significance

The California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines identify three factors lead agencies
must consider when assessing the significance of impacts for the analysis of GHG
emissions impacts:®

1. The extent to which the project may increase or reduce greenhouse gas
emissions as compared to the existing environmental setting;

2.  Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead
agency determines applies to the project; and

3. The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements
adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or
mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions. Such requirements must be adopted by
the relevant public agency through a public review process and must reduce or
mitigate the project’'s incremental contribution of greenhouse gas emissions. If
there is substantial evidence that the possible effects of a particular project are
still cumulatively considerable notwithstanding compliance with the adopted
regulations or requirements, an Environmental Impact Report must be prepared
for the project.’

We evaluate the GHG emissions of this project in the context of the electricity sector as
a whole and the AB 32 Scoping Plan implementation efforts for the sector, including the
cap and trade regulation that constitutes the state’s primary mechanism for reducing
GHG emissions from the electricity sector. The Energy Commission’s assessment
approach does not include a specific numeric threshold of significance for GHG
emissions. Rather the assessment is completed in the context of how the project will
affect the electricity sector's GHG emissions based on its proposed role and its
compliance with applicable regulations and policies.*®

Included in this sector-wide GHG emission analysis method is the determination of
whether a project is consistent with the Avenal precedential decision, which requires a
finding as a conclusion of law that any new natural gas-fired power plant certified by the
Energy Commission must:

e notincrease the overall system heat rate for natural gas plants;

8 CEQA Guidelines, tit. 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15064.4.
%Ex. 2014, p. 4.1-181.
194,
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e not interfere with generation from existing renewables or with the integration of new
renewable generation; and

e taking into account the two preceding factors, reduce system-wide GHG
emissions.™

Impact Assessment and Mitigation

Construction Emissions

Construction of industrial facilities such as power plants requires coordination of
numerous equipment and personnel. The concentrated on-site activities result in
temporary, unavoidable increases in vehicle and equipment emissions that include
greenhouse gases. Construction of the AEC project will occur over approximately 57
months. It includes the demolition of the remaining portions of Alamitos Generating
Station (AGS) Unit 7, and construction of the combined cycle combustion turbine
generators (CCGT or Power Block 1) and simple cycle combustion turbine generators
(SCGT or Power Block 2). The Applicant provided an annual GHG emission estimate
for the construction phase in Greenhouse Gas Table 1, below. The term CO.e
represents the total GHG emissions after weighting by the appropriate global warming
potential.*?

Greenhouse Gas Table 1
Estimated Maximum Annual Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions

AEC GHG Construction Emissions, Metric Tons per Year®
CO, CH, N,O CO.e
Weighted Construction Total’ 6,591 3.25 16.99 6,611

Source: AEC 2015 Table 5.1A30 CH2 2016s, CH2 2016aa, CH2 2016bb, Staff analysis.
Notes: *One metric tonne (MT) equals 1.1 short tons or 2,204.6 pounds or 1,000 kilograms.
® Global Warming Potential weighting factors: CH, = 25, N,0 =298

The evidence indicates that the GHG emissions increases from mitigated construction
activities will not be significant for several reasons. First, the intermittent emissions
during the construction phase are not ongoing during the life of the project. Additionally,
control measures in the conditions of certification that address criteria pollutant
emissions, such as limiting idling times and requiring, as appropriate, equipment that
meets the latest criteria pollutant emissions standards, would further minimize
greenhouse gas emissions to the extent feasible. The use of newer equipment will
increase efficiency and reduce GHG emissions and be compatible with low-carbon fuel
(e.g., bio-diesel and ethanol) mandates that will likely be part of future California Air

! Final Commission Decision, Avenal Energy Application for Certification (08-AFC-1) December 2009, p.
114.

12 Ex. 2014, p. 4.1-179.
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Resources Board (ARB) regulations to reduce GHG from construction vehicles and
equipment.*®

Direct/Indirect Operational Impacts and Mitigation

The primary sources of GHGs during operation of the AEC would be the natural gas-
fired combustion turbines and the auxiliary boiler. The GHG emissions from employee
and delivery traffic are considered negligible.**

Greenhouse Gas Table 2 shows estimated annual GHG emissions of CO, and CO.e
for Power Block 1. The parameters reflect predicted actual operation to conservatively
demonstrate how the plant would satisfy the requirements based on how it intends to
operate.”

Greenhouse Gas Table 2
Estimated Potential Annual Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions

Power Block 1
(CCTGs) and Auxiliary
Alamitos Energy Center Opera?i%lrlle; GHG
Emissions
(MTCO,elyr)?
Carbon Dioxide (CO,) 1,117,681.94
Methane (CHy) 526.71
Nitrous Oxide (N,O) 627.84
Sulfur Hexafluoride (SFg) Leakage 17.44
Total Project GHG Emissions (MTCO,e/yr)° 1,118,853.92
Estimated Annual Energy Output (MWh/yr)® 2,509,309
Estimated Annualized GHG Performance
(MTCO,/MWh) 0.45

Source: Ex. 1608, pp. 117, 118, 127, 144, and 145.

Notes: * One metric tonne (MT) equals 1.1 short tons or 2,204.6 pounds or 1,000 kilograms.
® Global Warming Potential weighting factors: CH, = 25, N,0 =298, SFs = 22,800
“Annualized basis uses the project owner’s assumed maximum permitted operating basis.

The Applicant expects the plant capacity factor of the AEC (both the combined-cycle
and simple-cycle turbines) each to be below 60 percent. The proposed maximum
operation of the combined cycle generator is 4,640 hours, which is a 47 percent
capacity factor.*® The proposed maximum operation of the simple cycle generators is
2,000 hours per year, which is a 23 percent capacity factor that is well below 60

BEx. 2014, p. 4.1-182.

“Ex. 2014, p. 4.1-180.

2 d.

1% Ex. 1047, p. 190, Table 5.1B.24.
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percent.'” Therefore, the AEC would not be subject to the SB 1368 Greenhouse Gas
Emission Performance Standard (EPS) of 0.500 MTCO,/MWh. SB 1368 applies to
plants that are “designed or intended” to operate as base load generation. Base load
units are defined as units that are expected to operate at a capacity factor 60 percent or
higher.’® Any assessment of the impact of a new power plant on system-wide GHG
emissions must begin with the understanding that electricity generation and demand
must be in balance at all times. The energy provided by any new generation resource
simultaneously displaces exactly the same amount of energy from an existing resource
or resources. The GHG emissions produced by AEC are thus not incremental additions
to system-wide emissions, but are offset by reductions in GHG emissions from those
generation resources that are displaced.*®

At low to moderate penetration levels of renewable generation, new natural gas-fired
plants, such as AEC, directly displace less efficient natural gas-fired generation. At very
low gas prices relative to coal prices, i.e., when electricity from natural gas is cheaper
than that from coal, new gas-fired generation will displace coal-fired generation, leading
to even greater reductions in GHG emissions. In markets such as California, where
GHG emissions allowance costs are a component of the market price, coal-fired
generation is displaced even sooner due to its higher carbon content. The development
and operation of AEC would not lead to the displacement of energy from zero-carbon
generation such as that of renewable, large hydro or nuclear facilities. These have zero
(or, in the case of nuclear, very low) fuel costs and will still be dispatched before natural
gas-fired generation.?

The amount of new natural gas-fired capacity needed to provide reliable service to the
customers of the state is determined in the California Public Utilities Commission’s
(CPUC’s) Long-term Procurement Planning (LTPP) proceeding. The state’s loading
order?* mandates development of cost-effective preferred resources (zero- and low-
GHG emitting resources, such as energy efficiency, demand response, and renewable
generation) in support of the state’s climate change policies before authorizing the
development/financing of conventional fossil resources.?

" Ex. 1047, p. 189, Table 5.1B.23.
8 Ex. 2014, p. 4.1-178.

9 Ex. 2014, p. 4.1-191.

20 |d

% The loading order is set forth in California’s Energy Action Plans. Energy Action Plan | was adopted by
the state’s energy agencies in April/May 2003 and Energy Action Plan Il in September 2005. An update to
these plans was issued in February 2008.

2 Ex. 2014, p. 4.1-187.
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It is reasonable to assume that the AEC would be dispatched whenever it is a cheaper
source of energy than a more expensive resource that would otherwise be called upon
to operate. The costs of dispatching a power plant are largely the costs of fuel, plus
variable operations and maintenance costs. Fuel represents the largest share of such
costs (90 percent or more). The AEC would be dispatched when it burns less fuel per
megawatt hour (MWh) than the resources it displaces which translates to fewer GHG
emissions.”

In the longer-term, the development and operation of AEC ultimately leads to the
retirement of less-efficient and higher-emitting generation. AEC will render these other
facilities less profitable and riskier to operate by reducing their revenue streams. The
developers of AEC cannot stimulate demand for energy and other products they
provide, but merely supply a share of the energy that is needed to meet demand and
the capacity needed to reliably operate the system. Therefore, the AEC would both
discourage the use of less-efficient generation and expedite its retirement. The long-run
impact of the natural gas-fired fleet turnover has been demonstrated in the historical
record. Between 2000 and 2010, California experienced a 22 percent reduction in GHG
emissions despite a 3.5 percent increase in generation.?*

The relationship between a natural gas-fired plant’'s heat rate and its dispatch in the real
world is more complicated than that described above. Natural gas-fired plants differ in
their thermal efficiency (the amount of fuel combusted, and thus GHG emissions per
unit of electricity generated). But natural gas plants that are very efficient when run at
maximum output are not necessarily dispatched before less efficient ones. This may
seem to contradict the assertion that output from a new plant will always displace a
higher emitting one, but a plant that is less efficient because it has a higher heat rate
may actually combust less fuel during a duty cycle than a plant with a lower heat rate,
and thus produce fewer GHG emissions. For example, a 30-MW peaking plant with a
heat rate of 10,000 Btu/kWh when operated at full output can be turned on quickly and
generate approximately 15 to 30 MW in a matter of minutes. Use of the peaking plant to
meet demand on a hot afternoon may result in less incremental fuel combustion than a
100 MW plant with a lower heat rate at full output. That is because the 100 MW plant
combusts large amounts of fuel to start up after several hours and must be kept on
overnight or for several hours in order to be available later the same day or the next
day. Also, a 100 MW plant may not be able to operate at 30 MW without a marked
degradation in thermal efficiency and thus increases its GHG emissions. As a result, a
resource such as the AEC, which has sacrificed some degree of thermal efficiency at

2 d.
** Ex. 2014, p. 4.1-192.
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full load in order to provide additional flexibility (multiple starts and shutdowns, faster
starts and ramp rates, lower minimum operating levels), may produce fewer GHG gas
emissions in providing the same services as a gas-fired alternative with a lower full-load
heat rate.”®

At higher levels of renewable energy penetration, such as that necessary to meet
California’s 2030 Renewables Portfolio Standard of 50 percent, relatively efficient fast-
start, fast-ramping resources such as the AEC further contribute to GHG emission
reductions by increasing the amount of renewable energy that can be integrated into the
electricity system. While AEC is less thermally efficient than the natural gas-fired
combined cycles built in California during the past decade, AEC is capable of operating
at lower levels of output, and doing so without a marked decrease in efficiency. It can be
off line until shortly before being needed in the late afternoon and early evening. As a
result, it can allow for more renewable generation than a conventional combined cycle,
with the concomitant reduction in GHG emissions serving to offset the impact of its
lower efficiency at full output.?®

The evidence shows, and we find, that the AEC will lead to a net reduction in GHG
emissions across the electricity system that provides energy and capacity to California.
In addition, it will provide flexible, dispatchable, and fast-ramping power in relatively
small increments of capacity, which will improve the electric system reliability in a high-
renewables, low-GHG system. The AEC will not increase the overall system heat rate
for natural gas plants, nor interfere with generation from existing or new renewable
facilities, and will ensure a reduction of system-wide GHG emissions.?’

Cumulative Impacts

A project may result in a significant adverse cumulative impact when 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 (1) past projects; (2) other current projects; and (3) probable future projects.?® Such
impacts may be relatively minor and incremental, yet still be significant because of the
existing environmental background, particularly when one considers other closely
related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects.?

% Ex. 2014, p. 4.1-193.

% Ex. 2014, pp. 4.1-194 — 4.1-195.

2T Ex. 2014, pp. 4.1-185 — 4.1-19586.
% Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15130.
# Ex. 2014, p. 4.1-182.
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This entire GHG assessment is a cumulative impact assessment. This project alone
would not be sufficient to change the global climate, but would emit greenhouse gases
and therefore has been analyzed as a potential cumulative impact in the context of
existing GHG regulatory requirements and GHG energy policies.>*® The AEC will result
in a cumulative overall reduction in GHG emissions from the state’s power plants and
will not worsen current conditions. We find that the AEC’s contribution to greenhouse
gas emissions will not result in cumulatively considerable greenhouse gas emissions
impacts.*

COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS
(LORS)

GREENHOUSE GAS TABLE 3
LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS

APPLICABLE LORS | DESCRIPTION OF LORS | DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS
FEDERAL

40 Code of Federal “Tailors” GHG emissions to PSD Compliant. New emissions sources
Regulations (CFR) and Title V permitting applicability | are subject to the requirements of
Parts 51, 52, 70 and criteria. New Source Review (NSR) as

71 specified in Regulation XIlII, which

includes South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD)
Rules 1300 through 1325. For
RECLAIM facilities, this rule only
applies to pollutants not addressed
by Regulation XX RECLAIM.
Therefore, criteria pollutants PM10,
SOx, VOC and CO are subject to
SCAQMD Rules 1300 through 1325
and NOXx is restricted through
SCAQMD Rules 2000 through
2013. The SCAQMD has been
delegated authority to implement
those programs. In addition,
SCAQMD Rule 1714 incorporates
provisions of 40 CFR Part 52.21 —
Prevention of Significant
Deterioration of Air Quality by
reference. Part 52.21 includes
provisions that can invalidate
approval for construction if
construction is not commenced
within 18 months after the receipt of
the approval. Extensions can be
granted when justified. Part 52.21

% Ex. 2014, p. 4.1-182.
% Ex. 2014, p. 4.1-184.
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APPLICABLE LORS

DESCRIPTION OF LORS

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS

also states that Best Available
Control Technology (BACT)
determination for phased
construction projects shall be
reviewed and modified as
appropriate at the latest reasonable
time occurring no later than 18
months prior to construction.*

[2] 40 Code of
Federal Regulations
(CFR) Parts 51 and
52

A new stationary source that
emits more than 100,000 TPY of
GHGs (and other criteria
pollutants for which the project
area attains federal air quality
standards) is considered to be a
major stationary source subject to
PSD requirements. As of June 23,
2014 the U.S. Supreme Court has
invalidated this requirement as a
sole PSD permitting trigger.
However, for permits issued on or
after July 1, 2011, PSD applies to
GHGs if the source is otherwise
subject to PSD (for another
regulated NSR pollutant) and the
source has a GHG potential to
emit (PTE) equal to or greater
than 75,000 TPY COze. The
proposed AEC is subject to GHG
PSD analysis.

Compliant. 40 CFR Parts 51 and
52 establish procedures for allowing
new sources of air pollution to be
constructed or existing sources to
be modified in areas classified as
attainment. Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) requirements
apply on a pollutant specific basis
for major stationary sources. The
AEC would be considered one of 28
source categories that are subject to
PSD requirements for attainment
pollutants if facility annual emissions
exceed 100 tons per year. The AEC
would exceed the 100 tons per year
threshold for NOx and CO and is
subject to the PSD analysis
requirements. AEC would also be a
major stationary source of GHG
(exceeding 100,000 tons per year)
which requires a PSD analysis for
GHGs. The facility owner submitted
the PSD application to the
SCAQMD and the SCAQMD
issuance of the Final Determination
of Compliance outline AEC’s
compliance with the requirements of
40 CFR Parts 51 and 52.%

40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR)
Parts 60, 70, 71 and
98

On October 23, 2015, the U.S.
EPA published new source
performance standards (NSPS)
for GHG emissions for new,
modified, and reconstructed fossil
fuel-fired electric utility generating
units. AEC turbines would be
subject to these requirements.

Compliant. To evaluate compliance
with federal New NSPS
requirements for GHGs, the
SCAQMD Final Determination of
Compliance calculated the gross
energy output for the combined-
cycle and simple-cycle gas turbines.
A thermal efficiency of 937.88 Ibs.
CO2 per MWh (gross), assuming 8
percent performance degradation,
was calculated for the proposed
combined-cycle turbines. For the

%2 Ex. 2014, pp. 4.7-77; 4.7-82; 12/20/16 RT 71:13-15.

% Ex. 2014, p. 4.1-185.
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APPLICABLE LORS

DESCRIPTION OF LORS

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS

combined-cycle turbines, this is less
than the allowable 1,000 Ibs
CO2/MWh (gross).

A thermal efficiency of 1,356.03 Ibs.
CO2 per MWh (gross), assuming 8
percent performance degradation,
was calculated for the proposed
simple-cycle turbines. However, the
1,000 Ibs. CO2/MWh (gross) limit
does not apply to them because
they are expected to have capacity
factors less than their lower heating
value efficiency. The applicable limit
for them is 120 Ib CO2 per million
Btus of heat input. Each GE LMS-
100PB turbine is estimated to emit
117 Ib. CO2 per MMBtu, which
rounds to 120 Ib. CO2 per MMBtu at
two digits of precision. Conditions of
Certification AQ-E6, AQ-E7, AQ-E8
and AQ-E10 ensure compliance
with these NSPS requirements.*

40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR)
Part 98

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

Compliant. The AEC would be
subject to mandatory reporting of
GHG emissions per federal
government and California Air
Resources Board (ARB)
greenhouse gas regulations. These
reports enable these agencies to
gather information needed to
regulate the AEC in trading markets,
such as those that are required by
regulations implementing the
California Global Warming Solutions
Act of 2006 (AB 32). In addition, the
AEC may be subject to additional
reporting requirements and GHG
reduction and trading requirements
as these regulations continue to
evolve. Conditions of Certification
AQ-E9 and AQ-E10 ensure
compliance with these reporting
requirements.*®

STATE

California Global
Warming Solutions
Act of 2006, AB 32
(Stats. 2006; Chapter

Requires the ARB to enact
standards to reduce GHG
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.
Electricity production facilities are

Compliant. The AEC will be
required to participate in California’s
GHG cap-and-trade program. AEC
will obtain GHG emissions

% Ex. 2014, p. 4.1-183.
% Ex. 2014, p. 4.1-185.
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APPLICABLE LORS

DESCRIPTION OF LORS

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS

488; Health and
Safety Code sections
38500 et seq.)

included. The cap-and-trade
program became active in
January 2012, with enforcement
beginning in January 2013. Cap-
and-trade is expected to achieve
approximately 20 percent of the
GHG reductions expected under
AB 32 by 2020.

allowances (and offsets) by
purchasing allowances from the
capped market and offsets from
outside the AB 32 program.

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

These ARB regulations implement
mandatory GHG emissions
reporting as part of AB 32.
California’s landmark AB 32
Program is a statewide program
coordinated with a region wide
Western Climate Initiative
program to reduce California’s
GHG emissions to 1990 levels by
2020.

Compliant. AEC is required to
report its GHG emissions and to
obtain GHG emissions allowances
(and offsets) for those reported
emissions by purchasing
allowances from the capped market
and offsets from outside the AB 32
program. The AEC, as a GHG cap-
and-trade participant, would be
consistent with California’s AB 32
Program. Conditions of Certification
AQ-E9 and AQ-E10 ensure
compliance with these reporting
requirements.*

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

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

Compliant. The project owner has
proposed that the AEC would have
less than a 60 percent annual full
load capacity factor; therefore, the
AEC would not be subject to the
requirements of SB 1368 and the
current EPS. The project’s
combined cycle GHG emission
performance has been
demonstrated to be below the SB
1368 EPS limit of 1,100 Ib./net MWh
(see Greenhouse Gas Table 3), and
with the proposed federal New
Source Performance Standard
(NSPS) of 1,000 Ib./gross MWh for
new combustion. The project’s
simple cycle GHG performance
would not be subject to the SB 1368
ESP limit.*’

LOCAL

Rule 1714 — Establishes preconstruction Compliant. The AEC is evaluated
Prevention of review requirements for GHGs. for these requirements in the FDOC.
Significant This rule is consistent with federal | The AEC would be a major PSD

Deterioration for
Greenhouse Gases,
Gas Turbines

PSD rule as defined in 40 CFR
Part 52.21. This rule requires the
owner or operator of a new major

source. The SCAQMD performed a
PSD BACT analysis for GHGs and
concluded thermal efficiency is the

% Ex. 2014, p. 4.1-183.
%" Ex. 2014, p. 4.1-183.
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APPLICABLE LORS DESCRIPTION OF LORS DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS
source or a major modification to | only technically and economically
obtain a PSD permit prior to feasible alternative for CO,/GHG
commencing construction. emissions control for the AEC. The
current design proposed for the
AEC meets the BACT requirement
for GHG emission reductions.*®

The evidence indicates and we find, that with the imposition and implementation of the
conditions of certification, construction and operation of the AEC project will comply with
all applicable LORS regarding GHGs.

AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENT

Bhaskar Chandan,*® Air Quality Analysis and Compliance Supervisor for the
SCAQMD, commented that according to the SCAQMD’s Final Determination of
Compliance, the total potential to emit for all six boilers at the existing AGS is 10.14
million tons per year while the actual emissions from those boilers are 910,000 tons per
year, based on the actual gas usage. In comparison, the AEC’s total potential to emit
CO;, emissions is 1.72 million tons per year (approximately one-fiftth the AGS’s total
potential to emit). As for the GHG BACT, the FDOC'’s Condition E193.4 limits the
combined-cycle units to 937.88 pounds CO, per gross megawatt hour, while Condition
E193.5 limits the simple-cycle GHG emissions to 1,356 pounds CO2 per gross
megawatt hour. So simple cycles emit about 45 percent more GHGs compared to
combined cycle.*

Response: These comments restate some of the content of Exhibit 1608, which is the
Final Determination of Compliance.

Robert Garcia,** Mayor of Long Beach, filed a written comment in support of the project
that stated, “The Alamitos Energy Center is consistent with the City's goals as it will use
50 percent less fuel to deliver the same electricity service, enable the electrical system
to integrate more intermittent renewable energy, enable the closure of the existing 2,000
MW Alamitos generating station and cut emissions by nearly half.”

FINDINGS OF FACT

Based on the evidence, the Energy Commission makes the following findings:

¥ Ex. 2014, p. 4.1-184.

%9 12/20/16 RT 110:21 — 116:9.

“0 Ex. 1608 pp. 95 - 96; 150; 278; 290.
1 TN 215139.
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10.

11.

Greenhouse gases include carbon dioxide (CO2), nitrous oxide (N20), methane
(CH4), sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), hydrofluorocarbons (HFC), and
perfluorocarbons (PFC).

The greenhouse gas emissions from the Alamitos Energy Center’s construction
are likely to be 6,611 MTCOE during the approximate 57-month site preparation
(including demolition) and construction period.

The project will use best practices to control its construction-related greenhouse
gas emissions.

The greenhouse gas emission increases from mitigated construction activities
will not be significant.

The plant capacity factor of the Alamitos Energy Center (both the combined-cycle
and simple-cycle turbines) will likely be below 60 percent, such that, the Alamitos
Energy Center would not be subject to the SB 1368 Greenhouse Gas Emission
Performance Standard of 0.500 MTCO,/MWh.

