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CALIFORNIA
ENERGY
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EL SEGUNDO POWER REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT
APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION

DOCKET NO. 00-AFC-14

On December 23, 2004, the Commission granted certification of this project as set forth in an
Adoption Order dated and executed on December 23, 2004.  Pursuant to Public Resources
Code section 25530, which allows the Commission to reconsider its decision on its own
motion within 30 days, the Commission heard a motion to reconsider by Commissioner
Geesman on January 19, 2005 and voted to reconsider the decision.  Upon reconsideration,
the Commission readopts its decision granting certification but adds override findings
pursuant to Public Resources Code section 25525 to make the resolution of Coastal Act
issues consistent with our decision in the Morro Bay Application for Certification.  As set forth
below, the effect of this reconsideration is to extend the period in which parties may petition
for reconsideration or seek judicial review of this new decision.

The Commission adopts this Decision on the El Segundo Power Redevelopment Project and
incorporates the Presiding Member’s Proposed Decision, as amended by the errata that are
attached to this order.  The attached errata include items proposed by the Committee at the
December 23, 2004 adoption hearing as well as items proposed by commissioners in their
discussion of the matter on December 23rd and, in addition, the Commission’s findings under
Public Resources Code section 25525.  This Decision is based upon the record of the
proceeding (Docket No. 00-AFC-14).

The Commission hereby adopts the following findings in addition to those contained in the
accompanying text:

1. The Conditions of Certification contained in this Decision, if implemented by the project
owner, ensure that the whole of the project will be designed, sited and operated in
conformity with applicable local, regional, state, and federal laws, ordinances, regulations,
and standards, including applicable public health and safety standards, and air and water
quality standards.

2. Im pleme nta tion of th e Cond it ion s of Cer tif ication co nta ine d in the  acco mpa nying  te xt  will
en su re pro te ction of  en vir on mental q uality a nd assur e r eason ably saf e a nd re lia ble  o per ation 
of  t he facility.  Th e Condit ion s o f Certif ication also assur e t hat  t he pro je ct will neither result  in,
no r con tribu te sub st ant ially to , any significan t dir ect , ind ire ct,  or cumu la tive adverse
en viron men ta l impa ct s.
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3. Existin g govern men ta l land  use restr ict ion s are  su ff icient  to adeq ua tely con tro l pop ula tio n
de nsity in  t he are a sur rou nd ing  th e facility an d m ay be  re asona bly e xpe cte d to ensur e p ublic
he alth and  safe ty. 

4. Th e record  d oes no t est ablish t he exist ence of any e nviron me nta lly supe rio r alt ern at ive  site .

5. Th e ana lysis of  re co rd assesses all pot ent ia l enviro nme nta l imp act s associat ed wit h the 
pr oject .

6. Th is De cisio n cont ains mea su res to  ensu re th at the  plan ned , tem por ar y, or un exp ect ed 
closure  of t he pro ject will occur in  confo rm ance wit h a pplicable laws, ord in ances,  r egu lat io ns, 
an d sta nda rd s.

7. Th e Com mission fin ds th at th e reco mm end ation s of the  Ca lif or nia  Co astal Co mm ission ,
pu rsuan t to Pub lic Reso urces Co de se ction 30 413 (d) , to ado pt  th e sta ff- pro po sed  Hype rio n
wa st ewa ter  cooling  alte rna tive or,  alte rna tively, to  co ndu ct  a Section 316 (b ) stud y of the 
in ta ke of th is facility pr io r to licensing , wou ld re sult in gre ate r imp act  to the en vir onm en t
co mp are d t o the  pr op ose d p ro ject wit h t he co nditio ns wh ich  a re incor por ate d in this Decision 
(includ ing  but not  limited  to the fu nding of  a Bay-wide  st ud y of the  en vir on men tal cond ition s
in  the San ta  Mo nica Bay an d pot ent ia l implem ent ation  me asu re s to enh ance and  re sto re  it s
biological h ealth) .