The combined cycle portion is the only portion of the proposed Alamitos Energy
Center whose actual operation could potentially approach a 60 percent capacity
factor, but it would still comply with Senate Bill (SB) 1368.

The Alamitos Energy Center is not considered a baseload plant and is not
subject to the requirements of SB 1368, the Greenhouse Gas Emission
Performance Standard..

The greenhouse gas emissions produced by the Alamitos Energy Center are not
incremental additions to system-wide emissions, but are offset by reductions in
greenhouse gas emissions from those generation resources that it displaces.

California’s energy resource loading order requires California utilities to obtain
their power first from the implementation of all feasible and cost-effective energy
efficiency and demand response, then from renewables and distribution
generation, and finally from efficient fossil-fired generation and infrastructure
improvement.

At higher levels of renewable energy penetration, such as that necessary to meet
California’s 2030 Renewables Portfolio Standard of 50 percent, relatively efficient
fast-start, fast-ramping resources such as the Alamitos Energy Center further
contribute to greenhouse gas emission reductions by increasing the amount of
renewable energy that can be integrated into the electricity system.

The Alamitos Energy Center will not increase the overall system heat rate for
natural gas plants because it will displace plants that have higher heat rates.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
6.1-14



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

The development and operation of Alamitos Energy Center would not lead to the
displacement of energy from zero-carbon generation such as that of renewable,
large hydro or nuclear facilities.

When it operates, the Alamitos Energy Center will displace generation from
higher-greenhouse gas-emitting power plants.

The Alamitos Energy Center’s operation will reduce overall greenhouse gas
emissions from the electricity system.

The Alamitos Energy Center will result in a cumulative overall reduction in
greenhouse gas emissions from the state’s power plants and will not worsen
current conditions.

The Alamitos Energy Center will not result in impacts that are cumulatively
considerable.

The Alamitos Energy Center will be required to participate in the State’s cap-and-
trade program and will be required to purchase allowances and offsets for its
greenhouse gas emissions.

The Alamitos Energy Center’'s construction-related greenhouse gas emissions
will not cause a significant environmental impact because they are limited in
duration, are subject to best available control technology restrictions and are of
relatively small magnitude compared to operations emissions.

The greenhouse gas emissions from a power plant’'s operation should be
assessed in the context of the operation of the entire electricity system of which
the plant is an integrated part.

When considered on a system-wide basis, the operation of the Alamitos Energy
Center will reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and will therefore not cause a
significant environmental impact.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1.

The Alamitos Energy Center’'s operation will help California utilities meet their
RPS obligations.

The Alamitos Energy Center’s construction and operation will be consistent with
California’s loading order for power supplies and with all other applicable Laws,
Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS).

The Alamitos Energy Center's operation will foster the achievement of the
greenhouse gas goals of Assembly Bill (AB) 32.

The AEC is consistent with the Energy Commission’s Avenal Precedential
Decision.
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Even if considered in isolation, the Green House Gas impacts from operation of
the Alamitos Energy Center will not cause a significant environmental impact,
because the Alamitos Energy Center will comply with cap and trade, a statewide
program for management and reduction of the cumulative Green House Gas
impacts of the electric and industrial sectors.

Construction and operation of the Alamitos Energy Center project will comply
with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS)
regarding Green House Gases.
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B. AIR QUALITY

INTRODUCTION

The construction and operation of the Alamitos Energy Center (AEC) will emit
combustion products and use certain hazardous materials that could expose the
general public and onsite workers to potential health effects. This section on air quality
examines whether the AEC will comply with applicable state and federal air quality laws,
ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS), whether it will result in significant air
quality impacts, and whether the proposed mitigation measures will reduce potential
impacts to insignificant levels.

This topic was contested. Evidence on the topic of Air Quality is contained in Exhibits
1001, 1003, 1011 - 1014, 1017, 1018, 1021, 1022, 1026, 1032, 1034, 1036, 1037, 1039,
1041, 1043, 1044, 1045, 1047, 1048, 1049, 1053, 1056, 1057, 1058, 1060-1063, 1065,
1068-1071, 1411, 1434, 1435, 1442, 1443-1447, 1500-1508, 1600-1611, 2000, 2014,
2015, 3001, 3002, 3006, 3009, 3015, 3020, 3021, 3024, 3042-3048, 3052, 3054, 3055,
3059-3061, 3064, 3069, 3070-3073 and 3076-3083."

SETTING

The AEC will be located in the South Coast Air Basin. The South Coast Air Basin is a
coastal plain with connecting broad valleys and low hills, bounded by the Pacific Ocean
on the west and south, and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto
Mountains to the north and east. The climate of the South Coast Air Basin is strongly
influenced by local terrain and geography. The AEC site is on a gently sloping coastal
terrace above the Alamitos Bay Marina. There are no significant terrain features within
the immediate area surrounding the AEC site.?

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The AEC will consist of two natural gas-fired power blocks. Power Block 1 includes two
General Electric (GE) Frame 7FA.05 combustion turbine generators (CTGs) with
nominal ratings of 227 MW each, and one shared steam turbine generator (STG) with a
nominal rating of 229 MW. Each CTG will exhaust to a heat recovery steam generator
(HRSG) without supplemental firing capabilities. Both of the CTG/HRSG trains will feed
into the common STG, forming a standard 2-on-1 configuration.®

Power Block 1 would also include an air-cooled condenser, a 70.8 MMBtu/hr Babcock
and Wilcox auxiliary boiler and related ancillary equipment. The auxiliary boiler will
provide enhanced startup times by maintaining the steam cycle in a ready state. Prior to

' 12/20/16 RT 37:3-63:24; 91:14 — 92:7.
2 Ex. 2014, p.4.7-9.
*Ex. 2014, p.4.7-21.
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a combined-cycle startup, the auxiliary boiler increases load from a minimum turndown
rate to produce steam. The steam is directed to the system for HRSG sparging, turbine
seals, pipe warming, condenser dearating, and fuel gas heating.’

The exhaust stacks for the two combined-cycle gas turbines (CCGT) in Power Block 1
will be equipped with selective catalytic reduction (SCR) and carbon monoxide (CO)
oxidation catalysts to control oxides of nitrogen (NOx), CO, and volatile organic
compound (VOC) emissions. The SCR will utilize 19 percent aqueous ammonia as the
reducing agent. One new 40,000 gallon tank will be used to store ammonia solution. An
oil/lwater separator will also be used to collect equipment wash water and rainfall.’

Power Block 2 will include four 100-MW GE LMS-100PB simple-cycle gas turbines
(SCGT). Each intercooled CTG will include dry low NOx combustors, SCR equipment
for NOx reduction and a catalyst to reduce CO and VOC emissions. Ancillary equipment
includes an inlet filter house with an evaporative cooler, turbine intercooler and
associated intercooler circulating pumps. Two simple CTGs will share a fin-fan heat
exchanger and one generator step up transformer and other ancillary equipment. The
four SCGT exhaust stacks will be equipped with SCR and CO oxidation catalysts and
will also use aqueous ammonia and an oil/water separator in the same way as Power
Block 1.°

The AEC will provide fast-starting and stopping capabilities and flexible generating
resources. The AEC, as proposed, will be configured and deployed as a multi-stage
generating facility allowing power generation across a wide operating range. The
multiple generators can operate singly or in different combinations to provide a large
range of generating capacity. The AEC facility will have rapid startup and turndown
capabilities and the ability to quickly ramp when needed. The facility would be capable
of serving peak and intermediate loads and would be capable of operating in either
load-following or partial shutdown mode.’

No diesel-fueled equipment will be used at this facility. The construction of AEC will
include the installation of two new electric fire pumps. Since the proposed emergency
engines are electric, emissions of criteria pollutants do not need to be quantified.®

The proposed AEC will be constructed adjacent to the existing Alamitos Generating
Station (AGS). As explained in the PROJECT DESCRIPTION section of this Decision,
the demolition of existing AGS Units 1-6 equipment and ancillary equipment is not a
reasonably foreseeable consequence of the AEC and not necessary for the construction

* Ex. 2014, p.4.7-21.
° Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-22.

1d.
"1d.

® Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-23.
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of the AEC project.’ It is therefore not considered part of the scope of the project. AGS
Unit 7 has been decommissioned and partially demolished. The removal of AGS Unit
7’s building and ancillary equipment, fuel storage tank, tank berms, small maintenance
shops, and two wastewater retention basins, is needed to prepare the site for the
construction of the AEC. Therefore, site preparation activities, including the remaining
demolition of AGS Unit 7, is considered part of the proposed project scope and is
evaluated in this analysis.™

Existing AGS Units 1-6 will remain in operation during the construction of AEC. The
evidence indicates that the AGS Units 1, 2 and 6 will be retired once the AEC CCGT
reaches the commissioning stage and becomes operational. AGS Unit 3 will be retired
once the AEC SCGT reaches the commissioning stage and becomes operational or by
December 31, 2020, whichever occurs first. AGS Units 4 and 5 may operate through
December 31, 2020, the once-through-cooling (OTC) policy compliance deadline."’

Separate emissions estimates for the AEC project during the construction phase,
commissioning, and operation are each described in the following sections.

For more information regarding the location, design, and features of the AEC, please
refer to the PROJECT DESCRIPTION section of this Decision.

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
Thresholds of Significance

Potential impacts from the AEC will result from the site preparation, construction,
commissioning, normal operation phases, and cumulative effects. All project emissions
of nonattainment criteria pollutants and their precursors (NOx, VOC, PM10, PM2.5, and
SOx) are considered significant and must be mitigated. For short-term construction
activities that essentially cease before operation of the power plant, the assessment is
qualitative and mitigation consists of controlling construction equipment tailpipe
emissions and fugitive dust emissions to the maximum extent feasible. For operating
emissions, mitigation includes both the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and
emission reduction credits (ERC) or other valid emission reductions to mitigate
emissions of both nonattainment criteria pollutants and their precursors.'?

Ambient air quality impacts occur when project emissions cause the ambient
concentration of a pollutant to increase. A proposed project emits pollutants on a mass
basis. Project-related emissions are the actual mass of emitted pollutants, which are
dispersed in the atmosphere before reaching the ground. Impacts refer to the

° Ex. 2002.
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concentration of any pollutant that reaches the ground level. An impact analysis
includes quantifying the emissions released from the proposed equipment and the use
of an atmospheric dispersion model to determine the probable impact at ground level.
The analysis focuses on the predicted change to the ground-level impact due to the
additional emissions from the project.’®

Air dispersion models provide a means of predicting the location and ground level
magnitude of the impacts of a new emissions source. These models consist of several
complex series of mathematical equations, which are repeatedly calculated by a
computer for many ambient conditions to provide theoretical maximum offsite pollutant
concentrations for short-term (one-hour, three-hour, eight-hour, and 24-hour) and
annual periods. The model results are generally described as maximum concentrations,
often described as a unit of mass per volume of air, such as micrograms per cubic
meter (ug/m3)."

The Applicant conducted air dispersion modeling based on guidance presented in the
Guideline on Air Quality Models™ and the American Meteorological
Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model (AERMOD). The inputs for
the air dispersion models include stack information (exhaust flow rate, temperature, and
stack dimensions), specific turbine emission data and meteorological data, such as wind
speed and atmospheric conditions, and site elevation.®

Summary of Background Ambient Air Quality

There are several monitoring stations located near the project site. South Coast Los
Angeles County 2 (South Long Beach) station is located approximately 4.6 miles
northwest of the project site. The South Long Beach station has been in operation since
2003 and monitors PM10, PM2.5, lead, and SO,4. The South Coast Los Angeles County
1(North Long Beach) station is located 6.4 miles northwest and currently measures
PM2.5. The North Long Beach monitoring station only monitors PM2.5. The South
Coastal Los Angeles 3 (Hudson Long Beach) station is located approximately 7.2 miles
northwest of the project site and monitors O3, NO,, CO, SO, and PM10. The Long
Beach Route 710 station is located approximately 8.5 miles north-northwest and
measures NO, and PM2.5.The Central Orange County (Anaheim) station is located
10.1 miles to the east-northeast and measures O3z, NO,, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. The
South Central Los Angeles County (Compton) station is located 10.9 miles north-
northwest and measures O3z, NO,, CO, PM10, PM2.5, and lead. The meteorological
data collected at the North Long Beach monitoring station was selected by SCAQMD for

3 Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-39.
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the modeling (discussed further below) because that station is the closest to the AEC
site, there is no complex terrain between the monitoring station and the site, and the
land uses surrounding that station and AEC are similar."’

The Long Beach Weather Service Contract Meteorological Office (WSCMO)
climatological station is located near the AEC site. The WSCMO station measures site
data including precipitation, temperature, humidity and wind movement. Information
from the WSCMO station indicates December and January are the coldest months,
while the warmest month is August. The monthly average high is 84 degrees'® in
August, with record highs of 111 degrees in September and October of 2011. The
monthly average low is 46 degrees in January and December. The annual average high
is 74 degrees and the annual average low is 55 degrees. The maijority of rainfall occurs
during the period from October through April, and the maximum average precipitation
occurs in February. The annual average rainfall is reported as 12.01 inches per year."®

The evidence describes the wind flow, atmospheric stability, and mixing heights which
are important factors in the determination of pollutant dispersion. Wind flow patterns
affect air movement in the atmosphere and influence the transport of pollutants to and
from the AEC site. Quarterly and annual wind rose data collected at the WSCMO station
from 2006-2009 and 2011 displays the wind direction, speed and frequency at that
location. The most predominant annual wind direction is from the west. There are also
less frequent winds from the south and northeast occurring throughout the year. The
annual average wind speed is 1.89 meters/second (m/s).?°

The southern California coast is characterized by the cooling effect of the ocean on the
surface air. As the surface air cools, it becomes denser than the warmer air above it,
producing an inversion layer. Inversion layers are formed when temperature increases
with height. The inversion layer forms a stable layer that limits the mixing of air near the
surface and therefore pollutants tends to be trapped close to the surface.?' Inversion
layers are present along the southern California coast for approximately 87 percent of
the days in the year.

The potential for high concentrations of pollutants can vary seasonally. During late
spring, summer and early fall, light winds, low mixing heights and sunshine combine to
create an environment favorable to the production of photochemical oxidants,
particularly ozone. During the spring and summer, deep marine layers are frequently

'"Ex. 2014, pp.4.7-11; 4.7-13 — 4.7-15.

8 All temperatures are measured as Fahrenheit unless otherwise indicated.
9 Ex. 2014, p.4.7-9.
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formed along the southern California coast and sulfate concentrations are at their
peak.??

Ambient Air Quality Standards

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and the California Air Resources
Board (ARB) have both established allowable maximum ambient concentrations of
criteria air pollutants. These are based upon public health impacts and are called
“ambient air quality standards”. Ambient air quality standards are designed to protect
people who are most susceptible to respiratory distress such as asthmatics, the elderly,
very young children, people already weakened by other disease or illness, and people
engaged in strenuous work or exercise. The ambient air quality standards are also set
to protect public welfare, including protection against decreased visibility and damage to
animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings.?

The California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), established by ARB, are
typically lower (more stringent) than the federally established National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS). Current state and federal ambient air quality standards are
listed in Air Quality Table 1. The averaging time for the various ambient air quality
standards (the duration of time the measurements are taken and averaged) ranges from
one hour to one year. The standards are read as a concentration, in parts per million
(ppm), parts per billion (ppb), or as a weighted mass of material per unit volume of air,
in milligrams (mg) or micrograms (ug) of pollutant in a cubic meter (m3) of ambient air,
drawn over the applicable averaging period.?*

22 Ex. 2014, p.4.7-10.
BEx. 2014, p.4.7-11.
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Air Quality Table 1
Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Averaging Time Federal Standard California Standard
8 Hour 0.070 ppm (137 pg/m°)? 0.070 ppm (137 ug/m°)
G o4 1 Hour — 0.09 ppm (180 pg/m’)
. 8 Hour 9 ppm (10 mg/m°) 9 ppm (10 mg/m®)
(CETEn e D (G 1 Hour 35 ppm (40 mg/m°) 20 ppm (23 mg/m° )
. . Annual 53 ppb (100 ug/m°) 30 ppb (57 ug/m°)
e el (k) 1 Hour 100 ppb (188 pg/m’)’ 180 ppb (339 pg/m’)
24 Hour — 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m°)
Sulfur Dioxide (SO,) 3 Hour 0.5 ppm (1300 ug/m®) —
1 Hour 75 ppb (196 ug/m°)° 0.25 ppm (655 ug/m°)
Respirable Particulate Annual — 20 pg/m°
Matter (PM10) 24 Hour 150 pg/m® 50 yg/m’
Fine Particulate Matter Annual 12 pyg/m’ 12 pyg/m®
(PM2.5) 24 Hour 35 pg/m® ° —
Sulfates (SO,) 24 Hour — 25 pg/m°
30-Day Average — 1.5 ug/m’
Lead Rolling 3-Month 3
Average 1.5 ug/m B
Hydrogen Sulfide (H,S) 1 Hour — 0.03 ppm (42 ug/m®)
Vinyl Chloride 3
(chloroethene) 24 Hour — 0.01 ppm (26 pg/m®)
In sufficient amount to produce an
e . extinction coefficient of 0.23 per
V|S|b|||ty il 8 Hour — kilometer due to particles when
Particulates . L
the relative humidity is less than
70 percent.

Source: Ex. 2014, pp.4.7-11 — 4.7-12.

Note: ® Fourth- highest maximum 8 — hour concentration, averaged over 3 years.
® 98" percentile of daily maximum value, averaged over 3 years.
¢ 99" percentile of daily maximum value, averaged over 3 years.

Ambient Air Quality Attainment Status

The U.S. EPA, ARB, and the SCAQMD have established air monitoring plans designed
to obtain representative data on the ambient levels of pollutants. This data is used to
classify an area as attainment, unclassified, or nonattainment, depending on whether or
not the monitored ambient air quality data indicates compliance, insufficient data is
available, or non-compliance with the ambient air quality standards, respectively. In
general, an area is designated as attainment if the concentration of a particular air
contaminant does not exceed the air quality standard. Likewise, an area is designated
as nonattainment for an air contaminant if it exceeds the corresponding air quality
standard.?® In circumstances where there is not enough ambient data available to
support designations as either attainment or nonattainment, the area can be designated
as unclassified or unclassifiable. An unclassified area is normally treated the same as

5 Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-12.
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an attainment area for regulatory purposes. In addition, an area could be designated as
attainment for one air contaminant while nonattainment for another, or attainment for the
federal standard and nonattainment for the state standards for the same air
contaminant.?®

Exceptional events that are out of human control that create very high pollutant
concentrations such as wind storms and fires are generally excluded from attainment
designations.

The federal and state attainment status for specified pollutants in the SCAQMD is
summarized in Air Quality Table 2. “Criteria air pollutants” include nitrogen dioxide
(NOy), sulfur dioxide (SO;), carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (Os3), and inhalable/fine
particulate matter (PM10/PM2.5). Precursor pollutants for O3 include nitrogen oxides
(NOx), consisting of nitric oxide [NO] and NO,, and volatile organic compounds (VOC).
Precursors for particulate matter are primarily NOx, sulfur oxides (SOx) and ammonia
(NHs).%”

Air Quality Table 2
Attainment Status of South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)

Pollutants Attainment Status

Federal Classification

State Classification

Ozone (1-hr)

No Federal Standard®

Nonattainment

Ozone (8-hr)

Nonattainment

Nonattainment

Particulates

CcO Unclassified/Attainment Attainment
NO, Unclassified/Attainment Attainment
SO, Attainment Attainment

PM10 Attainment Nonattainment

PM2.5 Nonattainment Nonattainment
Sulfates No Federal Standard Attainment
Lead Nonattainment® Attainment
Hydrogen Sulfide (H2S) No Federal Standard Unclassified
Visibility Reducing No Federal Standard Unclassified

Source: Ex. 2014, p.4.7-12.

Note: # The federal 1-hour standard was revoked in June 2005, however the South Coast Air Basin has not attained this
standard and is subject to anti-backsliding requirements.
Note: ® Los Angeles County portion of the basin.

Lead is monitored as a toxic substance at the South Long Beach and North Long Beach
monitoring stations. Data from the South Long Beach and North Long Beach monitors
(both in Orange County) show lead values are well below respective ambient air quality
standards however the Los Angeles County portion of the South Coast Air Basin is
federally designated as partial nonattainment for near-source monitors.?® The PUBLIC

%6 Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-12.

2 Ex. 2014, pp. 4.7-15 — 4.7-20.
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HEALTH section of this Decision provides additional information regarding the quantity
of emissions and the health risks of the lead emissions from this project. Due to the very
low concentrations shown in the available ambient monitoring data and the insignificant
lead emissions from the AEC project, the evidence shows that the project will not create
significant impacts based on the ambient lead standards.*

Air Quality Table 3 shows the highest criteria pollutant or average concentrations from
the last three years of available data collected from the surrounding monitoring stations.
This information was used to determine the baseline for the modeling and impacts
analysis. Concentrations in excess of their ambient air quality standard are shown in
bold.*

Air Quality Table 3
Energy Commission Staff-Recommended Background Concentrations (ug/m®)

Pollutant Averaging Time Recommended Limiting Percent of
Background Standard Standard
State 1 hour 256 339 75
NO, Federal 1 hour 146 188 78
Annual 48 57 84
24 hour 59 50 118
PM10 Annual 27.3 20 137
24 hour 27.2 35 89
PM2.5 Annual 10.97 12 95
1 hour 3,665 23,000 16
co 8 hour 2,978 10,000 30
1 hour 58 655 9
Federal 1 hour 31 196 10
50: Federal 3 hour 58" 1,300 4
24 hour 11 105 16

Source: Ex. 2014, p.4.7-21.

Note: An exceedance is not necessarily a violation of the standard, and that only persistent exceedances lead to
designation of an area as nonattainment.

? The maximum one hour background is conservatively used for background.

Project-related modeled concentrations are added to the highest background
concentrations to determine the total impact of the project. This is a conservative
approach because it assumes the highest project impacts occur concurrently with the
worst case background concentrations. Energy Commission staff (Staff) revised the
background concentrations provided by the Applicant where necessary to reflect the
most recent worst case background values, as shown in Air Quality Table 3. Staff
combined the project owner modeled impacts with the appropriate background
concentrations, and compared the results with the ambient air quality standards for

2 Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-20.
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each respective air contaminant to determine whether the project’s emission impacts
would cause a new exceedance of the ambient air quality standards or contribute to an
existing exceedance.®'

Impact Assessment and Mitigation
Construction

The Applicant estimated the AEC’s short-term construction ambient air quality impacts.
The maximum construction emission estimates are associated with the construction of
Power Block 1. This activity is expected to last approximately 34 months and will occur
while the existing AGS is in operation. In order to accurately capture the impacts of the
construction while the existing AGS boilers are in operation, the following overlap
scenarios were developed and modeled:

e Overlap Scenario 1: AEC CCGT construction with simultaneous operation of
existing AGS Units 1-6; and

e Overlap Scenario 2: AEC SCGT construction with simultaneous operation of the
AEC CCGT and existing Units 3, 4 and 6.

Air Quality Table 4 summarizes the results of the modeling analysis for the modeled
Overlap Scenario 1. The maximum construction short-term and annual emissions rates
were used in conjunction with the maximum rolling 24-month emissions from 2008
through 2012 from each AGS unit. The total impact is the sum of the existing
background condition plus the maximum impact predicted by the modeling analysis for
Overlap Scenario 1. The values in bold in the Background and Total Impact columns of
Air Quality Table 4 represent the values that either equal or exceed the relevant
ambient air quality standard.®?

¥ Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-40.
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Air Quality Table 4
Proposed Maximum Overlap Scenario 1 Impacts, (ug/m’)?

Averaging Prolecz Background Total” Limiting Percent of
Pollutant Period Impac: s /m3) Impac;t Standaard Standard
(pg/m’) (pg/m’) (pg/m’)
1 hour 12.7 256 268 339 79%
NO,° 1 hour NAAQS® 12.5 146 159 188 85%
Annual 1.87 48 49 57 87%
PM10 24 hour 7.31 59 66 50 133%
Annual 2.08 27.3 29.4 20 147%
PM2.5 24 hour* 1.60 27.2 28.8 35 82%
Annual 0.67 10.97 11.64 12 97%
co 1 hour 277 3,665 3942 23,000 17%
8 hour 183 2,978 3161 10,000 32%
1 hour 1.59 58 60 655 9%
S0, 1 hour NAAQS 1.24 31 32 196 16%
3 hour NAAQS 1.24 58 59 1,300 5%
24 hour 0.45 11 11 105 11%
Source: Ex. 2014, p.4.7-51
Notes:

@ Onsite construction only

® Modeled concentration plus background values adjusted by Staff

° NO, determined with U.S. EPA Ambient Ratio Method (ARM) based on NO,/NOXx ratio of 0.80 and 0.75 for 1-hour and
annual averaging times respectively.

¢ The 24-hour PM2.5 and federal 1-hour NO, standards are based on 3-year average of 98" percentile daily maximum
values

Air Quality Table 5 summarizes the results of the modeling analysis for the modeled
Overlap Scenario 2. The maximum SCGT construction short-term and annual emissions
rates were used in conjunction with the maximum rolling 24-month emissions from 2008
through 2012 from AGS Units 3, 4, and 6 (later replaced by Unit 5), and AEC CCGT
operating scenarios resulting in maximum impacts.

AIR QUALITY
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Air Quality Table 5
Proposed Maximum Overlap Scenario 2 Impacts, (ug/m°)

a b T
Averaging Prolecz Background Total Limiting Percent of
Pollutant Period Impac: s /m3) Impac;t Standaard Standard
(pg/m’) (pg/m’) (pg/m’)
1 hour 31.2 256 287 339 85%
NO,* 1 hour NAAQS® 25.6 146 172 188 92%
Annual 0.93 48 49 57 85%
PM10 24 hour 12.8 59 72 50 144%
Annual 2.24 27.3 29.5 20 148%
PM2.5 24 hour* 4.93 27.2 32.13 35 92%
Annual 0.76 10.97 11.73 12 98%
co 1 hour 234 3,665 3899 23,000 17%
8 hour 111 2,978 3089 10,000 31%
1 hour 2.39 58 61 655 9%
S0, 1 hour NAAQS 2.14 31 33 196 17%
3 hour NAAQS 214 58 60 1,300 5%
24 hour 0.7 11 11 105 11%

Source: Ex. 2014, p.4.7-52

Notes:

# Onsite construction only

® Modeled concentration plus background values adjusted by Staff

° NO, determined with U.S. EPA Ambient Ratio Method (ARM) based on NO2/NOXx ratio of 0.80 and 0.75 for 1-hour
and annual averaging times respectively.

¢ The 24-hour PM2.5 and federal 1-hour NO, standards are based on 3-year average of 98" percentile daily
maximum values

Air Quality Tables 4 and 5 demonstrate that the emissions from the entire facility
during routine operations will not cause new exceedances of any state or federal air
quality standard. The PM10 emissions from the entire facility will contribute to existing
violations of ambient air quality standards due to the high background concentrations.
The direct impacts of NO,, CO, and SO, will not be significant because construction of
the AEC facility will neither cause nor contribute to a violation of these standards.
Mitigation for construction emissions of PM10, PM2.5, SOx, NOx, and VOC are
appropriate for reducing impacts to PM10, PM2.5, and ozone.*

Estimates for the maximum daily, maximum monthly and total annual emissions over
the approximate 57-month construction period are included in the analysis. The
maximum daily emissions are expected to occur during month 18 for NOx, VOC, CO,
and SOx, and during month 20 for PM10 and PM2.5. The maximum annual emissions
vary depending on the pollutant. Maximum annual emissions occur between months 14

% Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-52.
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and 25 for VOC, SOx, and PM2.5, months 13 and 24 for NOx, months 15 and 26 for
PM10, and months 16 and 27 for CO.**

Construction Mitigation

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

e Watering unpaved roads three times per day.

e During construction, watering areas disturbed by grading and bulldozing activities
every three hours.

e Limiting onsite vehicle speed to 10 miles per hour, or other speeds as approved
by the Energy Commission compliance project manager based on site
conditions, and posting the approved speed limit.

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

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

o Use of Tier 4 final construction equipment, to the extent feasible.

e Maintaining all diesel-fueled equipment per manufacturer’'s recommendations to
reduce tailpipe emissions.

e Limiting diesel heavy equipment idling to less than 5 minutes, to the extent
practical.

e Using electric motors for construction equipment, to the extent feasible.*®

We concur with the Applicant’s proposed mitigation measures, which mirror many of the
mitigation requirements of previous siting cases. We will impose additional fugitive dust
mitigation, such as requiring the use of soil binders or paving to reduce emissions on
unpaved roads to reduce the high fugitive dust emission potential during construction.
We also include off-road equipment mitigation measures beyond those proposed by the
Applicant.

Condition of Certification AQ-SC1 requires an Air Quality Construction/Demolition
Mitigation Manager to ensure compliance with the conditions for construction/demolition

% Ex. 2014, pp. 4.7-24 — 4.7-25.
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AIR QUALITY
6.2-13



activities. Condition of Certification AQ-SC2 requires a plan detailing the steps
necessary to limit emissions from construction/demolition activities outlined in the
Conditions of Certification. Condition of Certification AQ-SC3 requires standard
mitigation for fugitive dust control for Energy Commission projects and is similar to what
was proposed by the Applicant. Condition of Certification AQ-SC4 requires monthly
reporting and monitoring requirements for mitigating construction dust. Condition of
Certification AQ-SC5 would require diesel-fueled engine control equipment (e.g.,
oxidizing soot filters) to ensure that the cleanest engines available are used to protect
public health and for consistency with the construction impact modeling.>®

Construction impacts would contribute to violations of the ozone, PM10, and PM2.5
ambient air quality standards, however, we find that Conditions of Certification, including
Conditions of Certification AQ-SC1 to AQ-SC5 mitigate the construction-phase impacts
of the AEC to a less than significant level.

Operations
Routine Operations Impacts

The record contains detailed modeling analyses used to estimate the ambient air quality
impacts of the AEC. Emissions and operating parameters exhibit variation with ambient
temperature and operating load. To determine the worst case air quality impacts, a
dispersion modeling analysis was conducted at three load scenarios and at three
different temperatures. The record identifies the assumptions built into the separate
modeling for the CCGTs, SCGTs and auxiliary boiler. Air Quality Table 6 summarizes
the predicted maximum ground-level concentrations for criteria pollutants and the
corresponding averaging period for routine operation of the AEC. The table includes
background values and compares the total impact to the limiting Ambient Air Quality
Standards (AAQS). The values shown in bold indicated an exceedance of an air quality
standard.”’

% Ex. 2014, pp. 4.7-52 — 4.7-53.
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Air Quality Table 6
Predicted AEC Routine Operations Impacts

. Project Total Limiting Percent
Averaging Background
Pollutant Period Impac;t (g/m’)? Impac;t Standasrd of
(ng/m”) (ng/m”) (ug/m”) | Standard
1 hour 31.3 256 287 339 85%
NO, 1 hour NAAQS 22.6 146 169 188 90%
Annual 0.20 48 48 57 84%
PM10 24 hour 1.71 59 61 50 121%
Annual 0.19 27.3 27.49 20 137%
PM2.5 24 hour 1.25 27.2 28.45 35 81%
Annual 0.19 10.97 11.16 12 93%
co 1 hour 186 3,665 3851 23,000 17%
8 hour 44 .3 2,978 3022 10,000 30%
1 hour 2.12 58 60 655 9%
S0, 1 hour NAAQS 1.59 31 32 196 16%
3 hour NAAQS 1.69 58 60 1,300 5%
24 hour 0.53 11 11 105 1%

Source: Ex. 2014, p.4.7-44.
¥ Background values are adjusted as presented in Air Quality Table 3

Air Quality Table 6 demonstrates that the project will not cause a significant impact
except for its 24-hour and annual PM10 emissions. Routine operations impacts could
contribute to existing violations of annual PM10 ambient air quality standards. The
impacts of PM2.5 are close to the most stringent standards due to the existing high
background concentrations, but the routine operations impacts will not create new
violations. The direct impacts of CO and SO, will not be significant because routine
operation of the AEC will neither cause nor contribute to a violation of these standards.
Mitigation for emissions of PM10, PM2.5, SOx, NOx, and VOC will be appropriate for
reducing impacts to PM10, PM2.5, and ozone.*®

Fumigation Impacts

During the early morning hours before sunrise, the air is usually very stable. During
such stable meteorological conditions, emissions from elevated stacks rise through this
stable layer and are dispersed. When the sun first rises, the air at ground level is
heated, resulting in a vertical (both rising and sinking air) mixing of air for a few hundred
feet or so. Emissions from a stack that enter this vertically mixed layer of air would also
be vertically mixed, bringing some of those emissions down to the ground level. Later in

% Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-45.
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the day, as the sun continues to heat the ground, this vertical mixing layer rises and the
emissions plume becomes better dispersed.*

The early morning pollution event, called “fumigation,” usually lasts approximately 30 to
90 minutes. There is the potential that higher short-term concentrations of pollutants
may occur during fumigation conditions. Fumigation conditions are short-duration
events and are generally only compared to one-hour standards. The fumigation analysis
considered the operating scenarios and loads included in the Routine Operation
Analysis discussed above, using regulatory default mixing heights. The record identifies
the assumptions built into the analytical model.*°

The analysis in evidence indicated that the combustion sources were too far away from
the shoreline to result in shoreline fumigation occurrences. The results of the revised
inversion break-up impacts analysis combined with background concentrations are
included in Air Quality Table 7.*'

Air Quality Table 7
Maximum Revised Inversion Break-Up Impacts, (ug/m?®)

. Project Total Limiting Percent
Averaging Background

Pollutant Period Impac;t (ngim’) ° Impac;t Standasrd of
(ng/m”) (ng/m”) (ug/m”) | Standard

NO; 1 hour” 69.4 256 325 339 96%

co 1 hour 414 3,665 4079 23,000 18%

8 hour 138 2,978 3116 10,000 31%

S0, 1 hour 4.9 58 63 655 10%

3 hour 4.9 58 63 1,300 5%

Source: Ex. 2014, p.4.7-46.
@ Background values are adjusted based on Staff analysis as presented in Air Quality Table 3.
® Includes an ambient NO, to NOx conversion ratio of 0.80

The evidence establishes that the maximum inversion break-up impacts combined with
background values are below the applicable AAQS and are therefore not significant.

Commissioning-Phase Impacts

Plant commissioning impacts from the AEC CCGT and SCGT will occur during two
separate periods. The commissioning period for the CCGTs in Power Block 1 will take
approximately 6 months and is expected to occur over approximately 1,992 operating
hours total for both combustion turbines (996 hours per combustion turbine). The
analysis in evidence describes the assumptions and methodologies used to predict the
commission phase impacts in detail. The AERMOD dispersion analysis for Power Block
1 assumed both turbines would be simultaneously commissioned. The maximum impact

% Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-45.
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would occur if both turbines were undergoing commissioning activities with the highest
unabated emissions.*?

Air Quality Table 8 includes the results of the AEC CCGT commissioning phase impact
analysis. The predicted impacts from the PM10 emissions, highlighted in bold font, are
above the CAAQS. However, the PM10 background concentrations already exceed the
CAAQS without taking into account an incremental contribution from the AEC.
Therefore, the commissioning of the CGTs will contribute to existing violations of the
annual PM10 ambient air quality standard. The impacts from PM2.5 and NO; are close
to the most stringent standards due to the existing high background concentrations, but
will not create new violations.*?

Air Quality Table 8
Predicted Combined-Cycle Commissioning Impacts, (ug/m?)?

: Project Total” | Limiting | Percent
Averaging & Background
Pollutant Period Impac: (uglms) Impac;t Standasrd of
(ng/m~) (ng/m”) (ng/m®) | Standard
NO,® 1 hour 67.6 256 323.6 339 95%
Annual 0.26 48 48 57 85%
PM10 24 hour 1.62 59 61 50 121%
Annual 0.21 27.3 27.5 20 138%
PM2.5 24 hour* 1.14 27.2 28.3 35 81%
Annual 0.21 10.97 11.18 12 93%
co 1 hour 1,231 3,665 4,896 23,000 21%
8 hour 835 2,978 3,813 10,000 38%
1 hour 2.24 58 60 655 9%
SO, 3 hour 1.92 58 60 1,300 5%
24 hour 0.55 11 12 105 11%

Source: Ex. 2014, p.4.7-46.

Notes:

? Includes impacts from commissioning of two GE Frame 7FA.05 turbines and normal operation of the auxiliary
boiler

® Modeled concentration plus background values adjusted by Staff

° NO, determined with U.S. EPA Ambient Ratio Method (ARM) based on NO2/NOx ratio of 0.80 and 0.75 for 1-hour
and annual averaging times respectively.

¢ The 24-hour PM2.5 standards is based on 5-year average, high-8"’-high modeled concentration

The commissioning period for the four AEC SCGTs is expected to last 90 days.
Commissioning activities for the simple-cycle turbines are expected to occur over
approximately 1,120 operating hours total for all four combustion turbines (280 hours
per combustion turbine). The AERMOD dispersion analysis for Power Block 2 assumed
the four CTGs would be simultaneously commissioned while both combined-cycle
CTGs were operated in cold start mode. The maximum impact would occur if both

‘2 Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-46.
.
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turbines were undergoing commissioning activities with the highest unabated emissions.
For the AEC SCGT this corresponds to emissions tuning.**

Air Quality Table 9 includes the results of the AEC SCGT commissioning phase impact
analysis. The predicted impacts from the PM10 emissions, highlighted in bold font, are
above the CAAQS. However the PM10 background concentrations are above the
CAAQS without taking into account an incremental contribution from the proposed AEC.
Therefore, the commissioning of the GE LMS-100PB simple-cycle turbines will
contribute to existing violations of the annual PM10 ambient air quality standard. The
impacts from PM2.5 and NO, are close to the most stringent standards due to the
existing high background concentrations, but will not create new violations.*®

Air Quality Table 9
Proposed Simple-Cycle Commissioning Impacts, (ug/m®)?

: Project Total” | Limiting | Percent
Averaging & Background
Pollutant Period Impac: (uglms) Impac;t Standasrd of
(ng/m~) (ng/m”) (ng/m®) | Standard
NO,® 1 hour 61.9 256 317.9 339 94%
Annual 0.20 48 48 57 85%
PM10 24 hour 1.71 59 61 50 121%
Annual 0.20 27.3 27.5 20 138%
PM2.5 24 hour* 1.25 27.2 28.5 35 81%
Annual 0.20 10.97 11.17 12 93%
co 1 hour 470 3,665 4,135 23,000 18%
8 hour 240 2,978 3,218 10,000 32%
1 hour 2.12 58 60 655 9%
SO, 3 hour 1.69 58 60 1,300 5%
24 hour 0.53 11 12 105 11%

Source: Ex. 2014, p.4.7-48.

Notes:

? Includes impacts from commissioning of two GE Frame 7FA.05 turbines and normal operation of the auxiliary boiler
® Modeled concentration plus background values adjusted by Staff

° NO, determined with U.S. EPA Ambient Ratio Method (ARM) based on NO,/NOXx ratio of 0.80 and 0.75 for 1-hour
and annual averaging times respectively.

¢ The 24-hour PM2.5 standards is based on 5-year average, high-8‘“-high modeled concentration

Chemically Reactive Pollutant Impacts

The project’s gaseous emissions of NOx, SOx, VOC, and ammonia can contribute to
the formation of secondary pollutants: ozone and PM10/PM2.5. There are no regulatory
agency models approved for assessing single-source ozone impacts, however, the
emissions of NOx and VOC from the AEC project do have the potential (if left
unmitigated) to contribute to higher ozone levels in the region. These impacts would be

“ Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-47.
* Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-48.
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cumulatively significant because they would contribute to ongoing violations of the state
and federal ozone ambient air quality standards.*®

Secondary particulate formation, which is assumed to be 100 percent PM2.5, is the
process of conversion from gaseous reactants to particulate products. Basically, SOx
and NOx emissions are converted into sulfuric acid and nitric acid first and then react
with ambient ammonia to form sulfate and nitrate. The sulfuric acid reacts with ammonia
much faster than nitric acid and converts completely and irreversibly to particulate form.
Nitric acid reacts with ammonia to form both a particulate and a gas phase of
ammonium nitrate. The process of gas-to-particulate conversion is described in more
detail in the evidentiary record.*’

Ammonia (NH3) is a particulate precursor but not a criteria pollutant because there is no
ambient air quality standard for ammonia. Staff recommends limiting ammonia slip
emissions to the maximum extent feasible to avoid unnecessary ammonia emissions by
requiring control systems be operated and maintained to routinely achieve less than 5.0
ppmvd (see Conditions of Certification AQ-A16 and AQ-A17).*® We concur with Staff's
recommendation.

Operation Mitigation
Emission Controls

The Applicant proposes the use of dry low NOx combustors with selective catalytic
reduction (SCR) to control NOx emissions to 2.0 ppmvd (1-hour average) for the GE
7FA.05 combined-cycle turbines and 2.5 ppmvd (1-hour average) for the GE LMS-
100PB simple-cycle turbines. For the auxiliary boiler, the Applicant proposes the use of
flue gas recirculation and SCR to control NOx emissions to 5.0 ppmvd corrected to 3
percent oxygen and to control CO emissions of the auxiliary boiler to 50 ppmvd at 3
percent oxygen. The Applicant also proposes best combustion design and the
installation of an oxidation catalyst system to reduce CO emissions to 1.5 ppmvd for the
GE 7FA.05 combined-cycle turbines and 2.0 ppmvd (1-hour average) for the GE LMS-
100PB simple-cycle turbines.*®

The Applicant proposes best combustion design and the installation of an oxidation
catalyst system to control VOC emissions to 2.0 ppmvd (1-hour average) for the GE
7FA.05 combined-cycle turbines and the GE LMS-100PB simple-cycle turbines as best
available control technology (BACT) for VOC emissions. The use of pipeline quality
natural gas and good combustion design for VOC control is BACT for the auxiliary

5 Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-49.

d.

8 Ex. 2014, pp. 4.7-38, 4.7-49 - 4.7-50.
9 Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-53.
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boiler. Using best combustion practices, pipeline-quality natural gas, and inlet air
filtration to limit PM10/PM2.5 emissions to 8.5 pounds per hour for the GE 7FA.05
turbines, 6.23 pounds per hour for the GE LMS-100PB turbines, and 0.51 pounds per
hour for the auxiliary boiler are consistent with BACT at other similar sources. Operating
exclusively on low sulfur pipeline-quality natural gas with a maximum fuel sulfur content
of 0.75 grains/100 scf is the BACT for SOx.>°

The SCAQMD completed a detailed BACT evaluation for the AEC that included
commissioning, start up, and shutdown events, and concurred with the proposed BACT
limits outlined above. Staff concurred with the SCAQMD’s determination.®”

During commissioning, it is not feasible to meet BACT limits for all periods of operation.
The CCGT, SCGT, and auxiliary boiler will use low-NOx combustors that may not be
optimally tuned during commissioning. In addition, the emissions are only partially
abated as the control systems are installed and tested in stages. The SCAQMD is
proposing to add limits to the commissioning period for the CTGs and auxiliary boiler,
such as, maximum operating hour limits when emission controls are not available for
the CCGT and SCGT.*

During startup periods, it is also not feasible to meet BACT limits for all periods of
operation. The AEC CCGT, SCGT and auxiliary boiler emission control equipment are
not fully effective. It takes time for the catalyst to reach the recommended operating
temperature. The SCAQMD is proposing cold and non-cold startup events for the CCGT
limiting the number of startup events for the SCGT. The SCAQMD is also limiting the
duration, emissions from, and total number of startup events. The SCAQMD is also
proposing cold, warm and hot startup events for the boiler and placing restrictions on
the number of events and corresponding emissions.

During shutdown periods, it is not feasible to meet BACT limits for all periods of
operation for all equipment. For the AEC CCGT and SCGT, the SCR used to control
emissions ceases operations. However, the SCR and CO catalysts are still above
ambient temperature and partially controlling emissions. The SCAQMD is proposing to
limit shutdown events including the number of events, duration, and corresponding
emissions.”

Emission Offsets

The Applicant proposes to provide emission offsets for PM10, SO, and VOC emissions
and RECLAIM Trading Credits (RTCs) for NOx emissions consistent with SCAQMD

0 Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-54.
> d.
2 Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-55.
%% |d.
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Rules 1303, 1304(a)(2), 1304.1, and 2005. Under SCAQMD Rule 1304(a)(2), PM10,
S0, and VOC offsets for AEC will be secured from the SCAQMD internal accounts for
the combined-cycle and simple-cycle turbines.**

The Applicant proposes to provide VOC and PM10 offsets for the auxiliary boiler at a
1.2-to-1 ratio, consistent with SCAQMD Rule 1303(b)(2) and has secured 5 pounds of
VOC and PM10 emission reduction credits to fully offset the auxiliary boiler.

The Applicant calculated the expected NOx RECLAIM requirements for the
commissioning and operation scenarios as shown in Air Quality Table 10. The
Applicant testified that they hold sufficient NOx RTC allocations for the operating and
commissioning periods outlined in Air Quality Table 10.

Air Quality Table 10
Applicant Expected RECLAIM Trade Credit Requirements

. (Ibs/year)
Equipment NOx, RTCs®
AEC CCGT Commissioning and Operation 220,432
AEC CCGT Operation 165,238
AEC CCGT Operation and SCGT Commissioning and Operation 293,102
AEC CCGT and SCGT Operation 270,213

Source: Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-54.

SCAQMD Rule 1303(b)(2) requires that all increases in emissions be offset unless
exempt from offset requirements pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 1304. Since CO is an
attainment pollutant and not a precursor to any nonattainment pollutant, offsets for CO
are not required for the AEC since modeling demonstrated the AEC would not cause or
contribute to a violation of a CO ambient air quality standard.*®

Per SCAQMD Rule 1304, the project is exempt from providing offsets directly for the
AEC combined-cycle and simple-cycle turbines. Instead, AEC will get the offsets from
SCAQMD internal accounts. According to the FDOC,*® AES is proposing 1,094.7 MW of
new generation for the two combined-cycle turbines (692.951 MW-gross total) and four
simple-cycle turbines (401.751 MW-gross total) by retiring existing AGS Unit 1 (175
MW-gross), AGS Unit 2 (175 MW-gross), AGS Unit 3 (320 MW-gross), and AGS Unit 6
(480 MW-gross). AES has not identified plans for the surplus 55 MW from the
retirements of these four utility boilers. The generating capacity from AEC will be limited
to 1094.7 MW by Condition of Certification AQ-E11. Condition of Certification AQ-F5

* Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-54.
% Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-55.
% Ex. 1608.
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requires the project owner to develop a plan to shut down AGS Units 1, 2, 3 and 6, to
mitigate emissions of the new combined-cycle and simple-cycle units.®’

The operating equipment other than the combined-cycle and simple-cycle turbines,
auxiliary boiler and oil/water separator, will not be eligible for the offset exemption.
Therefore, the Applicant will need to provide offsets for the auxiliary boiler and the
oil/water separators using 30-day emission averages. The offset ratio for ERCs is 1.2-
to-1. The SCAQMD calculated offset requirements, which are included in Air Quality
Table 11, are acceptable to Staff since the SCAQMD proposed mitigation is more
conservative than a pounds-per-day annual average emission calculation.®®

Air Quality Table 11
Project Offset Requirements for Emission Reduction Credits

Component VOC SOx PM10
Auxiliary Boiler and Oil/Water Separator
30-Day Emission Averages (Ib/day) 3.4 1.06 3.78
SCAQMD Offset Ratio for ERCs 1.2 1.2 1.2
Total Calculated (Ib/day) 4.08 1.27 4.54
SCAQMD Rounded Required Offset (Ib/day) 4 1 5
Maximum Ann_ua_l Auxiliary Boiler and Oil/Water 1,223 382 1,362
Separator Emissions (Ib/yr)
Anquza_lized Auxiliary Boiler and Oil/Water Separator 3.35 105 373
Emissions (Ib/day)

Source Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-57.
Note: ®First Year

The AEC would have VOC, SOx and PM10 emission offset requirements for the
auxiliary boiler and oil/water separators according to SCAQMD Rule 1303. The
Applicant has provided ERCs of 4 pounds per day for VOC, 1 pound per day for SOx,
and 5 pounds per day for PM10 for the auxiliary boiler and oil/water separators.*®

The facility is still required to hold NOx RTCs to cover the first compliance year per
SCAQMD Rule 1304.1. The first year NOx requirement for the AEC will include only the
combined-cycle turbines and auxiliary boiler first year requirements because the first
year of operation for the SGCT is expected to occur in 2021. The NOx RTC holdings for
2020 and 2021 from the current RECLAIM Annual Emission Allocations are included in
Air Quality Table 12.%°

" Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-56.
%8 |d.
% Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-57.
0q.
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Air Quality Table 12
Project RECLAIM Trade Credit Requirements (lbs/year)

. (Ibslyear)
Equipment NOx, RTCs®

Total AEC CCGT 216,754
Total AEC SCGT 274,300
Auxiliary Boiler 1,351

Required RECLAIM 1% Year - AEC CCGT and Auxiliary Boiler 218,105
NOx RTC Holding for 2020 432,413
Required RECLAIM 1% Year - AEC SCGTs 274,300
NOx RTC Holding for 2021 394,195

Source: Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-58.
Note: ®First Year

The NOx RTC holding for 2020 is greater than the first year RECLAIM NOx RTC
requirements for the AEC CCGT and auxiliary boiler. In addition, the 2021 NOx RTC
holding is greater than the first year RECLAIM NOx RTC for the AEC SCGT. The NOx
RTCs are a valid mechanism to mitigate the NOx emissions due to the extensive
monitoring and reporting requirement for the RECLAIM program.®’

SCAQMD Rule 1325 requires a major polluting facility to offset PM2.5 emissions at the
offset ratio of 1.1:1. A major polluting facility is defined in the rule as a facility located in
a federally designated non-attainment area for PM2.5, with actual emissions, or a
potential to emit of greater than 100 tons per year. The definition in SCAQMD Rule
1325 for major polluting facility was recently modified. After August 14, 2017 or until the
effective date of the U.S. EPA’s approval (whichever is later), the potential to emit in the
definition would be lowered to 70 tons per year. The AGS has a potential to emit less
than 100 tons per year and the AEC potential to emit would be 69.52 tons per year. The
SCAQMD is proposing a permit that will limit facility PM2.5 emissions to below 100 tons
per year. Condition of Certification AQ-F1 will incorporate the facility limit.®2

Condition of Certification AQ-SC6 requires the project owner to provide copies to the
Energy Commission Compliance Project Manager (CPM) of all air permits issued by the
SCAQMD including any proposed modification. Condition of Certification AQ-SC7
requires quarterly reports to ensure ongoing compliance during commissioning and
routine operation. Condition of Certification AQ-SC8 requires mitigation for the
operation of the auxiliary boiler and oil/water separators. Condition of Certification AQ-
SC8 establishes the quantity of offsets required and requires CPM approval if
substitutions are made to the mitigation. Condition of Certification AQ-SC9 requires the
boiler to complete commissioning activities prior to the commissioning of the CCGT.

1 Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-58.
62 |d.
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This condition is added because overlap was not included as a modeling scenario.
Condition of Certification AQ-SC10 requires the AEC CCGT to complete commissioning
activities prior to the commissioning of the SCGT because overlap in these activities
was also not included as a modeling scenario.®®

Condition of Certification AQ-SC11 allows the CPM to make insignificant changes to the
air quality conditions of certification when appropriate. This condition establishes
appropriate guidelines on what would be considered an insignificant change. Condition
of Certification AQ-SC11 allows the CPM to approve administrative changes (such as
typographical errors, facility name or owner) and other minor changes. The condition
requires the project owner to apply for the change and the CPM to approve the change
before the change could become effective. Also, Conditions of Certification AQ-D11 and
AQ-D13 allow for alternative tests methods to be used for source testing if there is
concurrence with the U.S. EPA, ARB and SCAQMD.*

With the implementation of the Conditions of Certification in Appendix A of this
Decision, the AEC will neither cause new violations of any CO, NO2, or SO2 ambient air
quality standard nor contribute to existing violations for these pollutants. Therefore, we
find the direct CO, NO2, and SO2 impacts of the AEC are less than significant.

Although the AEC’s NOx and VOC emissions will contribute to existing violations of
state and federal ozone ambient air quality standards, we find the RTCs, VOC offsets
from the SCAQMD'’s internal bank, and VOC offsets acquired by the project owner will
mitigate the ozone impact to a less than a significant level. In addition, although the
PM10 and PM2.5 emissions and the PM10/PM2.5 precursor emissions from the AEC
will contribute to the existing violations of PM10 and PM2.5 ambient air quality
standards, the SCAQMD will offset the PM10 emissions from its internal bank to
mitigate the PM10/PM2.5 impacts of the combustion gas turbines to a less than
significant level. Likewise, SOx emissions from the AEC are considered precursor
emissions to PM10/PM2.5 and could contribute to the existing violations of PM10/PM2.5
ambient air quality standards. We find the SOx offsets from the SCAQMD’s internal
bank, and SOx offsets acquired by the project owner, will mitigate the PM10/PM2.5
impacts to a less than a significant level. In summary, implementation of the conditions
of certification described in the analysis will reduce potential adverse impacts to
insignificant levels and ensure that the project’'s emissions are mitigated to less than
significant.®®

In its opening brief, intervenor, Los Cerritos Wetlands Land Trust (LCWLT), argues that
the 640 MW CCGTs “will emit substantially more criteria air pollutants (with the

% Ex. 2014, pp. 4.7-59 — 4.7-60.
& Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-60.
% Ex. 2014, pp. 4.7-108 — 4.7-109.
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exception of CO) and GHG emissions than the existing Alamitos Units 1-6,” based upon
a comparison table that is not found anywhere in the evidentiary record.®® The table
presented in LCWLT’s brief appears to compare two different metrics: the first line of the
table provides the average of actual reported emissions from the AGS Units 1-6 from
2013 and 2014 and the second line of the table provides the potential to emit (PTE) for
the AEC.%" It is not clear how the results of the second line of LCWLT'’s table were
derived. The PTE for a facility represents its maximum permitted emissions, not the
actual quantities of emissions, which could be lower.®

A comparison of the PTE of AGS Units 1-6 and the PTE of the AEC are shown in Air
Quality Table 13 below.

Air Quality Table 13
Alamitos Generating Station and Alamitos Energy Center — Potential to Emit

NOx |CO VvOC Sox PM10 |PM2.5 |CO2e

(tpy) | tpy) (tpy) (tpy) | (tpy) | (tpy) (tpy)
AGS® 636 |21,872 | 454 50 627 98 10,141,971

AECT 137 244 68 10 70 70 1,716,926

As shown in Air Quality Table 13, the PTE of the AEC is lower than the PTE of the
AGS Units 1-6 in all listed criteria air pollutants. For example, the NOx PTE for AGS
Units 1-6 is 636 tons/year, while the NOx PTE for the AEC is 137 tons/year.”' The PTE
for the AEC was calculated based on conservative assumptions, operating scenarios
and emission factors, documented in the SCAQMD FDOC and Energy Commission
FSA Part 2, not actual emissions.”?

The comparison of the AGS’s actual emissions to the PTE of the AEC’s CCGT is of little
probative value because it is not an “apples to apples” comparison. Nevertheless, the
great weight of the evidence has shown that the AEC’s criteria pollutants will be
mitigated below levels of significance based upon its PTE, not its actual emissions

% LCWLT Opening Brief, Part 2, p. 16.
67
Id.
% Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-92.
% Ex. 1608, p. 95.
" Ex. 1608, p. 150.
" Ex. 1608, pp.95-96.
2 Exs. 2014, pp. 4.7-40; 4.7-69; 1608 pp. 178; 189; 191; 261; 263; 297; 321; and 328.
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which may be less than its PTE. Therefore, we are unpersuaded by LCWLT’s
argument.”

Cumulative Impacts

A project may result in a significant adverse cumulative impact when 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 (1) past projects; (2) other current projects; and (3) probable future projects.’

For air quality, cumulative impacts are assessed in terms of conformance with an air
district’s attainment or maintenance plans.” The SCAQMD is the agency with principal
responsibility for analyzing and addressing cumulative air quality impacts, including the
impacts of ambient ozone and particulate matter. The SCAQMD has summarized the
cumulative impact of ozone and particulate matter on the air basin from the broad
variety of its sources. Analyses of these cumulative impacts, as well as the measures
the SCAQMD proposes to reduce impacts to air quality and public health, are
summarized in the record.”

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

A complete list of current and future planned projects is identified in the Cumulative
Projects table of the PROJECT DESCRIPTION section of this Decision. For air quality
cumulative impacts analysis, we consider projects with stationary sources located up to
six miles from the project site. The relevant list was derived from Exhibits 1021, 1061,
1062, and 1063 and includes the AEC, U.S. Government Veterans Affairs’ six
emergency diesel-powered generators, Trend Offset Printing Services, Inc., and the Los
Angeles Department of Water and Power Haynes Generating Station. The cumulative
air quality impacts analysis results are included in Air Quality Table 14. The modeled

"% Exs. 2014, pp. 4.7-40; 4.7-69; 1608 pp. 178; 189; 191; 261; 263; 297; 321; and 328.
" Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15130.

> Pub. Res. Code § 21083; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §§ 15064(h), 15065!, 15130, and 15355; Ex. 2014,
p. 4.7-38.

® Ex. 2014, pp. 4.7-61 — 4.7-67.
" Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-67.
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impacts are combined with background concentrations to determine the total predicted
impacts. As noted by the Applicant, the background concentrations are considered
conservative because they do not take into consideration the removal of the AGS boiler
units.”

Air Quality Table 14
Revised AEC Cumulative Impacts

. Cumulative Total Limiting Percent
Averaging Background
Pollutant Period Impacgs (ug/m’)? Impait Standasrd of
(ng/m®) (ug/m”) (wg/m”) | Standard
1 hour 68.2 256 324 339 90%
NO, NAADSS 22.8 146 169 188 90%
Annual 0.35 48 48 57 85%
PM10 24 hour 2.05 59 61 50 122%
Annual 0.26 27.3 27.6 20 138%
PM2.5 24 hour 1.6 27.2 28.8 35 82%
Annual 0.26 10.97 11.23 12 94%
co 1 hour 187 3,665 3852 23,000 17%
8 hour 447 2,978 3022.7 10,000 30%
1 hour 2.11 58 60 655 9%
1 hour
NAAQS 1.6 31 33 196 17%
SO 3 hour .
NAAQS 1.71 58 60 1,300 5%
24 hour 0.51 11 12 105 1%

Source: Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-70.

@ Background values are adjusted as presented in Air Quality Table 12.

® The total predicted concentrations for the federal 1-hour NO, standard and 24-hour PM2.5 standard are the 5-
year average, high—8‘"— high modeled concentrations combined with the 3-year average, 98" percentile
background concentrations.

¢ The total predicted concentration for the federal 1-hour SO, standard is the 5-year average, high-4‘h-high
modeled concentration combined with the 3-year average, 99" percentile background concentration.

The background PM10 concentration in Air Quality Table 14 exceed the AAQS without
the addition of the cumulative sources. Therefore, the particulate matter emissions from
the AEC would be cumulatively considerable because they would contribute to existing
violations of the PM10 ambient air quality standards. The project owner will mitigate
emissions through the use of BACT, RTCs, emission offsets from the SCAQMD’s
internal bank, and ERCs for the auxiliary boiler. Therefore, the evidence shows that the
cumulative operating impacts of AEC, after mitigation, are considered to be less than
significant and not cumulatively considerable.”

8 Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-69.
" Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-70.
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The impacts from NO,, CO, SO2 and PM2.5 emissions in the refined cumulative
analysis are not expected to cause or contribute to a violation of any AAQS and are
therefore considered to be less than significant and not cumulatively considerable.®

Furthermore, as demonstrated in Air Quality Table 14, the contribution from the AEC
and surrounding sources alone are a small percentage of the total impact. The
background values account for the majority of the total impact even taking into
consideration the conservative assumptions used for the cumulative modeling analysis.
The cumulative increment from the construction, commissioning, and operation
scenarios modeled for AEC would continue to be an insignificant increment with the
proposed mitigation. Any potential cumulative impact from additional potential
surrounding emissions sources, including, but not limited to the demolition of the AGS
would be dependent on the significance of the additional project emissions and not the
operation of the AEC. Furthermore, the background values measured from surrounding
monitors should include the operation of the existing AGS. Retirement or demolition of
the AGS would mean the AGS units are no longer in operation and would no longer
contribute to background values or cumulative impacts. Demolition of AGS, regardless
of how it was performed, would be temporary and localized to the site compared with its
operations.®’

LCWLT argues there have been no proposed offsets for the increases in PM10/2.5 and
VOC emissions caused by the project.®? The mitigation proposed for operation of the
AEC includes mitigation for the project's NOx, VOC, SOx, and PM10 based on the
facility’s PTE.®® Proposed mitigation for PM10 and VOC includes offsets secured from
the SCAQMD internal accounts according to SCAQMD Rule 1304(a)(2).2* Under Rule
1304(a)(2), the project is exempt from providing offsets directly for the combined-cycle
and simple cycle turbines.®® A complete demonstration of the use of Rule 1304(a)(2)
was provided in the SCAQMD FDOC.%®

LCWLT also argues that “dust” impacts on wetlands cannot be mitigated with regional
offsets.®” As the record explains, mitigation differs as to whether the impact is from
particulate matter derived from gaseous sources, which has a very different dispersion
pattern than larger particulate matter referred to as ‘dust’, which is expected from

8 Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-70.

8 Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-71.

8 LCWLT Opening Brief, Part 2, pp. 16-17.
8 Ex. 2014, pp. 4.7-52 - 4.7-61.

8 Ex. 1608, pp. 73 — 77.

8 Ex. 2014, pp. 4.7-54 - 4.7-56; 4.7-89.

% Ex. 1608, pp. 73 - 77.

8 LCWLT Opening Brief, Part 2, pp. 18-19.
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fugitive sources of construction or demolition. Both types of particulate matter were
analyzed for regional and localized impacts, as appropriate, and recommended
mitigation was developed to address these different types of impacts.®® Airborne dust
and particulate matter impacts from the AEC will be less than significant with the
implementation of the mitigation measures contained in the conditions of certification.
As noted in the BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES section of this Decision, with the
imposition and implementation of the conditions of certification, there will be no
significant impacts to nearby wetlands from the construction and operation of the AEC
facility.®®

We conclude that the evidence adequately addresses potential cumulative air quality
impacts and with the imposition and implementation of the Conditions of Certification
that the AEC’s contribution will not be cumulatively considerable.

COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS
(LORS)

Air Quality Table 15
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards

APPLICABLE LORS

DESCRIPTION OF LORS

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS

FEDERAL

Title 40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 50

(National Primary and Secondary
Ambient Air Quality Standards)

National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) are set in this
part. NAAQS define levels of air
quality that are necessary to protect
public health.

Compliant. 40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 50
National Primary and Secondary
Ambient Air Quality Standards
codifies the NAAQS. The project
owner conducted dispersion
modeling to determine if the
AEC project would exceed and
AAQS. The modeling analysis
demonstrated the AEC would
not cause a violation for any of
the criteria attainment pollutants
during normal operations
(including startup and shutdown
periods). Nonattainment
pollutant emissions would be
mitigated consistent with
SCAQMD'’s SIP approved NSR
program.®

8 12/20/16 RT 98:16-25 -100:24; Ex. 2014, pp. 49-53.
8 Ex. 2000, pp. 4.2-1, 4.2-28 to 4.2-37.

% Ex. 2000, p. 4.7-71.
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Title 40 CFR Part 51

(Requirements for Preparation
Adoption and Submittal of
Implementation Plans)

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

Compliant. 40 CFR Part 51
Requirements for Preparation
Adoption and Submittal of
Implementation Plans requires
NSR permitting for new
stationary sources. NSR applies
to sources of designated
nonattainment pollutants. The
NSR permitting is addressed
through SCAQMD Regulation
XIl. A Permit to Construct and
Permit to Operate will be
obtained by the project owner
satisfying the requirements.”’

Title 40 CFR Part 52

(Approval and Promulgation of
Implementation Plans)

Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD)-Establishes
requirements for attainment
emissions. PSD requirements apply
on a pollutant specific basis for
major stationary sources. Twenty-
eight source categories are subject
to PSD requirements for attainment
pollutants if facility annual
emissions exceed 100 tons per
year. SCAQMD has partial
delegation of PSD authority from
the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA)
depending on the calculation
methodology and plant wide
applicability limits.

Compliant. 40 CFR Part
establishes procedures for
allowing new sources of air
pollution to be constructed or
existing sources to be modified
in areas classified as
attainment. Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD)
requirements apply on a
pollutant specific basis for major
stationary sources. The AEC
would be considered one of 28
source categories that are
subject to PSD requirements for
attainment pollutants if facility
annual emissions exceed 100
tons per year. The AEC would
exceed the 100 tons per year
threshold for NOx and CO and
is subject to the PSD analysis
requirements. AEC would also
be a major stationary source of
GHG (exceeding 100,000 tons
per year) which requires a PSD
analysis for GHGs. The facility
owner submitted the PSD
application to the SCAQMD.
See SCAQMD Regulation XVII
for additional analysis.*

L Ex. 2000, p. 4.7-71.
92 Id
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Title 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart A

(General Provisions)

Outlines general requirements for
facilities subject to standards of
performance including, notification,
work practice, monitoring and
testing requirements.

Compliant. Any source subject
to an applicable standard under
40 CFR Part 60 is also subject
to the general provisions of
Subpart A. Subpart A outlines
general provisions for the
proposed AEC including
notification, work practice,
monitoring and testing
requirements. See Conditions of
Certification AQ-D10, AQ-D11,
AQ-D13 and AQ-D14.%

Title 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart Dc

(Standards of Performance for
Small Industrial Commercial
Institutional Steam generating
Units)

Establishes new source
performance standards (NSPS) for
steam generating units with heat
input rates between 10 and 100
million British thermal units (MMBtu)
per hour (hr). The auxiliary boiler
would be subject to the
requirements and fuel records
would need to be retained.

Compliant. This subpart affects
steam generating units with heat
input rates between 10 and 100
million British thermal units per
hour (MMBtu/hr) installed after
June 9, 1989. The auxiliary
boiler is subject to this
requirement. The auxiliary boiler
would be fired exclusively on
natural gas and therefore would
be required to maintain monthly
fuel consumption records. The
auxiliary boiler would also have
to meet Rule 2012 requirements
of recording monthly fuel usage
using a non-resettable totalizing
fuel meter. Rule 2012 requires
the use of a continuous
emission monitoring system
(CEMS). The conditions of
certification contain appropriate
measures and compliance is
managed by the CPM per
Condition of Certification AQ-
sc7.*

Title 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart
KKKK (Standards of
Performance for Stationary
Combustion Turbines)

Establishes NSPS for new
combustion turbines and the
associated heat recovery steam
generator (HRSG) and duct
burners. NOx emissions are limited
to 15 parts per million (ppm) at 15
percent oxygen (O,) and fuel sulfur
limit of 0.060 pounds (Ibs.) of SOx
per MMBtu heat input.

This subpart establishes NOx and

Compliant. The AEC
combined-cycle and simple-
cycle turbines will meet the
Subpart KKKK requirements
with the use of dry-low NOx and
SCR systems limiting NOx
emissions to 2.0 ppm and 2.5
ppm. AEC will be limited to
pipeline quality natural gas as
fuel to meet SO2 emission

% Ex. 2000, p. 4.7-72.
% Ex. 2000, p. 4.7-73.
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SO2 emission limits for new
combustion turbines. New
combustion turbines with a rated
heat input greater than 850
MMBtu/hr are required to meet NOx
emission limits of 15 ppm at 15
percent oxygen. The fuel sulfur
would be limited to 0.060 Ibs. SO2
per MMBtu. Combustion turbines
regulated under Subpart KKKK are
exempt from Subpart GG.

requirements. The AEC
combined-cycle and simple-
cycle turbines will monitor NOx
emissions with a CEMS. The
conditions of certification
contain appropriate measures.”

Title 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart
TTTT

(Standards of Performance for
Greenhouse Gas Emissions for
electrical Generating Units)

Establishes standards of
performance for carbon dioxide
(COy,). Affected base load electric
generating units are subject to a
gross energy output standard of
1,000 Ibs of CO, per megawatt hour
(MWh).

Compliant. Conditions of
certification ensure compliance
with Subpart TTTT. Condition of
Certification AQ-E6 provides the
1,000 pounds per gross
megawatt-hours CO2 emission
limit (inclusive of degradation)
shall only apply if a turbine
supplies greater than 1,481,141
MWh-net electrical output to a
utility distribution system on
both a 12-operating-month and
a 3-year rolling average basis.
Compliance with the 1,000
pounds per gross megawatt-
hours CO2 emission limit
(inclusive of degradation) is
determined on a 12-operating
month rolling average basis.

Condition of Certification AQ-E7
provides the 120 pounds per
MMBtu CO2 emission limit shall
only apply if a turbine supplies
no more than 1,481,141 MWh-
net electrical output to a utility
distribution system on either a
12-operating-month or a 3-year
rolling average basis.
Compliance with the 120
pounds per MMBtu CO2
emission limit is determined on
a 12-operating month rolling
average basis.

Condition of Certification AQ-E7
limits the CO2 emissions to
610,480 tons per year per
turbine on a 12-month rolling
average basis from the GHG

% Ex. 2000, p. 4.7-73.
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emissions calculations above. In
addition, the calendar annual
average CO2 emissions are
limited to 937.88 pounds per
gross MW-hour (inclusive of
degradation) from the thermal
efficiency calculations above.

The simple-cycle block would
not be able to meet the 1000
pounds per gross megawatt-
hours CO2 emission limit.
Therefore the units would be
restricted to operate below the
base load threshold. Therefore
the simple-cycle block must
comply with Subpart TTTT
emission limit of 50 kg CO2 per
GJ of heat input (120 Ib
CO2/MMBtu). Compliance with
this standard can be
demonstrated by the exclusive
use of natural gas as fuel.

Condition of Certification AQ-E8
requires the 120 pounds per
MMBtu CO2 emission limit for
non-base load turbines shall
apply. Compliance with the 120
pounds per MMBtu CO2
emission limit is determined on
a 12-operating month rolling
average basis.

Condition of Certification AQ-E8
limits the CO2 emissions to
120,765 tons per year per
turbine on a 12-month rolling
average basis from the GHG
emissions calculations above. In
addition, the calendar annual
average CO2 emissions are
limited to 1,356.03 pounds per
gross MW-hour (inclusive of
degradation) from the thermal
efficiency calculations above.*

Title 40 CFR Part 64

(Compliance Assurance
Monitoring)

Compliance Assurance Monitoring

(CAM) establishes operation and
maintenance requirements for
emission control systems. The

Compliant. The CAM
regulations are applicable to the
combined-cycle turbines for
NOx, CO, and VOC, and apply

% Ex. 2014, pp. 4.7-74 — 4.7-75.
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proposed emission control system
would require continuous emission
monitoring under a Title V permits
and is therefore exempt from these
requirements.

to the simple-cycle turbines for
NOx. CEMS will be installed for
NOx and for CO which will
qualify as continuous
compliance determination
methods and which provides an
exemption from this subpart for
NOx and CO. This subpart
applies to the VOC emissions
because the VOC BACT limit is
achieved with the assistance of
the oxidation catalyst. The
oxidation catalyst is primarily
installed to control CO
emissions, but also controls
VOC emissions. The oxidation
catalyst is located at the outlet
of the turbine and designed to
provide the required control
efficiency at the expected
turbine exhaust temperature
range. There are no operational
requirements for the CO
catalyst. To assure that the
catalyst is operating as
designed, each turbine would be
required to be source tested
every three years for VOC
pursuant to Condition of
Certification AQ-D11. CAM
regulations are not applicable to
the auxiliary boiler.*’

Title 40 CFR Part 70 (State
Operating Permit Programs)
42 USC 7661-7661 (Permits)

The AEC project would be
considered a federal major source
and subject to the Title V Operating
Permit Program. Title V permits
consolidate federally enforceable
operating limits. AEC would exceed
major source thresholds and a Title
V permit would be required. AEC
has submitted an application to
SCAQMD to modify the existing
Title V permit. The Title V program
is within the jurisdiction of the
SCAQMD with U.S. EPA oversight
(see SCAQMD Regulation XXX).

Compliant. The Operating
Permits Program requires the
issuance of Title V permit
identifying all applicable federal
performance, operating,
monitoring, recordkeeping and
reporting requirements. The
Title V requirements apply to
facilities considered major
sources having the potential to
emit greater than10 tons per
year NOx or VOC, 100 tons per
year of SO2, 50 tons per year of
CO, or 70 tons per year of
PM10, if the HAP potential to
emit is greater or equal to 25

7 Ex. 2014, pp. 4.7-75 — 4.7-76.
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tons per year for combined
HAPs and 10 tons per year for
individual HAPs. The AEC
facility will exceed Title V
thresholds and will be required
to obtain a Title V permit.
SCAQMD has received
delegation authority for this
program through SCAQMD
Regulation XXX. The facility
owner filed an application for an
amendment to the existing
facility Title V permit for AGS.*®

Title 40 CFR Part 72

(Permits Regulation)

Electrical generating units greater
than 25 MW are subject to the
provisions involving NOx and SO,
reductions. Requires a Title IV
permit and compliance with acid
rain provisions, implemented
through the Title V program. This
program is within the jurisdiction of
the SCAQMD with U.S. EPA
oversight.

Compliant. The AEC will
comply with the monitoring
requirements of the acid rain
provisions with the use of gas
meters in conjunction with
natural gas default sulfur data
as allowed by the Acid Rain
regulations (Appendix D to 40
CFR Part 75). If additional SO2
credits are needed, the project
owner would obtain the credits
from the SO2 trading market.*®

STATE

California Health & Safety Code
(H&SC) §21080, 39619.8,

40440.14 (AB 1318)

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

eligible electrical generating facilities.

Compliant. PM10, SO2 and
VOC offsets for AEC will be
secured from the SCAQMD
internal accounts for the
combined-cycle and simple-
cycle turbines.'®

% Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-76.
% Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-76.
1% Exs.1608; 2014, p. 4.7-54.
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H&SC §41700
(Nuisance Regulation)

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

Compliant. The project owner
will comply with Section 41700
of the California State Health
and Safety Code, which restricts
emissions that would cause
nuisance or injury. The evidence
indicates that Conditions of
Certification required in the
SCAQMD’s FDOC and the
Energy Commission’s
affirmative findings for the
project ensure compliance. See
the PUBLIC HEALTH section of
this Decision.""

H&SC §44300-44384

(Air Toxic “Hot Spots”
Information and Assessment)

Requires preparation and biennial
updating of facility emission
inventory of hazardous substances;
health risk assessments. The
SCAQMD requires participation in a
district level inventory and reporting
program.

Compliant. See the PUBLIC
HEALTH section of this
Decision.

Title 13 California Code of
Regulations (CCR), §2449

(General Requirements for In-
Use Off-Road Diesel Fueled
Fleets)

In-Use Off-road Diesel Vehicle
Regulation. Imposes idling limits of
five minutes, requires a plan for
emissions reductions for medium to
large fleets, requires all vehicles with
engines greater than 25 horsepower
(hp) to be reported to the ARB and
labeled, and restricts adding older
vehicles into fleets.

Compliant. See Condition of
Certification AQ-SC5.

Title 17 CCR, Subchapter 10

(Climate Change)

Established requirements for
mandatory greenhouse gas
reporting, verification and other
requirements pursuant to cap and
trade regulations.

Compliant. See the
GREENHOUSE GAS section of
this Decision.

Title 20 CCR, §2900-2913

(Provisions Applicable to Power
Plants 10 MW and Larger)

Establishes the greenhouse gases
emission performance standard
(EPS), applicable to 10 MW and
larger power plants (SB1368).

See the GREENHOUSE GAS
section of this Decision.

%' Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-77.
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LOCAL

SCAQMD Regulation Il — Permits

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

Rule 218 — Continuous Emission
Monitoring. Requires specified
facilities to install and maintain
stack monitoring systems. The
proposed project would be required
to install and maintain stack
monitoring systems by permit
condition. Per Rule 2001, RECLAIM
facilities for NOx and SOx are
exempt from NOx and SOx
requirements.

Compliant. The AEC
combined-cycle and simple-
cycle turbines will each be
equipped with oxidation
catalysts to control CO. Each
turbine is required to be
equipped with a CO CEMS to
demonstrate compliance. The
project owner is required to
submit an “Application for
CEMS” for each proposed CO
CEMS, retain records and follow
reporting procedures once
approval to operate the CO
CEMS is granted.'®

SCAQMD Regulation Ill — Fees

Establishes application fees for the
SCAQMD.

Compliant. AEC has selected a
payment option with the
SCAQMD. The preliminary
estimated annual payment
would be required prior to the
issuance of the Permits to
Construct. The project owner
would be required to
demonstrate compliance with
the specific requirements of this
rule prior to issuance of the
Permits-to-Construct for the
AEC. The FDOC noted that a
payment og)tion has been
selected.™

192 Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-80.
% Ex. 2014, pp. 4.7-58; 4.7-89.
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SCAQMD Regulation IV —
Prohibitions

This regulation sets forth the
restrictions for visible emissions, odor,
nuisance, fugitive dust, various air
emissions, and fuel contaminants.
This regulation also specifies
additional performance standards for
specific emission units.

Rule 401 - Visible Emissions.
Establishes limits on visible emissions
from stationary sources.

Rule 402 - Nuisance. Prohibits the
discharge of air contaminants or other
material which could cause injury,
detriment, nuisance or annoyance to
the public or could damage business
or property.

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust. Establishes
requirements for controlling man-
made fugitive dust. The provisions
apply to any activity of man-made
condition capable of generating
fugitive dust.

Rule 407 - Liquid and Gaseous
Contaminants. Limits emissions of CO
and sulfur compounds calculated as
sulfur dioxide (SO,) from stationary
sources.

Rule 409 — Combustion
Contaminants. Limits total particulate
emissions on a density basis.

Rule 431.1 — Sulfur Content of
Gaseous Fuels. Limits sulfur content
in gaseous fuels to reduce SOx
emissions.

Rule 475 - Electric Power Generating
Equipment. Limits combustion
contaminant (PM10) emissions from
any equipment with a maximum rating
of more than 10 MW used to produce
electric power. Combustion

Compliant. Rule 401 prohibits
the discharge of visible
emissions which are as dark, or
darker, than number 1 on the
Ringelmann Chart for a period
aggregating more than three
minutes. The gas turbines and
the auxiliary boiler will be fired
exclusively with pipeline quality
natural gas and subject to
BACT requirements. There-fore,
visible emissions from the
turbines and auxiliary boiler will
comply with this rule."™

Compliant. Rule 402 Nuisance
problems are not expected
under normal operating
conditions of the gas turbines,
auxiliary boiler and other
equipment.'®

Compliant. Rule 403:
Condition of Certification AQ-
SC4 outlines monitoring
requirements for dust from
construction activities to ensure
adequacy of the mitigation.'®
During normal operations,
fugitive dust is not expected
from the gas turbines, auxiliary
boiler, SCR oxidation catalysts,
ammonia tanks and oil/water
separators, therefore,
compliance is anticipated.'”’

Compliant. Rule 407: AEC will
comply with the CO limit of this
rule because the AEC CCGTs
are subject to the BACT CO
emission limit of no more than
1.5 ppmv and the AEC SCGTs
are subject to the BACT CO
emission limit of no more 2
ppmv at 15 percent oxygen.
The auxiliary boiler will comply

1% Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-80.
9% Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-80.
106 Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-59.
7 Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-80.

AIR QUALITY
6.2-38




APPLICABLE LORS

DESCRIPTION OF LORS

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS

contaminants are limited to 11 pounds

per hour and 0.01 grains per dry
standard cubic feet (gr/dscf)

calculated at 3 percent O, over 15
consecutive minutes. Per Rule 2001,
RECLAIM facilities for NOx and SOx

are exempt from NOx and SOx
requirements.

with a CO emission limit of 50
ppmv at 3 percent oxygen.
Compliance with CO will also be
verified through the CEMS data
for the gas turbines. A CO
emission limit of 50 ppmv at 3
percent oxygen. Compliance a
CO emission limit of 50 ppmv at
3 percent oxygen. Compliance
with CO will also be verified
through the CEMS data for the
gas turbines.'®

Compliant. Rule 409: AEC will
comply. This rule limits
combustion generated PM
emissions to 0.1 grains/dscf
calculated to 12 percent
CO,.The FDOC demonstrated
that the PM loading would be
0.007 grains/dscf for the AEC
CCGT, and 0.01 grains/dscf for
the AEC SCGT. The auxiliary
boiler emissions rate during
normal operation of 0.15
pounds per hour is significantly
less than the turbines.'®

Compliant. Rule 431.1: AEC
will comply. This rule requires
that the sulfur content as H2S of
the natural gas shall be less
than 16 ppmv. The natural gas
fuel that AEC would use is
pipeline quality natural gas
supplied from the Southern
California Gas pipeline, which is
limited to maximum fuel sulfur
content of less than 0.75 grains
of sulfur per 100 standard cubic
feet. The commercial grade
natural gas has an average
H2S content of 4 ppm.""°

Compliant. Rule 475. This rule
applies to power generating

equipment greater than 10 MW
installed after May 7, 1976. This

198 Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-81.
109 Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-81.
MO Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-81.
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rule limits combustion
contaminants as PM to be
either less than 11 Ibs/hour, or
less than 0.01 gr/dscf. For
natural gas fired gas turbine
engines almost all PM
emissions are PM10 emissions.
As calculated in the Rule 409
evaluation PM10 emissions are
0.003 gr/dscf for the combined-
cycle turbines, and 0.005
gr/dscf for the simple-cycle
turbines. Since they both are
less than 0.01 gr/dscf, AEC’s
compliance is established.""

SCAQMD Regulation XI:
Source Specific Standards

Establishes requirements for specific
source categories.

Rule 1146 — Emissions of Oxides of
Nitrogen from Industrial, Institutional
and Commercial Boilers, Steam
Generators, and Process Heaters.
Establishes NOx limits and
monitoring and testing requirements
for applicable boilers. Per Rule
2001, RECLAIM facilities for NOx
and SOx are exempt from NOx and
SOx requirements.

Compliant. Rule 475: NOx
emissions are not subject to this
rule because the rule is
superseded by NOx RECLAIM
pursuant to Rule 2001, Table 1.
However, the CO emissions are
still subject to this requirement.
Rule 1146 establishes NOx and
CO emissions and compliance
requirements. The equipment
BACT requirements are more
stringent than the emissions
requirements established
through Rule 1146. Rule 1146
CO limit is 400 ppmv corrected
to 3 percent oxygen. The BACT
CO limit of 50 ppm for the
auxiliary boiler is required by
Condition of Certification AQ-
A14. Condition AQ-D13
requires initial source testing
with set averaging periods and
test methods, Condition AQ-
D14 requires ongoing testing
according to Rule 1146
frequency (currently every three
years), and Condition AQ-H1
requires compliance with all
Rule 1146 requirements.
RECLAIM supersedes Rule
1146 requirements. The boiler
is a major NOx source and will
be required to be equipped with
a certified CEMS. Compliance

" Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-81.
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with the CO requirements is
established through the
applicable conditions of
certification.'"

SCAQMD Regulation XIlI: New
Source Review

Establishes the pre-construction
review requirements for new, modified
or relocated facilities to ensure that
these facilities do not interfere with
progress in attainment of the national
ambient air quality standards and that
future economic growth in the
SCAQMD is not unnecessarily
restricted. For RECLAIM facilities this
regulation only applies to pollutants
not addressed by Regulation XX
(RECLAIM).

Rule 1303 — Requirements.
Establishes Best Available Control
Technology (BACT), modeling and
offset requirements.

Rule 1304/1304.1 — Exemption.
Establishes modeling and offset
exemptions for specific categories
including electric utility steam boiler
replacements. A fee is established for
projects utilizing the exemption.

Rule 1313 - Permits to Operate.
Established requirements for the
existing AGS.

Rule 1325 - Federal PM2.5 New
Source Review Program. Outlines
requirements for PM2.5 for any new
major polluting facility or major
modification to a major polluting
facility located in areas designated
as nonattainment for
PM2.5.Establishes the use of
lowest achievable emission rate
(LAER), offsets, certification of
compliance with emission limits and
alternative analysis for applicable
projects. SCAQMD adopted an
update to this rule but the effective
date is likely to be after the Energy

Compliant. Rule 1303: AEC
will comply. BACT requirements
would be included in Air Quality
Conditions of Certifications AQ-
A9, A12, and A15 for the AEC
CCGT; AQ-A10, A13, and A15
for the AEC SCGTs; AQ-A11
and A14 for the auxiliary boiler;
AQ-C6 and E12 for the
ammonia storage tanks; and
AQ-E13 for the oil/water
separator. Alternative analysis
requirements can be met
through compliance with
CEQA."

Compliant. Rule 1304: AEC
will comply. SCAQMD Rule
1304(a) exempts specified
sources replacing existing
electric utility under specific
circumstances from modeling
requirements. The two
combined-cycle and four simple
turbines qualify for this
exemption. The auxiliary boiler
would not be exempt and
therefore modeling is required.
However, AEC performed a
complete modeling analysis
including the entire facility.
SCAQMD reviewed the
modeling to determine
compliance with SCAQMD rules
and regulations. The SCAQMD
modeling review is included with
the FDOC (Ex. 1608)."™

Compliant. Rule 1313: AEC
will comply. See Conditions of
Certification AQ-F5, AQ-C6,
AQ-E12, AQ-E13, AQ-A1, AQ-
A2, AQ-A3, AQ-A9, AQ-A10,
AQ-A11, AQ-A12, AQ-A13,

"2 Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-82.
"3 Ex. 2014, pp. 4.7-82 4.7-87.
" Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-85.
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Commission decision for AEC.

AQ-A14, AQ-A15, AQ-A16 and
AQ-A17.""°

Compliant. Rule 1325: AEC
will comply. A major polluting
facility is defined as a facility
with actual emissions, or a
potential to emit of greater than
100 tons per year. The AEC
would have a potential to emit
over 100 tons per year for NOx,
but below for SO2 and PM2.5.
In addition the net increase of
NO2 would be over 40 tons per
year. Therefore Rule 1325 is
only applicable to NOx.
Condition of Certification AQ-F1
limits the PM2.5 emissions for
the facility to 100 tons per year.
Conditions of Certifications AQ-
A1, AQ-A2, and AQ-A3 limit
annual emissions of SO2 and
PM10 from the combined-cycle
and simple-cycle turbines and

the auxiliary boiler.”

SCAQMD Regulation XVII:
Prevention of Significant
Deterioration

Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD). Establishes requirements for
preconstruction review to ensure that
the air quality in attainment does not
significantly deteriorate and maintains
a margin for future growth.
Requirements for PSD review include
use of BACT, modeling, and impact
analysis. SCAQMD has partial
delegation of PSD authority from the
U.S. EPA depending on the
calculation methodology and plant
wide applicability limits.

Rule 1701, 1702, 1706 — Applicability.

Establishes applicability requirements
for PSD.

Rule 1703 — Top Down BACT,
Certificate of Compliance, Copy of
Application, Analysis. Establishes
process to perform Top-Down BACT

The PSD program has been
established to protect the
deterioration of air quality in
areas that already meet the
primary NAAQS. The SCAQMD
is partially delegated to issue
initial PSD permits and for PSD
permit modifications. AES has
opted to apply for a PSD permit
from the SCAQMD. The South
Coast Air Basin is in attainment
for NO2, SO2, CO, and PM10
NAAQS. Therefore, the PSD
regulation applies to NOx, SOXx,
CO, and PM10 emissions.

Compliant. Rule 1701, 1702,
1706: The AEC will result in net
significant increases for NOx
and PM10, but not CO and
SO2. Therefore, CO and SO2
are not subject to PSD

"% Ex. 2014, pp. 4.7-89 4.7-90.
"% Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-91.

AIR QUALITY
6.2-42




APPLICABLE LORS

DESCRIPTION OF LORS

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS

analysis, requires certification of
compliance and distribution to
affected agencies and establishes
procedures for analysis.

requirements other than
BACT."”

Compliant. Rule 1703: A
certified letter of compliance
was submitted by AES stating
that all major stationary sources
owned and operated by AES in
California subject to emission
limitations are in compliance or
on schedule tor compliance with
all applicable standards under
the Clean Air Act. AES
submitted permit applications to
the SCAQMD for the AEC on
10/23/2015. The SCAQMD
deemed the AEC permit
applications complete on
1/14/2016. Air impacts analysis
including modeling performed
for CO, NO2, and PM10
indicated the following:

1. Pre-construction monitoring
is not required for the AEC
since the CO, NO2 and PM10
impacts would not exceed the
monitoring thresholds.

2. SCAQMD updated the
background concentrations to
include 2014 data.

3. Dispersion modeling
demonstrated CO2, NO2 and
PM10 will be in compliance with
the primary NAAQS and
CAAQS.

4. The maximum impacts for
annual NO2, 1-hr and 8-hr CO,
and 24-hr PM10 are below the
respective Class Il significant
impact levels (SILs).

5. The federal 1-hour NO2
average impact for the
proposed new units exceeds
the Class Il SIL of 7.52 pg/m3.
Therefore, a cumulative impact
analysis of AEC and competing

" Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-92.
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sources was required. The
cumulative impact analysis
demonstrated the maximum
contribution to the modeled
exceedance was less than the
1-hr NO2 SIL. Therefore the
impacts are considered less
than significant.

6. A Class 1 area impact
analysis demonstrated that the
AEC would not adversely affect
air quality-related values and
will not cause or contribute to
an exceedance of the Class |
SIL.

7. A Class 1 increment
impact analysis evaluated
potential impacts to nearby
Class 1 areas. The nearest
Class | area is approximately 53
kilometers away from the AEC
site. Impacts at this distance are
below the applicable SIL.

8. The AEC facility would
be built on an existing power
plant site to replace existing
electrical generating equipment.
The project is not expected to
induce growth or result in
impacts to soils and vegetation.

9. AES evaluated wet and
dry nitrogen deposition from
depositional nitrogen emissions
from AEC using AERMOD. The
annual deposition is considered
to be less than critical loads.

10. Dispersion modeling for
normal operation demonstrated
compliance with secondary
NAAQS.

11. The visibility analysis
used VISCREEN Tier 1
modeling to demonstrate each
Class Il area did not exceed the
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criteria for color contrast or
plume contrast.''®

SCAQMD Regulation XX:
Regional Clean Air Incentives
Market (RECLAIM)

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

Rule 2005 — New Source review for
RECLAIM. BACT is required for
increases of any nonattainment air
contaminant, ozone-depleting
compound or ammonia. Major
sources must also verify that all
stationary sources in jurisdiction of the
project are in compliance with the
CAA. Alternative analysis, compliance
through CEQA, visibility protection,
public notice, compliance —including
compliance with state and federal
NSR are all included in the RECLAIM
analysis.

Rule 2012 - Requirements for
Monitoring, Reporting, and
Recordkeeping for Oxides of
Nitrogen (NOx) Emissions. Outlines
the specific monitoring and
reporting requirements for NOx.

Compliant. Rule 2005: This
regulation applies only to NOx
emissions for the AEC because
the owner is only intending to
obtain NOx RTCs. As
previously discussed, the
proposed BACT is consistent
with the SCAQMD BACT
analysis. The evidence
demonstrates the AEC NOx
emission sources will not cause
a violation of the most stringent
ambient air quality standards.
SCAQMD determined AEC
would only have to hold offsets
for the first year of operation for
NOx-emitting equipment since
RTC allocations would be less
than the initial allocation when
AES Corporation purchased the
AGS. Condition of Certification
AQ-I1 requires each CCGT to
hold 108,377 pounds of RTCs
the first year. Condition AQ-12
requires each SCGT to hold
68,575 pounds of RTCs the first
year. Condition of Certification
AQ-I3 requires the auxiliary
boiler to hold 1,351 pounds of
RTCs the first year from the
annual emissions calculations.
Compliant. Rule 2012: The
combined-cycle turbines,
simple-cycle turbines and
auxiliary boiler will be classified
as major sources of NOx for
RECLAIM purposes. The AEC
is required to use non-
resettable fuel meters to record
fuel usage and a NOx CEMS.
The AEC will be required to
install, operate, and maintain all
recording systems within 12
months after initial startup.
CEMS equipment is proposed
for the combined-cycle turbines,
simple-cycle turbines and
auxiliary boiler. Conditions of

"8 Ex. 2014, pp. 4.7-93 4.7-94.
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certification would require the
CEMS would to be installed
within 12 months from the date
of installation of the turbines.
Thus, the operation of the new
turbines would be in compliance
with Rule 2012.""

SCAQMD Regulation XXX:
Title V Permits

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

Compliant. The AEC is
considered as a significant
permit revision to the
RECLAIM/Title V permit for the
AGS facility. A proposed Title V
permit incorporating permit
revisions will be submitted to
U.S EPA for a 45-day review.
All public participation
procedures are required be
followed prior to the issuance of

the permit.120

SCAQMD Regulation XXXI
Acid Rain Permits

Title 1V of the federal Clean Air Act
provides for the issuance of acid
rain permits for qualifying facilities.
Regulation XXXI integrates the Title
V program with the RECLAIM
program. Regulation XXXI requires
a subject facility to obtain emission
allowances for SOx emissions as
well as monitoring SOx, NOx, and
CO, emissions from the facility.

Compliant. See discussion under
Title 40 CFR Part 72, above, and
Condition of Certification AQ-
F3.'%

Based on the evidence, we find that construction and operation of the AEC project will
comply with all applicable LORS regarding air quality impacts.

AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENT

Bhaskar Chandan,'” Air Quality Analysis and Compliance Supervisor for the
SCAQMD, commented regarding the startup time limits. For the combined cycle, the
limit is 30 minutes for non-cold starts and 60 minutes for cold start, which is the

"9 Ex. 2014, pp. 4.7-94 4.7-96.
120 Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-96.

121 Ex. 2014, p. 4.7-125.

122 12/20/16 RT 110:21 — 116:9.
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maximum allowed time to comply with the air quality limits in the permit. For the simple
cycle, there is a 30-minute time limit for the startup.'®

Response to Comments: These comments simply restate some of the content of
Exhibit 1608.

Lenny Arkenstahl,'* CEO and founder of the Los Cerritos Wetlands Stewards, and
Neal Lauzon, of IBEW Local 441, spoke in support of the AEC and commented that the
project will reduce air pollution and improve air quality. Keith Simmons,'?® President of
the Los Cerritos Wetlands Land Trust, commented that the air emissions falling on the
wetlands are a constant source of habitat degradation that impairs restoration. That
comment is addressed in the BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES section of this Decision.

Melinda Cotton,’®® a 33 year resident of Belmont Shore, commented on “the fumes,
the emissions that we don’t know what they are, so we’re definitely impacted by that.”
She asked that the Energy Commission look to renewables for the “sake of air quality,
the environment, the critters in the rivers, and for all of us” and to not “oversize” the
project.

James Gallo,"” a Long Beach resident, commented that the AEC doesn'’t really seem
to serve much benefit to the City of Long Beach in regards to protecting the
environment. He believed that better alternatives are available. He also asked about
how to determine significance.

Isabelle Teraoka,'® commented in opposition to the project on several grounds: “1)
investing in continuing to burn fossil fuels will have significant environmental impacts...
burning fossil fuels brings us closer to dangerous tipping points towards runaway
climate change with its attendant slew of powerful storms, droughts, and sea level
rise...2) It goes against what California has invested so much in with AB 32.”

Response to Comments: The purpose of the air quality analysis is to specifically
identify and quantify the emissions that the AEC will produce to determine whether the
emissions will cause a significant impact, based upon the evidence presented in the
evidentiary hearings. The Environmental Analysis section, above, fully describes the
thresholds of significance, the air quality impacts from the construction and operation of
the AEC, and the mitigation that will be required for the project to proceed.

123 Ex. 1608 p. 22 — 23.

124 11/15/16 RT.132:12 — 132:13.
125 |d.

126 12/20/16 RT 116:15 — 119:22.
12712/20/16 RT 120:1 — 123:16.
128 TN 216549.
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We conclude that, with the implementation of the mitigation required in the conditions of
certification, the AEC project will not cause significant adverse impacts to air quality,
and will comply with all laws. We considered renewables in the ALTERNATIVES
section of this Decision. However, the scope of this Decision, both in terms of the
technology chosen by the Applicant and the total electrical generating capacity of the
project, are determined by the application. The Applicant has control over its choice of
the location and design of its power plant. The Energy Commission analyzes the
application to ensure that it complies with CEQA and LORS, and if it does, may then
certify (license) the project to be built.

Laki Tisopulos, Deputy Executive Officer of Engineering and Permitting for the South
Coast Air Quality Management District commented that “the SCAQMD concluded that
no changes to the FDOC were required as a result of the comments received during the
PDOC re-notice period... The SCAQMD further acknowledges the receipt of CEC's Staff
Comments on the Alamitos Energy Center Presiding Member's Proposed Decision
(docketed on February 23, 2017, TN# 216213) and agrees with the recommended edits
to the Air Quality section of the PMPD... “This completes our pre-construction review of
the proposed project and issuance of the Title V Facility Permit can now be completed.
We await the CEC's final action on the project, prior to proceeding with issuing the Title
V Facility Permit as appropriate.”'?°

FINDINGS OF FACT
Based on the evidence, we make the following findings.

1. The Alamitos Energy Center project is located in the South Coast Air Basin and
is under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District.

2. The South Coast Air Quality Management District released its Final
Determination of Compliance on November 18, 2016, stating that the project will
comply with applicable Air District rules, which incorporate state and federal
requirements.

3. The Alamitos Energy Center project area is designated nonattainment for the
federal and state ozone and PM2.5 standards and State PM10 ambient air
quality standards, partial nonattainment for the federal lead standards, and
attainment for the federal and state CO, NO,, and SO, standards and the federal
PM10 standards.

4. The Alamitos Energy Center will not create significant impacts based on the
ambient lead standards.

129 TN 216919.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

The Alamitos Energy Center’s unmitigated vehicle/equipment diesel exhaust and
fugitive dust generated during construction will exceed daily significance
thresholds for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5, and constitute potentially significant
impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act.

The mitigation measures contained in Conditions of Certification AQ-SC1
through AQ-SC-5 will reduce the Alamitos Energy Center’s construction-related
air quality impacts to insignificant levels under the California Environmental
Quality Act.

The South Coast Air Quality Management District requires the Alamitos Energy
Center to mitigate stationary source NOx, VOC, SO, and PM10/PM2.5
emissions by employing Best Available Control Technology.

As certified by the South Coast Air Quality Management District, the project
Applicant has identified sufficient emissions offsets for this project and those
offsets will be obtained as required by the South Coast Air Quality Management
District’s rules.

Application of Best Available Control Technology and other measures specified
in the Conditions of Certification will reduce potential air quality impacts from the
operation of Alamitos Energy Center to insignificant levels.

With the implementation of the Conditions of Certification, the Alamitos Energy
Center will neither cause new violations of any CO, NO2, or SO2 ambient air
quality standard nor contribute to existing violations for these pollutants.

The direct CO, NO2, and SO2 impacts of the Alamitos Energy Center are less
than significant.

Although the Alamitos Energy Center's NOx and VOC emissions will contribute
to existing violations of state and federal ozone ambient air quality standards, the
Reclaim Trading Credits, VOC offsets from South Coast Air Quality Management
District’s internal bank, and VOC offsets acquired by the project owner will
mitigate the ozone impact to less than a significant level.

Also, although the PM10 and PM2.5 emissions and the PM10/PM2.5 precursor
emissions from the Alamitos Energy Center will contribute to the existing
violations of PM10 and PM2.5 ambient air quality standards, the South Coast Air
Quality Management District will offset the PM10 emissions from its internal bank
to mitigate the PM10/PM2.5 impacts of the combustion gas turbines to a less
than significant level.

SOx emissions from the Alamitos Energy Center are considered precursor
emissions to PM10/PM2.5 and could contribute to the existing violations of
PM10/PM2.5 ambient air quality standards.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

SOx offsets from South Coast Air Quality Management District’s internal bank,
and SOx offsets acquired by the project owner, will mitigate the PM10/PM2.5
impacts to less than a significant level.

The record contains an adequate analysis of the Alamitos Energy Center’s
potential contributions to cumulative air quality impacts.

There is no evidence that project-related air emissions will be cumulatively
considerable.

The Alamitos Energy Center will comply with federal Prevention of Significant
Deterioration permit requirements for NOx and PM10.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1.

Implementation of the mitigation measures described in the record and contained
in the Conditions of Certification set forth in the pertinent portions of Appendix A
of this Decision, are sufficient to ensure that Alamitos Energy Center will conform
with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards relating to air
quality.

Implementation of the mitigation measures described in the record and contained
in the Conditions of Certification ensures that the Alamitos Energy Center will not
result in significant direct, indirect, or cumulative air quality impacts.
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C. PUBLIC HEALTH
INTRODUCTION

This section supplements the previous discussion on air quality and considers
the potential public health effects from project emissions of toxic air contaminants
(TACs). Here we review the evidence regarding whether such emissions will
result in significant public health impacts or violate laws, ordinances, regulations,
or standards for public health protection.

Evidence on the topic of public health is contained in Exhibits 1001, 1014, 1026,
1034, 1041, 1044, 1047, 1056, 1068, 1070, 1419, 1462, 1472, 1500-1508, 1600-
1610, 2000, 2014, 3001, 3002, 3006, 3024, 3031, 3042-3048, 3059, 3061, 3069,
3072, 3073, 3076-3078, 3082 and 3083.?

SETTING

The Alamitos Energy Center (AEC) site is located in the City of Long Beach,
California, within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) and the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD). Approximately 584,644 residents live
within a 6-mile radius of AEC, and the sensitive receptors within a 6-mile radius
of the project site include:

e 651 preschool/daycare centers;

e 21 nursing homes;

e 177 schools;

e 739 hospitals, clinics, and/or pharmacies;
e 8 colleges;

e 1 arena; and

! This Decision discusses other potential public health concerns under various topics. For
instance, impacts from emissions of criteria pollutants are treated in the AIR QUALITY section.
The accidental release of hazardous materials is addressed in HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
MANAGEMENT. Electromagnetic fields are covered in TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND
NUISANCE. Potential impacts to soils and surface water sources are considered in the SOIL
AND WATER RESOURCES section. Potential exposure to contaminated soils and hazardous
wastes is described in WASTE MANAGEMENT. (Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-1.)

%12/20/16 RT 37:3-63:24; 91:14 — 92:7.
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e 2 prisons.®

Sensitive receptors, such as infants, the aged, and people with specific illnesses
or diseases, are the subpopulations which are more sensitive to the effects of
toxic substance exposure. The nearest sensitive receptor is the Rosie the Riveter
Charter High School, located on the Alamitos Generating Station (AGS) site,
approximately 971 feet from the nearest proposed stack location. The second
closest sensitive receptor is Kettering Elementary School, which is approximately
2,297 feet northwest of the nearest proposed stack location. Apart from the Rosie
the Riveter Charter High School and Kettering Elementary School, there are no
other schools within approximately 0.5 mile of the AEC project site. The nearest
residents are located approximately 1,165 feet west of the proposed stack
locations along E. Mariquita Street and approximately 1,329 feet east of the
proposed stack locations along Nassau Drive. The nearest businesses are
located approximately 525 feet east of the AEC site.*

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

For more information on the site and its related project description, please see
the PROJECT DESCRIPTION section of this Decision.

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
Thresholds of Significance

The construction and operation of AEC will result in routine emissions of TACs,
categorized as noncriteria pollutants (see Public Health Table 1) for which no
ambient air quality standards have been established. In the absence of
standards, state and federal regulatory agencies have developed health risk
assessment procedures to evaluate potential health effects from exposure to
these TACs.”

The risk assessment consists of the following steps:

e Identify the types and amounts of hazardous substances that the AEC could
emit into the environment;

e Estimate worst-case concentrations of project emissions in the environment
using dispersion modeling;

% Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-5.
*1d.
® Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-8.
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¢ Estimate amounts of pollutants to which people could be exposed through
inhalation, ingestion, and dermal (skin) contact; and

e Characterize potential health risks by comparing worst-case exposure to the
project's emissions with the scientific safety standards based on known
health effects.®

Typically, the initial health risk analysis is performed at a “screening level,” which
is designed to conservatively estimate potential health risks. The risks for
screening purposes are based on examining conditions that would lead to the
highest, or worst-case, risks and then modeling those conditions to analyze
results. Such conditions include:

e Using the highest levels of pollutants that could be emitted from the power
plant;

e Assuming weather conditions that would lead to the maximum ambient
concentration of pollutants;

e Using air quality computer modeling which predicts the greatest plausible
impacts;

e Calculating health risks at the location where the pollutant concentrations are
estimated to be the highest;

e Assuming that an individual’'s exposure to cancer-causing agents occurs
continuously over a 70-year lifetime; and

e Using health-based standards designed to protect the most sensitive
members of the population (i.e., the young, elderly, and those with
respiratory illnesses).’

The risk assessment for the AEC addresses three categories of potential health
impacts: acute (short-term) effects; chronic (long-term) noncancer effects; and
cancer risk (also long-term). Acute health effects result from short-term (one
hour) exposure to relatively high concentrations of pollutants; these effects are
temporary. Chronic noncancer health effects occur as a result of long-term
exposure (8-30 years®) to lower concentrations of pollutants. For carcinogenic

®Ex. 2014, pp. 4.8-8 - 4.8-9.
"Ex. 2014, pp. 4.8-10.

® Long-term exposure used to refer to an exposure duration of 70 years. However, in 2015
Guidance, the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) Office of Environmental
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) recommends that an exposure duration (residency time) of
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substances, the health assessment considers the total risk of developing cancer
and assumes that continuous exposure to the cancer-causing substance occurs
over a 70-year lifetime.’

The analysis for noncancer health effects compares the maximum project
contaminant levels to safe levels called Reference Exposure Levels (RELS).
These exposure levels are designed to protect the most sensitive individuals in
the population such as infants, the elderly, and people suffering from illnesses or
diseases which make them more susceptible to the effects of toxic substance
exposure. The RELs are based on the most sensitive adverse health effects
reported in medical and toxicological literature, and include margins of safety.
Energy Commission staff (Staff) assessed the noncancer health effects by
calculating a hazard index, which is a ratio obtained by comparing exposure from
facility emissions to the REL for that pollutant. A “hazard index” of less than 1.0
signifies that the worst-case exposure is less than the safe exposure level, and
thus there are not likely to be adverse noncancer health effects.*

The assessment also considers risk from all cancer-causing chemicals from
project emissions. The calculated risk is not meant to predict the actual expected
incidence of cancer, but is rather a theoretical estimate based on worst-case
assumptions. Cancer risk is expressed in chances per million and is a function of
the maximum expected pollutant concentration, the probability that a particular
pollutant will cause cancer, and the length of the exposure period. The State of
California has determined that “the risk level which represents no significant risk
shall be one which is calculated to result in one excess case of cancer in an
exposed population of 100,000, assuming lifetime exposure.”! This risk level is
equivalent to a cancer risk of 10 in one million, or 10x10°. The conservative
nature of the screening assumptions means that actual cancer risks due to
project emissions are likely to be considerably lower than those estimated.*?

If the screening analysis predicts no significant risks, then no further analysis is
required. However, if the predicted risk is significant, then further analysis using

30 years be used to estimate individual cancer risk for the maximally exposed individual resident
(MEIR). In addition, for the maximally exposed individual worker (MEIW), OEHHA now
recommends using an exposure duration of 25 years to estimate individual cancer risk for off-site
workers. (Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-24).

° Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-10.

19 Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-11.

' cal. Code Regs., tit. 22, § 12703(b).
2 Ex. 2014, pp. 4.8-11 - 4.8-12.
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more realistic, site-specific assumptions is performed to obtain a more accurate
assessment of potential health risks. If the site-specific analysis confirms that the
risk exceeds the significance level, then appropriate mitigation measures are
necessary to reduce the risk to less than significant. The evidence explains that if
a refined analysis identifies a cancer risk that exceeds the significance level after
all risk reduction measures have been considered, Staff would not recommend
approval of the project.™

Impact Assessment and Mitigation

Meteorological conditions, including wind speed, wind direction, and atmospheric
stability, affect the extent to which pollutants are dispersed into the air and the
direction of pollutant transport. This, in turn, affects the level of public exposure to
emitted pollutants along with the associated health risks. The AIR QUALITY
section of this Decision presents a more detailed description of meteorological
data for the area.™

By examining average toxic concentration levels from representative air
monitoring sites, together with cancer risk factors specific to each carcinogenic
contaminant, a lifetime cancer risk can be calculated to provide a background
risk level for inhalation of ambient air.™

From 2008 to 2012, the cancer incidence rates in California are 48.56 in 1 million
for males and 39.48 for females. Also, from 2008 to 2012, the cancer death rates
for California re 18.34 in 1 million for males and 13.53 in 1 million for females.®

According to the County Health Status Profiles 2015, the death rate due to all
cancers, from 2011-2013, is 14.12 in 1 million for Los Angeles County, slightly
lower than the cancer death rate (15.09 in 1 million) for California. The death rate
due to lung cancers, from 2011-2013, is 2.98 in 1 million for Los Angeles County,
slightly lower than the cancer death rate (3.36 in 1 million) for California. Lung
cancer was the most common form of cancer death in Los Angeles County
(2,908 deaths; mortality rate 3.1 per 1,000,000 population).*’

The asthma diagnosis rates in Los Angeles County are lower than the average
rates in California for both adults (age 18 and over) and children (ages 1-17). The

13 Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-13.
1 Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-6.
d.

..

" Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-7.
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percentage of adults in Los Angeles County diagnosed with asthma was reported
as 6.6 percent in 2005-2007, compared to 7.7 percent for the general California
population. Rates for children for the same 2005-2007 period were reported as
9.3 percent in Los Angeles County compared to 10.1 percent for the state in
general.*®

Data show a downward trend in TAC annual average concentrations along with
related cancer risks in the SCAB. Studies showed that mobile sources, such as
cars, trucks, trains, ships, and aircraft, represent the greatest contributors to
estimated health risks in Los Angeles County. Overall, the general trend in risk
exposure has been decreasing with the estimated cancer risk from exposure to
airborne toxics in Los Angeles County. The risk reduced from 1,047 per million in
1998 to 951 per million in 2005 to 415 per million in 2012. SCAB data followed
the same trend, showing that TACs decreased from 931 per million in 1998 to
853 per million in 2005, to 367 per million in 2012.°

Construction Impacts

The Applicant anticipates that construction and site preparation activities at the
AEC site will last approximately 57 months, from commencing in 2017 and
ending in late 2021. The project will commence construction with the removal of
former AGS Unit 7’s building and ancillary equipment, fuel storage tank, tank
berms, small maintenance shops and two waste water retention basins to make
room for construction and laydown area for the AEC combined-cycle gas turbine
block (CCGT or Block 1). Construction of the AEC simple-cycle gas turbine block
(SCGT or Block 2) is scheduled to proceed after construction of Block 1. The
potential construction/demolition risks are normally associated with exposure to
asbestos, fugitive dust, and combustion emissions (i.e., diesel exhaust).?

The evidence indicates that demolition of AGS Unit 7 could generate
approximately 150 tons of asbestos waste. Exposure to asbestos and asbestos
containing materials (ACM) increases workers’ and residences’ risk of developing
lung diseases, including asbestosis, lung cancer, and mesothelioma.*

To reduce the potential risk associated with the removal of asbestos and ACM,
the Applicant is required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 1403, which requires the

18 Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-7.

9 Ex. 2014, pp. 4.8-7 — 4.8-8.
2 Ex. 2014, pp. 4.8-12 - 4.8-14.
L Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-14.
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notification and special handling of ACM during demolition activities. SCAQMD
Rule 1403 mandates that the Applicant:

e Conduct a facility survey to identify and quantify the presence of all friable
and non-friable Class | and Class Il ACM prior to the start of demolition
activities;

e Notify the SCAQMD and the Energy Commission compliance project
manager (CPM) of the intent to conduct demolition activities in a district-
approved format (e.g., submittal of a Rule 1403 Plan) prior to the start of any
demolition activities;

e Employ one or more of the following methods for asbestos removal: High
Efficiency Particulate Air Filtration, Glovebag or Mini-enclosures, Dray
Removal, or an alternative approved method;

e Collect and store ACM in a leak-tight or wrapped container to avoid releasing
ACM to the atmosphere;

e Require an onsite representative to complete the Asbestos Abatement
Contractor/Supervisor course pursuant to the Asbestos Hazard Emergency
Response Act and Provision of Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, Parts
61.145 to 61.147, 61.152, and Part 763, and be present during all ACM
demolition or handling procedures; and

e Dispose of ACM wastes at a licensed waste disposal facility; ACM wastes
would be hauled from the site by an appropriately licensed ACM waste
transporter.?

Small quantities of other hazardous wastes could also be generated during
construction or demolition phases of the project. The mitigation measures
needed to reduce the impacts of asbestos, ACM and other hazardous wastes
from the construction or demolition phases of the project are covered in the
WASTE MANAGEMENT section of this Decision. Condition of Certification
WASTE-3 requires the project owner to submit the SCAQMD Asbestos
Demolition Notification Form to SCAQMD and the Energy Commission CPM for
review and approval prior to removal and disposal of asbestos. After receiving
approval, the project owner must remove all ACM from the site prior to

2 Ex. 2014, pp. 4.8-13 thru 4.8-14.
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demolition. This program ensures there will be no release of asbestos that could
impact public health and safety.?

We find that compliance with SCAQMD Rule 1403 and Condition of Certification
WASTE-3 will also reduce the potential impacts associated with the removal of
asbestos and hazardous soil-borne materials during construction and demolition
below the level of significance. If any unexpected contamination is encountered
during construction, then we find that compliance with Conditions of Certification
WASTE-1 and WASTE-2 will ensure that contaminated soil does not affect the
public. These Conditions require that a registered professional engineer or
geologist be available during soil excavation and grading to ensure proper
handling and disposal of contaminated soil.*

Fugitive dust®® emissions during construction and demolition of the proposed
project could occur from dust entrained during site preparation and
grading/excavation at the construction site, dust entrained during onsite
movement of construction vehicles on unpaved surfaces; and wind erosion of
areas disturbed during construction activities.?®

The effects of fugitive dust on public health are covered in the AIR QUALITY
section of this Decision, including Conditions of Certification AQ-SC3
(Construction Fugitive Dust Control) and AQ-SC4 (Dust Plume Response
Requirement) to keep fugitive dust plumes from leaving the project boundary. As
long as the dust plumes are prevented from leaving the project site, there will be
no significant concern of fugitive dust adversely affecting public health.?’

Diesel emissions will occur from trucks (including water trucks, delivery trucks,
employee commute vehicles and heavy equipment trucks such as graders,
cranes, etc.), as well as welding machines, electric generators, air compressors,
and water pumps, during construction and demolition activities. A screening
Health Risk Assessment (HRA) for diesel particulate matter was conducted to
assess the potential impacts associated with diesel emissions during the
construction and demolition activities (e.g., Unit 7) at AEC. The construction HRA

% Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-15.
* Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-15.

% Fugitive dust is defined as dust particles that are introduced into the air through certain
activities such as soil cultivation, vehicles operating on open fields, or dirt roadways. (Ex. 2014, p.
4.8-15).

% Ex. 2014, pp. 4.8-15 — 4.8-16.

" Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-16.
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estimated the rolling cancer risks during a 30-year exposure duration for
residential exposure and a 10-year exposure duration (from age 16 to 25) for
worker exposure, aligned with the expected construction duration.?®

The predicted incremental increases in cancer risk at the Point of Maximum
Impact (PMI), Maximally Exposed Individual Resident (MEIR), Maximally
Exposed Individual Worker (MEIW), and maximum exposed sensitive receptor
associated with construction/demolition activities are 4.9 in one million, 0.89 in
one million, 0.16 in one million and 1.19 in one million, respectively. The
predicted chronic health index at the PMI, MEIR, MEIW, and maximum exposed
sensitive receptor are 0.0026, 0.00047, 0.0026, and 0.00064, respectively.?®

Based on the results of HRA in evidence, and considering that the potential
exposure of diesel particulate matter would be sporadic and of limited duration,
and the predicted incremental increase in cancer risk at the MEIR and MEIW and
chronic health index at the PMI, MEIR, and MEIW are less than the significance
thresholds of 10 in one million and 1.0, respectively, the impacts associated with
the diesel particulate matter from finite construction activities would be less than
significant. We find that Condition of Certification of AQ-SC5 (Diesel-Fueled
Engine Control) in the AIR QUALITY section of this Decision will ensure that the
cancer related impacts and non-cancer related impacts of diesel exhaust
emissions for the public and off-site workers are mitigated during
construction/demolition to a point where they are not significant.*

Operation Impacts and Mitigation

The AEC is proposed as a natural gas-fired, combined-cycle and simple-cycle,
air-cooled, nominal 1,040 MW, electric generating facility. Pollutants that could
potentially be emitted are listed in Public Health Table 1, including both criteria
and non-criteria pollutants. Criteria pollutant emissions and impacts are
examined in the AIR QUALITY section of this Decision. Since the facility would
use dry cooling, there will be no emissions of toxic metals, particulate matter, or
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from cooling tower mist or drift, and no
health risk from the potential presence of the Legionella bacterium responsible
for Legionnaires’ disease. !

% Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-17.

2 d.

%0 Ex. 2014, pp. 4.8-17 — 4.8-18.
% Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-19.
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Public Health Table 1
Main Pollutants Emitted from the Proposed Project

Criteria Pollutants

Non-criteria Pollutants

Carbon monoxide (CO) Acetaldehyde
Oxides of nitrogen (NOy) Acrolein
Particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) Ammonia
Oxides of sulfur (SO,) Benzene

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) 1,3-Butadiene

Ethyl Benzene

Formaldehyde

Hexane

Naphthalene

Criteria Pollutants Non-criteria Pollutants

Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons
(PAHS)

Propylene Oxide

Toluene

Xylene

(Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-20).

Numerous health effects have been linked to exposure to TACs, including
development of asthma, heart disease, Sudden Infant Death Syndrome,
respiratory infections in children, lung cancer, and breast cancer. Public Health
Table 2 and Public Health Table 3 list each pollutant. Public Health Table 2
shows the exposure routes of TACs and how they would contribute to the total
risk obtained from the risk analysis. The applicable exposure pathways for the
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toxic emissions include inhalation, home grown produce, dermal (through the
skin) absorption, soil ingestion, and mother’s milk.*?

Public Health Table 2
Types of Health Impacts and Exposure Routes Attributed to Toxic

Emissions
Oral Inhalation | Noncancer | Noncancer
Substance Oral .
Cancer | Noncancer Cancer (Chronic) (Acute)
Acetaldehyde v v v
Acrolein v v
Ammonia v v
Benzene v v v
1,3-Butadiene v v
Ethyl Benzene v v
Oral Inhalation | Noncancer | Noncancer
Substance Oral .
Cancer | Noncancer Cancer (Chronic) (Acute)
Formaldehyde v v v
Hexane v
Napthalene v v v
Polycyclic
Aromatic y y
Hydrocarbons
(PAHSs)
Propylene Oxide v v v
Toluene v v
Xylene v v

Source: OEHHA / ARB 2016b and CH2 2016s, Table 5.9-1 and Table 5.9-3 (Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-20).

Public Health Table 3 lists the toxicity values used to quantify the cancer and
noncancer health risks from the project's combustion-related pollutants. RELs
are used to calculate short-term and long-term noncancer health effects, while

% Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-10.
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the cancer potency factors are used to calculate the lifetime risk of developing

cancer.*®

Public Health Table 3
Toxicity Values Used to Characterize Health Risks

- ; Inhalation Cancer Chronic Acute
Toxic Air Contaminant Potency Fac1tor Inhalation REL | Inhalation REL
(mg/kg-d) (ug/m’) (ug/m’)
470 (1-hr
Acetaldehyde 0.010 140 300 gg_hrg
Acrolein — 0.35 (235 gﬂg
Ammonia — 200 3,200
Benzene 0.10 60 1,300
1,3-Butadiene 0.60 20 —
Ethyl Benzene 0.0087 2,000 —
- ; Inhalation Cancer Chronic Acute
Toxic Air Contaminant Potency Fac1tor Inhalation REL | Inhalation REL
(mg/kg-d) (ug/m®) (ug/m®)
Formaldehyde 0.021 9 55 (1-hr)
9 (8-hr)
Hexane — 7000 T
Napthalene 0.12 9.0 —
Polycyclic Aromatic 39
Hydrocarbons (PAHS) ' — —
Propylene Oxide 0.013 3 3100
Toluene — 300 37,000
Xylene — 700 22,000

Sources: ARB 2016b and CH2 2016s, Table 5.9-3 (Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-21).

The health risk from exposure to each project-related pollutant is assessed using
the “worst case” emission rates and impacts. Maximum hourly emissions are
used to calculate acute (one-hour) noncancer health effects, while estimates of

% Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-21.

PUBLIC HEALTH

6.3-12



maximum emissions on an annual basis are used to calculate cancer and chronic
(long-term) noncancer health effects.>*

The Applicant’s calculations show that the total worst-case individual health risks
for acute and chronic noncancer hazard risks from project operations are below
the significance level of 1.0, and that the cancer risk from project operations is
below the significance level of 10 in one million.*® Staff conducted an
independent risk assessment that included emission factors during start-up, shut
down, commissioning, and normal operations of the AEC. The evidence details
Staff's modeling methodology and assumptions.*

As shown below in Public Health Table 4, total worst-case individual cancer risk
for AEC was 1.44 in one million at the PMI. The cancer risk value at PMI is below
the significance level, 10 in one million, using either the Applicant's or Staff's
cancer risk assessment, indicating no significant adverse cancer risk. Further,
both acute and chronic hazard indices (HI) are less than 1.0, indicating that no
short- or long-term adverse health effects are expected. The cancer risk for the
maximally exposed individual in a residential setting (MEIR) is 1.11, which is
below the significance level. The receptor location for the MEIR is approximately
0.33 miles east of the project boundary. The maximum resident chronic HI and
acute HI are 0.0028 and 0.018, respectively. They are both less than 1.0,
indicating that no short or long-term adverse health effects are expected at these
residences. The cancer risk for the maximally exposed individual worker (MEIW)
is 0.052 in 1 million which is also below the significance level. MEIW is located
on the east side of the project’s boundary. The highest cancer risk at a sensitive
receptor (Rosie The Riveter Charter High School) is 1.03 in one million, for which
the chronic HI is 0.0026 and the acute HI is 0.017. All risks are below the
significance level.*’

% Ex. 2014, pp. 4.8-11 — 4.8-12.
% Ex. 1500, p 5.9-13.

% Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-22.

%" Ex. 2014, pp. 4.8-23 4.8-24.
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Public Health Table 4
Cancer Risk and Chronic Hazard from AEC Operations

Cancer Risk

- Chronic HI¢ Acute HI°
(per million)

Receptor Location

PMI? 1.44 0.0036 0.019
Re,\jgglfe 1.11 0.0028 0.018
VJEWSJ 0.052 0.0036 0.019

Highest Value at

Sensitive Receptor 1.03 0.0026 0.017
Significance level 10 1 1
Significant? No No No

Source: CH2 2016s, Table 5.9-5 (Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-25).

& PMI = Point of Maximum Impact

® MEIR = MEI of residential receptors. Location of the residence of the highest risk with a 30-year residential scenario.

° MEIW = MEI for offsite workers. Occupational exposure patterns assuming standard work schedule, i.e., exposure of 8
hours/day, 5 days/week, 49 weeks/year for 25 years.

YHI = Hazard Index

The cancer and noncancer risks from AEC operation are all below their
respective significance levels. This means that no health impacts will occur within
all segments of the surrounding population. Therefore, we accept Staff's
recommendation and find that there is no need for conditions of certification to
protect public health.®

Cumulative Impacts

A project may result in a significant adverse 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 (1) past projects; (2) other current projects; and (3)
probable future projects.*

The maximum cancer risk and non-cancer HI (both acute and chronic) for
operations emissions from the AEC estimated independently by the Applicant,
Staff, and the SCAQMD are all below the level of significance. While air quality
cumulative impacts could occur with sources within a 6-mile radius, cumulative
public health impacts are usually not significant unless the emitting sources are

% Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-24.
¥ Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15130.
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extremely close to each other, within a few blocks, not miles. All identified
projects are at least four miles from AEC. Therefore, the evidence establishes
that the AEC, even when combined with these projects, will not contribute to
cumulative impacts in the area of public health.*°

The one project located close to AEC would be the potential demolition of AGS
Units 1-6. If the demolition of these AGS units occurs, it would take place after
the AEC is operating.** While the precise methodology of demolition is unknown,
implosion is one possible means which has the potential to emit dust and debris.
But there are no dust-generating activities associated with operation of AEC.
Therefore, the operation of AEC with the demolition of AGS Units 1-6 would not
result in cumulative impact to public health. Furthermore, there is no diesel-
fueled equipment as part of AEC operations, only natural gas, and natural gas
has hardly any particulate matter or hazardous air pollutant emissions. The only
concern would be ACM during demolition of buildings containing asbestos.
Again, the operation of AEC with the demolition of AGS would not result in
cumulative impact to public health because there are no asbestos-generating
activities associated with operation of AEC.*

Moreover, as previously noted, the maximum impact location would be the spot
where pollutant concentrations for the AEC project would theoretically be highest.
Even at this hypothetical location, the evidence does not indicate any significant
change in lifetime risk to any person, given the calculated incremental cancer risk
of 1.44 in one million, which the record shows as not contributing significantly to
the previously noted county-wide population-weighted risks of Multiple Air Toxics
Exposure Study IV (MATES 1V), 415 per million for Los Angeles County and 367
per million for SCAB. Modeled facility-related risks would be much lower for more
distant locations. Given the previously noted conservatism in the calculation
method used, the actual risks would likely be much smaller. Therefore, we do not
consider the incremental risk estimate from AEC’s operation as suggesting a
potentially significant contribution to the area’s overall or cumulative cancer risk
that includes the respective risks from the background pollutants from all existing
area sources.”

O Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-25.

*1Ex. 3034.

*2Ex. 2014, pp. 4.8-25 — 4.8-26.
“Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-26.
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COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND
STANDARDS (LORS)

Public Health Table 5

Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards

APPLICABLE
LORS

DESCRIPTION OF LORS

DISCUSSION / CONCLUSIONS

FEDERAL

Clean Air Act of
1970, section 112

Addresses emissions of hazardous
air pollutants (HAPs). The Clean

Compliant. The total combined
formaldehyde emissions from all

(Title 42, U.S. Air Act requires new sources that sources is 5.08 tpy, which is less
Code section emit more than 10 tons per year than 10 tpy. The total combined
7412) (tpy) of any specified HAP or more | HAPs from all sources is 11.31 tpy,

than 25 tpy of any combination of which is less than 25 tpy.*

HAPs to apply Maximum

Achievable Control. Technology

(MACT).
40 Code of Establishes national emission Compliant. The total combined
Federal limitations and operating limitations | formaldehyde emissions from all

Regulations (CFR)
Part 63, Subpart
YYYY, “National
Emission Standard
for Hazardous Air
Pollutants for

for HAP emissions from stationary
combustion turbines located at
major sources of HAP emissions,
and requirements to demonstrate
initial and continuous compliance
with the emission and operating

sources is 5.08 tpy, which is less
than 10 tpy. The total combined
HAPs from all sources is 11.31 tpy,
which is less than 25 tpy.
Therefore, this subpart is not
applicable because AEC would not

Stationary limitations. be a major source for HAPs
Combustion emissions.*®

Turbines”

STATE

California Safe
Drinking Water
and Toxic
Enforcement Act
of 1986, Health
and Safety Code
section 25249.5 et
seq. (Proposition
65, 1986)

Establishes thresholds of exposure
to carcinogenic substances above
which Proposition 65 exposure
warnings are required.

Compliant. An incremental cancer
risk greater than 10 in 1 million
from a project should be regarded
as suggesting a potentially
significant carcinogenic impact on
public health. The Proposition 65
significance level applies
separately to each cancer-causing
substance, whereas Staff
determines significance based on
the total risk from all the cancer-

* Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-2.

45 Id
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APPLICABLE
LORS

DESCRIPTION OF LORS

DISCUSSION / CONCLUSIONS

causing pollutants to which the
individual might be exposed in the
given case. Thus, the manner in
which the significance level is
applied by Staff is more
conservative (health-protective)
than the manner applied by
Proposition 65. The significant risk
level of 10 in 1 million is also
consistent with the level of
significance adopted by many
California air districts. In general,
these air districts would not
approve a project with a cancer
risk estimate more than 10 in 1
million.*°

California Health
and Safety Code,
Division 20, Article
2, Chapter 6.95,
Sections 25531 to
25543.3,
“Hazardous
Materials
Management”);
California Code of
Regulations Title
19 (Public Safety),
Division 2
(California
Governor’s Office
of Emergency
Services), Chapter
4.5 (California
Accidental
Release
Prevention
[CalARP] Program
Detailed Analysis)

Requires facilities storing or
handling significant amounts of
acutely hazardous materials to
prepare and submit Risk
Management Plans.

Compliant. HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS Condition of
Certification HAZ-2 requires that a
Risk Management Plan be
submitted and approved prior to
the delivery of aqueous ammonia.
Condition of Certification HAZ-3
requires the development of a
safety management plan for the
delivery of all liquid hazardous
materials, including aqueous
ammonia.*’

California Health
and Safety Code
section 41700

States that “a person shall not
discharge from any source
whatsoever such quantities of air
contaminants or other material
which cause injury, detriment,
nuisance, or annoyance to any
considerable number of persons or

Compliant. Aqueous ammonia (19
percent ammonia in aqueous
solution) would be used to control
oxides of nitrogen (NOX) emissions
through selective catalytic
reduction. Aqueous ammonia
provides important benefits to the

5 Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-13.
*" Ex. 2014, pp. 4.4-17 - 4.4-19.
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APPLICABLE
LORS

DESCRIPTION OF LORS

DISCUSSION / CONCLUSIONS

to the public, or which endanger
the comfort, repose, health, or
safety of any such persons or the
public, or which cause, or have a
natural tendency to cause injury or
damage to business or property.”

operation of the facility and public
because it reduces air pollution
(see the AIR QUALITY section of
this Decision for more information).
Aqueous ammonia is the safest
form of ammonia to use in the
reduction of NOx air pollution
because spills are easy to contain,
reducing potential environmental
and public health impacts.*®

California Health
and Safety Code
Section 44300 et
seq., The Air
Toxics “Hot Spots”
Information and
Assessment Act of
1987

Requires participation in the
inventory and reporting program at
the local air pollution control district
level. These sections require that,
based on results of a health risk
assessment (HRA) conducted per
California Air Resources
Board,Office of Environmental
Health Hazard Assessment
guidelines, toxic contaminants do
not exceed acceptable levels.

Compliant. The maximum cancer
risk and non-cancer hazard index
(both acute and chronic) for
operations emissions from the
AEC estimated independently by
the Applicant, Staff, and the
SCAQMD are all within acceptable
levels.*

California Public
Resources Code
section 25523(a));
Title 20 California
Code of
Regulations
sections 2301—-
2309 and Division
2 Chapter 5,
Article 1; California
Health and Safety
Code section
39650 et seq.

Require a quantitative health risk
assessment for new or modified
sources, including power plants
that emit one or more toxic air
contaminants (TACs).

Compliant. A quantitative health
risk assessment was conducted for
AEC by Staff and Applicant.*

LOCAL

South Coast Air Specifies limits for maximum Compliant. The MICR, cancer
Quality individual cancer risk (MICR), burden, and noncancer acute and
Management cancer burden, and noncancer chronic HI are all below proscribed

District (SCAQMD)
Rule 1401 (New
Source Review of
Toxic Air
Contaminants)

acute and chronic hazard index
(HI) from new permit units,
relocations, or modifications to
existing permit units which emit
TACs.

limits.>*

*® Ex. 2014, pp. 4.4-1; 4.4-17 - 4.4-19.

* Ex. 2014, p. 4.8-3.

4.
1id
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APPLICIBLE DESCRIPTION OF LORS DISCUSSION / CONCLUSIONS
SCAQMD Rule Specifies work practice Compliant. To reduce the
1403 (Asbestos requirements to limit asbestos potential risk associated with the
Emissions from emissions from building demolition | removal of ashestos and ACM, the
Demolition/Renova | and renovation activities, including | Applicant would comply with all
tion Activities) the removal and associated requirements outlined in SCAQMD
disturbance of ashestos-containing | Rule 1403, which requires the
materials. notification and special handling of
ACM during demolition activities.
See the Construction Impacts
section above for details of the
Applicant's compliance.>
SCAQMD Rule Requires public notification if the Compliant. Both the MICR and the
212(c)(3) MICR, based on Rule 1401, total facility-wide MICR for the AEC
(Standards for exceeds one in 1 million (1x10-6), | are below proscribed limits.>®
Approving Permits | due to a project’s proposed
and Issuing Public | construction, modification, or
Notice) relocation for facilities with more
than one permitted source, unless
the applicant can show the total
facility-wide MICR is below 10 in 1
million (10x10-6).

Staff's health risk analysis for the AEC found no potentially significant adverse
impacts for any receptors, including sensitive receptors. In arriving at this
conclusion, Staff testified 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. In addition, Staff's assessment 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 TACs 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.>*

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 will be no direct or
cumulative significant public health impact on any population in the area. The

%2 Ex. 2014, pp. 4.8-4; 4.8-15.
3 Ex. 2014, pp. 4.8-4.
** Ex. 2014, pp. 4.8-26.
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evidentiary record shows that construction and operation of the AEC will comply
with all applicable LORS regarding long-term and short-term project impacts in
the area of public health.>

The evidence further shows that the Applicant, Staff, and the South Coast Air
Quality Management District each performed independent screening level risk
assessments. Each concluded that no significant public health effects are
expected from project construction or operation.>®

AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENTS

No comments were received in the area of public health.

FINDINGS OF FACT

Based on the evidence, the Energy Commission makes the following findings:

1. Construction and operation of the Alamitos Energy Center will result in the
routine release of criteria and noncriteria pollutants that have the potential
to adversely impact public health.

2. Exposure to diesel particulate emissions from Alamitos Energy Center
construction equipment is short-term and will not result in long-term
carcinogenic or non-carcinogenic health effects.

3. Exposure to Alamitos Energy Center construction-related diesel
particulate emissions will be mitigated to the extent feasible by
implementing measures to reduce equipment emissions.

4. Exposure to fugitive dust due to excavation and construction activities at
the Alamitos Energy Center will be mitigated to insignificant levels by
implementing Conditions of Certification AQ-SC3 and AQ-SC4 to reduce
dust production and dispersal.

5. Emissions of criteria pollutants, as discussed in the AIR QUALITY section
of this Decision, will be mitigated to levels consistent with applicable state
and federal standards.

6. Emissions of noncriteria pollutants or toxic air contaminants are assessed
according to procedures developed by state and federal regulatory
agencies to evaluate potential health effects.

5 Ex. 2014, pp. 4.8-26.
% Exs. 1608; 1500; 2014.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

The accepted method used by state regulatory agencies in assessing the
significance of both acute and chronic non-carcinogenic public health
effects of noncriteria pollutants is known as the hazard index method. A
similar method is used for assessing the significance of potential
carcinogenic effects.

Screening level health risk assessments of the Alamitos Energy Center’'s
potential health effects due to emissions of toxic air contaminants were
conducted by the Applicant, Staff, and the South Coast Air Quality
Management District.

The health risk assessments are based on worst-case assumptions using
the highest emission factors, assuming the worst weather conditions, and
calculating effects at the point of maximum impact so that actual risks are
expected to be much lower at any other location.

Compliance with South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 1403,
will reduce the potential impacts associated with asbestos removal during
demolition of what remains of Alamitos Generating Station Unit 7, below a
significant level.

Cumulative impacts from non-criteria (i.e., toxic) pollutants were analyzed
in accordance with the provisions of California Environmental Quality Act
and are not found to be significant.

Operation of the Alamitos Energy Center will not cause a cumulatively
significant health effect.

Cumulative public health impacts from noncriteria pollutant emissions can
be significant only if other emissions sources are close enough to the
Alamitos Energy Center project that the combined emission plumes would
produce a significant cumulative risk where insignificant individual risks
currently exist.

The evidence does not establish the existence of sources of noncriteria
pollutant emission which were not considered as part of the cumulative
public health analysis.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

We therefore conclude that:

1.

Emissions of noncriteria pollutants from the construction and operation of
the Alamitos Energy Center do not pose a significant direct, indirect, or
cumulative adverse public health risk.
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2. The Alamitos Energy Center will comply with the applicable laws,
ordinances, regulations, and standards specified in the Public Health
section of Appendix A.
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D. WORKER SAFETY AND FIRE PROTECTION
INTRODUCTION

This section of the Decision focuses on whether the Alamitos Energy Center’'s (AEC)
proposed health and safety plans are in compliance with all applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards (LORS) and thus adequate to protect industrial workers. We
also address the availability and adequacy of fire protection and emergency response
services.

This topic was uncontested. Evidence on the topic of worker safety and fire protection is
contained in Exhibits 1016, 1032, 1041, 1070, 1500, 1054, 1056, 1070, 1426, 1500-
1508, 2000, 2012, 3025, and 3043-3047.1

SETTING

The AEC facility will be located in the City of Long Beach within an industrial area that is
currently within the service area of the Long Beach Fire Department (LBFD). There are
a total of 23 fire stations within the City of Long Beach. The closest station to the AEC
site is Station #22 of the LBFD located at 6340 Atherton Street, approximately 1.5 miles
away. The total response time from the moment a call is made to the point of arrival at
the site is approximately 3-5 minutes. The next closest station is Station #14, located at
5200 Eliot Avenue, about 2 miles away, with a response time of approximately 5
minutes.?

The first responders to a hazardous materials incident would be from Station #22 of the
LBFD. If needed, a full hazardous material response would be provided by the LBFD
Hazardous Materials Response Team (LBFD-HMRT) located at LBFD Station #19,
located at 3559 Clark Avenue, approximately 5.0 miles away. The LBFD-HMRT is
capable of handling any hazardous materials-related incident at the AEC facility and
would have a response time of around 10 minutes. The LBFD could also call upon
mutual aid agreements with the Los Angeles County Fire Department and the Orange
County Fire Authority.®

In addition to construction and operations worker safety issues, the potential exists for
exposure to contaminated soil during site preparation. The Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment (ESA) conducted for this site in 2015 concluded that the areas beneath
existing structures may have environmental conditions that would require remediation

1 11/15/16 RT 26:10 — 32:15.
2 Ex. 2000, p. 4.14-2.
% Ex. 2000, p. 4.14-3.
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and that this should be assessed during the time these structures are removed. To
address the possibility that soil contamination would be encountered during construction
of AEC, Conditions of Certification WASTE-3 and WASTE-4 require a registered
professional engineer or geologist to be available during soil excavation and grading to
ensure proper handling and disposal of contaminated soil. If any contaminated soil were
identified, then the proper personal protective equipment (PPE) would be provided by
the project owner as needed. See the WASTE MANAGEMENT section of this Decision
for a more detailed analysis of waste management.*

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

For general project description, including location of the facility and the equipment to be
installed, please see the PROJECT DESCRIPTION section of this Decision.

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
Thresholds of Significance
Two issues are assessed in WORKER SAFETY AND FIRE PROTECTION:

1. The potential for impacts on the safety of workers during site preparation,
construction, and operations activities, and

2. Avalilability of and potential impacts on fire prevention/protection, emergency
medical response, and hazardous materials spill response services during site
preparation, construction, and operations of the facility.

Worker safety issues are thoroughly addressed by California Occupational Safety and
Health Administration (Cal/OSHA) regulations. If all LORS are followed, workers will be
adequately protected. Therefore, to meet the standard for review and determination of
significant impacts on workers, the analysis must evaluate whether or not the Applicant
has demonstrated a dedication to implementing all pertinent and relevant Cal/OSHA
requirements.”

Regarding fire prevention matters, we evaluate the on-site fire-fighting systems
proposed by the Applicant and the time needed for off-site local fire departments to
respond to a fire, medical, or hazardous material emergency at the AEC power plant
site. The evidence evaluates the local fire department capabilities and response time in
each area and determines if they are adequately trained, manned, and equipped to
respond to the needs of a power plant. We then determine if the presence of the power

* Ex. 2000, p. 4.14-3.
®|d.
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plant would cause a significant impact on the local fire department. If so, the Applicant
must mitigate this impact by providing increased resources to the fire department.®

IMPACT ASSESSMENT AND MITIGATION
Worker Safety

Industrial environments are potentially dangerous during construction and operation.
The AEC encompasses construction and operation of a natural gas-fired facility.
Workers will be exposed to hazards typical of construction and operation of a gas-fired
combined-cycle facility, including exposure to loud noises, moving equipment, trenches,
and confined space entry and egress problems. The workers may experience falls, trips,
burns, lacerations, and numerous other injuries. They have the potential to be exposed
to falling equipment or structures, chemical spills, hazardous waste, fires, explosions,
and electrical sparks and electrocution. AEC must therefore have well-defined policies
and procedures, training, and hazard recognition and control to minimize such hazards
and to protect workers.’

The evidence details the type and content of various plans that must be developed to
ensure the protection of worker health and safety, as well as compliance with applicable
LORS. For example, the project owner will develop and implement a “Construction
Safety and Health Program” and an “Operations and Maintenance Safety and Health
Program,” both of which must be reviewed and approved by the Compliance Project
Manager prior to project construction and operation, respectively. A separate “Injury and
liness Prevention Program,” a “Personal Protective Equipment Program,” an
“Emergency Action Plan,” a “Fire Protection System Impairment Program,” and other
general safety procedures will be prepared for both the construction and operation
phases of the project.?

We impose Conditions of Certification WORKER SAFETY-1 and -2 to ensure that these
measures will be developed and implemented.

Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and Cal/OSHA do not require
that an employer hire or provide for a Construction Safety Officer. However, both OSHA
and Cal/OSHA standards require employers to monitor worker safety by employing a
“‘competent person” who has knowledge and experience enforcing workplace safety
standards, can identify hazards relating to specific project operations, and has authority
to take appropriate action. To implement the intent to provide a safe workplace during

® Ex. 2000, p. 4.14-4.
"1d.
® Ex. 2000, pp. 4.14-4 — 4.14- 8.
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power plant construction, we impose Condition of Certification WORKER SAFETY-3 to
require the project owner to designate a power plant Construction Safety Supervisor.
This individual will coordinate and implement the Construction and Operation Safety
and Health Programs, as well as investigate any safety-related incidents and
emergency responses.’

As discussed above, the hazards associated with the construction industry are well
documented. Accidents, fires, and a worker death have occurred at Energy
Commission-certified power plants due to the failure to recognize and control safety
hazards and the inability to adequately supervise compliance with occupational safety
and health regulations. Safety problems were documented by Energy Commission staff
(Staff) in safety audits conducted in 2005 at several power plants under construction.*®

In order to reduce and/or eliminate these hazards, a professional Safety Monitor is
needed on site to track compliance with Cal/OSHA regulations and periodically audit
safety compliance during construction, commissioning, and the transition to operational
status. We impose Condition of Certification WORKER SAFETY-4 to require the
appointment and qualification of a Safety Monitor to coordinate and implement the
Construction and Operation Safety and Health Programs, as well as investigate any
safety-related incidents and emergency responses.

Fire Hazards
Fire Facilities

Construction and operation of AEC pose the potential for both small fires and major
structural fires. Electrical sparks, combustion of natural gas, hydraulic fluid, mineral oil,
insulating fluid at the power plant switchyard, flammable liquids, explosions, and over-
heated equipment, may cause small fires. Major structural fires in areas without
automatic fire detection and suppression systems are unlikely to develop at power
plants. Fires and explosions of natural gas or other flammable gasses or liquids are
rare. Compliance with all LORS will be adequate to assure protection from all fire
hazards.™

AEC will rely on both on-site and local fire protection services. In fact, the on-site fire
protection system provides the first line of defense for such occurrences. The
Construction Fire Prevention Plan (Condition of Certification WORKER SAFETY-1)

% Ex. 2000, pp. 4.14-10 — 4.14-11.
19q,
1 Ex. 2000, p. 4.14-11.
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must address and detail measures to minimize the likelihood of fires during
construction. These measures include the placement of portable fire extinguishers,
safety procedures, and training.*?

Construction

During construction, portable fire extinguishers will be placed throughout the site at
appropriate intervals and periodically maintained, and safety procedures and training
will be implemented according to the guidelines of the Construction Fire Prevention
Plan. In addition, the AEC site is within the boundary of the existing Alamitos
Generating Station (AGS), which has an existing hydrant system that could provide
extra protection during construction.®

Operation

During operation, the project will meet the fire protection and suppression requirements
of the California Fire Code, all applicable recommended National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA) standards (including Standard 850 addressing fire protection at
electric generating plants now required under Condition of Certification WORKER
SAFETY-7), and all Cal/lOSHA requirements. Fire suppression elements will include
both fixed and portable fire extinguishing systems. The fire protection system will be
comprised of the existing fire loop and the extension to cover the new AEC structures.
Any new fire hydrants connected to the new loop will be installed per NFPA
requirements. The primary fire water will be supplied from the existing Long Beach
Water Department pipeline interconnection that enters the site along Studebaker Road.
The secondary source will be supplied from a new 600,000 gallon onsite fire/service
water tank. Two new electric pumps will be installed to serve the AEC. Each fire pump
will be connected to an independent electrical supply.**

The fire protection system will have fire detection sensors and monitoring equipment
that will trigger alarms and automatically actuate the suppression systems. In addition to
the fixed fire protection system, appropriate class of service portable extinguishers and
fire hydrants/hose stations will be located throughout the facility at code-approved
intervals. These systems are standard requirements by the NFPA and the Uniform Fire
Code, and Staff testified that they will ensure adequate fire protection.*

12 Ex. 2000, p. 4.14-11.
13 Ex. 2000, p. 4.14-12.
Y d.
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Access

LBFD requested that a secondary emergency access be provided to allow for fire
department vehicles and personnel to access the site should the main gate be blocked
for any reason. The site has an existing emergency secondary access but it does not
currently meet local ordinances for an emergency access road. Therefore, to ensure
adequate emergency access to the site by the fire department, Condition of Certification
WORKER SAFETY-6 requires the project owner to identify, provide, and maintain for
the lifetime of the project, a secondary access to the site that meets the requirements of
the Long Beach Municipal Code for emergency response vehicles.®

Natural Gas Compressor Enclosure Fire Protection Systems

The natural gas compressors for the AEC will be enclosed to mitigate for noise impacts.
Two natural gas compressor enclosures will be located at the east end of the facility.*’
There is the potential for explosion if leakage of natural gas were to occur inside the
enclosures. Condition of Certification WORKER SAFETY-8 treats the compressor
enclosure as an industrial enclosure and requires compliance with 49 CFR 88192.163
through 192.173 and 88192.731 through 192.736 which describe fire protection
measures. These requirements mandate a system of continuous measurement of
natural gas levels in the enclosure with a mechanism for automatic ventilation if the
concentrations of natural gas approach a small fraction of the combustible limit. 49 CFR
8192 also mandates the ability to shut off the supply of natural gas from the
transmission pipeline through double block and bleed valves and to vent internal gas
piping to a safe outside location in the event of a fuel release large enough to create a
hazard. This requirement provides a means of controlling a release of fuel that exceeds
the capability of the forced draft protections to control for combustible conditions. The
evidence indicates that this approach provides the most effective fire and explosion
mitigation and provides the most effective protection of both workers and the public.®

Emergency Medical Services Response

Staff conducted a statewide survey to determine the frequency of Emergency Medical
Services (EMS) response and off-site fire-fighter response for natural gas-fired power
plants in California. The evidence shows that incidents at power plants that require fire
or EMS response are infrequent and represent an insignificant impact on local, urban
fire departments. Most EMS calls to gas-fired power plants are for cardiac emergencies

18 Ex. 2000, p. 4.14-13.
" Ex. 1500, Figure 2.1.2.
'8 Ex. 2000, pp. 4.14-13 — 4.14-14.
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that are non-work-related incidents, including those involving visitors. The need for
prompt response within a few minutes is well documented in the medical literature. The
evidence indicates that the quickest medical intervention can only be achieved with the
use of an on-site automatic external defibrillator (AED); the response from an off-site
provider would take longer regardless of the provider location. Many private and public
locations (e.g., airports, factories, government buildings) maintain on-site cardiac
defibrillation devices.™

We impose Condition of Certification WORKER SAFETY-5, requiring the project owner
to maintain a portable AED at the AEC site and to train all operational power plant
employees in its use, and to train a representative number of workers on site during
construction and commissioning.*

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

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 (1) past projects; (2) other current projects; and (3) probable future projects.?

Staff reviewed the potential for the construction and operation of the AEC combined
with existing and expected industrial facilities to impact the fire and emergency service
capabilities of the and found that there was no significant potential for cumulative
impacts to occur.??

Based upon the evidentiary record, it appears that while it is possible that during a
major earthquake (or other major event) response to the power plant could impact the
LBFD, the likelihood of that happening is less than significant. Therefore, the AEC
project will not have a significant incremental or cumulatively considerable impact on the
LBFD’s ability to respond to a fire or other emergency, therefore, no mitigation is
required.?

In summary, we find that the AEC’s Project Construction Safety and Health Program
and a Project Operations and Maintenance Safety and Health Program required by
Conditions of Certification WORKER SAFETY-1, and -2 and the requirements of
Conditions of Certification WORKER SAFETY-3 through -8, incorporate sufficient

19 Ex. 2000, p. 4.14-14.

20 |d.

21 cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15130.
2 Ex. 2000, p. 4.14-15.

2 d.
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measures to ensure adequate levels of industrial safety such that the AEC will not
present a significant impact on the local fire department.

COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS
(LORS)

Implementation of various federal, state, and local LORS regulate worker safety and fire
protection. Industrial workers at the facility operate equipment and handle hazardous
materials daily and may face hazards that can result in accidents and serious injury.
Protection measures are employed to eliminate or reduce these hazards or to minimize
the risk through special training, protective equipment, and procedural controls.
Implementation of these LORS suffices to reduce these hazards to minimal levels.
Therefore, this section of the Decision focuses on whether Applicant’s proposed health
and safety plans are in accordance with all applicable LORS and thus adequate to
protect industrial workers.?*

Worker Safety and Fire Protection Table 1 contains a list of the LORS applicable to
the construction and operation of the AEC, as well as the LORS related to the provision
of fire protection and emergency response services.

Worker Safety and Fire Protection Table 1
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards

APPLICABLE LORS | DESCRIPTION OF LORS | DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS
FEDERAL
Title 29 U.S. Code Mandates safety requirements in Compliant. Conditions of
(USC) section 651 et the workplace with the purpose of | Certification WORKER
seq. (Occupational “[assuring] so far as possible every | SAFETY-1 through -8,
Safety and Health Act of | working man and woman in the incorporate sufficient measures
1970) nation safe and healthful working to ensure adequate levels of
conditions and to preserve our industrial safety. Specifically,
human resources.” (29 U.S.C. § Condition WORKER SAFETY-3
651 et seq.) requires the Construction
Safety Supervisor to assure
compliance with Cal/lOSHA, the
Project Construction Health and
Safety Program, and all the
plans identified in Conditions of
Certification WORKER
SAFETY-1and -2. *®
Title 29 Code of Federal | Defines the procedures for Compliant. Conditions of
Regulation (CFR) promulgating regulations and Certification WORKER
sections 1910.1 to conducting inspections to SAFETY-1 through -8,
1910.1500, implement and enforce safety and | incorporate sufficient measures

2 Ex. 2000, p. 4.14-1- 4.14.-2.
% Ex. 2000, pp. 4.14-16 — 4.14-20.
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APPLICABLE LORS

DESCRIPTION OF LORS

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS

“Occupational Safety
and Health
Administration Safety
and Health Standards”

health procedures to protect
workers, particularly in the
industrial sector.

to ensure adequate levels of
industrial safety. Specifically,
Condition WORKER SAFETY-3
requires the Construction
Safety Supervisor to assure
compliance with Cal/OSHA, the
Project Construction Health and
Safety Program, and all the
plans identified in Conditions of
Certification WORKER
SAFETY-1 and -2.*°

29 CFR section 1952.7,
“California”

Provides federal approval of
California’s plan for enforcement of
its own Safety and Health
requirements, in lieu of most of the
federal requirements found in 29
CFR sections 1910.1 to
1910.1500.

Compliant. Conditions of
Certification WORKER
SAFETY-1 through -4,
incorporate sufficient measures
to ensure adequate
enforcement of industrial safety.
Specifically, Condition
WORKER SAFETY-3 requires
the Construction Safety
Supervisor to assure
compliance with Cal/lOSHA, the
Project Construction Health and
Safety Program, and all the
plans identified in Conditions of
Certification WORKER
SAFETY-1 and -2.*

STATE

Title 8, California Code
of Regulations, section
330 et seq. (Cal/lOSHA
regulations)

Requires all employers follow
these regulations as they pertain
to the work involved. This includes
regulations pertaining to safety
matters during construction,
commissioning, and operations of
power plants, as well as safety
around electrical components, fire
safety, and hazardous materials
use, storage, and handling.

Compliant. Conditions of
Certification WORKER
SAFETY-1 through -4,
incorporate sufficient measures
to ensure adequate
enforcement of industrial safety.
Specifically, Condition
WORKER SAFETY-3 requires
the Construction Safety
Supervisor to assure
compliance with Cal/OSHA, the
Project Construction Health and
Safety Program, and all the
plans identified in Conditions of
Certification WORKER
SAFETY-1 and -2.%°

%% Ex. 2000, pp. 4.14-16 — 4.14-20.
" Ex. 2000, pp. 4.14-16 — 4.14-19.
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APPLICABLE LORS

DESCRIPTION OF LORS

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS

Title 24 of the California
Code of Regulations

This title incorporates the current
provisions of the California
Building Standards Code.

Compliant. Condition of
Certification GEN-1 in the
FACILITY DESIGN section of
this Decision, requires design,
construction, and inspection of
the project in accordance with
the applicable edition of the
California Building Standards
Code (CBSC), also known as
Title 24, California Code of
Regulations, The applicable
edition of the CBCS is currently
the 2013 Triennial edition, but if
the successor edition of this
code (i.e., the 2016 Triennial
Edition, effective January 1,
2017) is in effect when initial
project engineering designs are
submitted for the CBO's review,
the successor edition becomes
the applicable edition.”

California Health and
Safety Code section
25500 et seq.

Presents Hazardous Materials
Release Response Plans and
Inventory requirements for
threshold quantity of listed acutely
hazardous materials at a facility.

Compliant. Condition of
Certification HAZ-2 requires
that a Risk Management Plan
be submitted and approved.*

Health and Safety Code
sections 25500 to 25541

Requires a Hazardous Material
Business Plan detailing
emergency response plans for
hazardous materials emergency at
a facility, because “[t]here is an
increasing capacity to both
minimize and respond to releases
of toxic air contaminants and
hazardous materials once they
occur, and to formulate efficient
plans to evacuate citizens if these
discharges or releases cannot be
contained. However, programs
designed to prevent these
accidents are the most effective
way to protect the community
health and safety and the
environment. These programs
should anticipate the
circumstances that could result in
their occurrence and require the

Compliant. Condition of
Certification WORKER
SAFETY-2 requires emergency
response plans for hazardous
materials emergency at a
facility. There is a very small
potential for ammonia
concentrations of 75 ppm to
reach just off-site to the north,
south, east and west.
Secondary containment
exposure area will be limited to
50 square feet for both the
40,000 and 30,000 gallon tanks
to ensure that the plume
concentrations of 75 ppm do
not migrate off site. This will not
pose a significant risk to any
off-site members of the public.
However, the Rosie the Riveter
school is located on the current

#Ex. 2000, p. 5.1-6.

%Ex. 2000, pp. 4.4-17 - 4.4-19.
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APPLICABLE LORS

DESCRIPTION OF LORS

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS

taking of necessary precautionary
and preemptive actions, consistent
with the nature of the hazardous
materials handled by the facility
and the surrounding environment.”
(Health & Safety Code § 25531,
subd. (c).)

Alamitos Generating Station
site but is located outside the
current security fence.
Evidence indicated that the
ammonia plume would have a
small probability of extending
over to the Rosie the Riveter
school in the case of a
catastrophic ammonia release.
Condition of Certification HAZ-
10 requires accidental ammonia
release notification and
response procedures to be
communicated to Rosie the
Riveter school. The notification
requirement includes adding a
procedural step to the AEC’s
Emergency Action Plan (EAP)
requiring that plant personnel
notify the school immediately of
a catastrophic aqueous
ammonia spill. The plant must
also provide a safety procedure
to the school indicating what
best-practice actions to take
during a catastrophic release to
avoid exposure of personnel to
a potential air-borne plume.
These two items will ensure the
safety of any sensitive
receptors located at the school
in the very unlikely event of an
accidental ammonia release.
See Conditions of Certification
HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, HAZ-7,
HAZ-8 and HAZ-10 in the
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
section of this Decision.*

LOCAL

City of Long Beach
Municipal Code Title 18,
Chapter 18.48, Fire
Code

The City of Long Beach Fire
Department currently enforces the
2013 version of the California Fire
Code.

Compliant. The information in
the Supplemental Application
for Certification indicates that
the project intends to meet the
fire protection and suppression
requirements of the 2013
California Fire Code, all
applicable recommended NFPA
standards (including Standard

$LEx. 2000, pp. 4.4-9 — 4.4-24; 4.14-17 - 4.14-18.
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APPLICABLE LORS

DESCRIPTION OF LORS

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS

850 addressing fire protection
at electric generating plants),
and all Cal/OSHA
requirements.*

National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA) 850,
“Recommended Practice
for Fire Protection for
Electric Generating
Plants and High Voltage
Direct Current Converter
Stations”

This industry standard addresses
fire protection at electrical
generating stations.

Compliant. The information in
the AFC indicates that the
project intends to meet the fire
protection and suppression
requirements of the 2013 (or
the most current version at the
time of construction and
operation) California Fire Code,
all applicable recommended
NFPA standards (including
Standard 850 addressing fire
protection at electric generating
plants), and all Cal/OSHA
requirements.*

NFPA 56 (adopted 2012)

NFPA 56 is the “Standard for Fire
and Explosion Prevention During
Cleaning and Purging of

Flammable Gas Piping Systems.”

Compliant. The information in
the AFC indicates that the
project intends to meet the fire
protection and suppression
requirements of the 2013 (or
the most current version at the
time of construction and
operation) California Fire Code,
all applicable recommended
National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA) standards
(including Standard 850
addressing fire protection at
electric generating plants), and
all Cal/OSHA requirements.

AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENTS

We received no public comments on the topic of worker safety and fire protection.

FINDINGS OF FACT

Based on the evidence, we make the following findings:

1. Industrial workers are exposed to potential health and safety hazards on a daily

basis.

2 Ex. 2000, p.4.14-2; pp. 4.14-12 — 4.14-14.
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2. To protect workers from job-related injuries and illnesses, the project owner will
implement comprehensive Safety and Health Programs for both the construction
and the operation phases of the project.

3. The Alamitos Energy Center will employ an on-site Safety Monitor during
construction and operation.

4. The Alamitos Energy Center will include on-site fire protection and suppression
systems as the first line of defense in the event of a fire.

5. The Long Beach Fire Department will provide fire protection and emergency
response services to the Alamitos Energy Center and will be able to respond to
the site within an acceptable time.

6. The Alamitos Energy Center will not have a significant direct, indirect, or
cumulative impact on worker safety, fire protection and emergency services.

7. The Alamitos Energy Center will meet or exceed the requirements of the most
recently adopted edition of the California Fire Code and applicable National Fire
Protection Association standards.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The Alamitos Energy Center will not create significant health and safety impacts to
workers, and will comply with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards.

WORKER SAFETY AND FIRE PROTECTION
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E. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT
INTRODUCTION

This section considers whether the construction and operation of the Alamitos
Energy Center (AEC) will create significant impacts to public health and safety
resulting from the use, handling, transportation, or storage of hazardous
materials.! Several locational factors affect the potential for project-related
hazardous materials to cause adverse impacts. These include meteorological
conditions, terrain characteristics, any special site factors, and the proximity of
population centers and sensitive receptors. This section also considers whether
mitigation measures are necessary to ensure compliance with applicable laws,
ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS).

Evidence on the topic of hazardous materials management is contained in
Exhibits 1014, 1032, 1041, 1054, 1056, 1070, 1415, 1470, 1500-1508, 2000,
2003, 2004, 2005, 2013, 3025, and 3043-3047.%

SETTING

The existing AEC site is located on a gently sloping coastal plain, and the
topography of the site ranges approximately from 8 to 15 feet above mean sea
level. The location of elevated terrain is often an important factor in assessing
potential exposure. An emission plume resulting from an accidental release may
impact high elevations before impacting lower elevations.?

Meteorological conditions, including wind speed, wind direction, and air
temperature, affect both the extent to which accidentally released hazardous
materials would be dispersed into the air and the direction in which they would be
transported. This affects the potential magnitude and extent of public exposure
and associated health risks. When wind speeds are low and the atmosphere
stable, dispersion is severely reduced and can lead to increased localized public
exposure.* In addition, sensitive subgroups such as the young, the elderly, and
those with existing conditions may be at heightened risk from exposure to
hazardous materials accidents. Recorded wind speeds and directions are

' The WORKER SAFETY AND FIRE PROTECTION portion of this Decision addresses the
protection of workers from such risks. (Ex. 2000, p. 4.4-1.)

?11/15/16 RT 26:10 — 32:15; 78:18 — 105:11.
* Ex. 2000, p. 4.4-5.
“Id
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described in the AIR QUALITY section of the Supplemental Application for
Certification (SAFC).”

The location of the population in the area surrounding a project site may also
have a major bearing on health risk. The nearest sensitive receptor would be the
Rosie the Riveter Charter High School, a privately owned and operated school
located adjacent to the site entrance on the existing Alamitos Generating Station
(AGS) site. The nearest school off site is the Kettering Elementary School,
located 0.8 miles f