8. In  reco gnition tha t the  Co astal Co mm ission  and oth er  pa rties ha ve asser ted  that ,
no twith sta nd ing  ou r fin din g the  co nt rar y, th e project will not com ply with  the Coa st al Act  and
th e Local Co ast al Plan,  th e Com mission fin ds, pursua nt to it s auth or ity un de r Public
Re so urces Co de section 255 25  an d based on th e reco rd  in  th is pr oce ed ing , tha t the pr oje ct
is requ ire d for  th e pub lic convenien ce and  nece ssity an d tha t ther e is no mo re pru de nt and 
fe asible mea ns of achie vin g tha t p ub lic co nvenience and  ne ce ssity.   To the  exte nt th at the re 
is any incon sisten cy be twe en  th e pro ject as con dit io ned  in  this de cisio n and  th e Coa sta l Act 
or  t he Local Co ast al Plan,  we e xpr essly over rid e t ho se LORS. 

9. Th e pro cee dings le ad ing  to  this De cisio n have been  cond uct ed  in  co nf orm ity with  th e
ap plica ble  provision s of Com missio n reg ula tions go ve rning th e consid era tio n of an
Ap plica tio n for  Ce rt ificat io n and th ere by me et the  requ ire me nts of  Public Re sou rce s Cod e,
se ct ion s 2 10 00 et se q.,  an d 255 00 et  se q.

Th er efo re,  t he Com mission ORDERS t he  fo llo wing: 

1. Th e App licat ion  fo r Cer tif ication of  th e El Seg und o Power Re develo pm ent  Pr oject  in  El
Se gu ndo , Califo rnia,  as de scrib ed in  th is De cision , is her eb y appr oved,  an d a cert if ica te to 
co nstru ct an d o per at e t he pr oje ct is he reb y gra nte d. 

2. Th e app roval of  th e App licat ion  fo r Cer tif ication is su bje ct  to  th e tim ely perf orm an ce of th e
Co nd itions of Cert if ica tio n and  Co mp lia nce  Verificat ion s enu mer ate d in the  acco mpa nying 
te xt .  The  Cond ition s and Co mplian ce  Ve rif ications are int eg rat ed with this Decision  an d are 
no t severa ble ther ef rom .  Wh ile  th e pro ject own er ma y dele ga te the  perf orm an ce of a
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Co nd ition or  Ve rif ication,  the dut y to ensur e adeq ua te per fo rma nce  of a Co nd ition or 
Ve rification  ma y n ot  be  de le gat ed. 

3. Th e Com mission her eb y adop ts th e Con dit ion s of Cer tification , Comp liance Ver ificat io ns, 
an d associat ed dispu te resolution pr oce dur es as pa rt  of  th is De cisio n in ord er to im ple men t
th e com plian ce mon it oring pr ogr am re quired  by Public Re sou rces Cod e sectio n 255 32.   All
Co nd itions in this Decisio n take eff ect  im me dia tely upo n ado ption an d apply to all
co nstru ction  an d sit e prep ar ation activities in clu ding,  bu t not  limited  to , gro und  dist urb an ce, 
site  pr epa ra tio n, an d p erm an ent  st ru ctu re co nst ruction. 

4. Th e Com mission use s its au th ority as pr ovide d in Pub lic Re so urces Co de section 255 23 (b) 
no t to inclu de the  specific req uir em ent s recomm end ed  by th e Coa sta l Com mission in it s
re po rt pur su ant  to  Public Re sou rce s Cod e sectio n 304 13( d) by finding  th at th e adop tion of
th ose provision s wou ld result in gre ate r adverse eff ect  on  the envir onm ent  when  co mp are d
to  impleme nt ation of  th e p ro ject, as co nditione d in this d ecision,  o r would be inf ea sib le. 

5. Th e decision  is ad op ted  on  Janu ary 19, 200 5,  co nsist ent  with  Pu blic Resour ce s Code 
se ct ion  25 53 0 a nd Ca lif orn ia  Co de of  Re gulat ion s, title  20 , sectio n 172 0.4 .

6. Any petition requesting Commission reconsideration of this Decision (or any determination
by the Commission on its own motion to reconsider) shall be filed and served on or before
Fe br uar y 18,  20 05, which is the 30th day after the date of adoption.  (Pub. Resources
Code section 25530.)

7. Ju dicia l review of  cert ifica tio n decisions is gove rn ed by Se ction 25 531  of  the Pub lic
Re so urces Co de. 

8. Th e Exe cut ive Dire ct or of th e Comm issio n o r delega te e shall tra nsm it  a cop y of this Decision 
an d app rop riate  acco mpa nying  do cum en ts as pr ovided  by Public Re sou rces Cod e sectio n
25 53 7 a nd Ca lif orn ia  Co de of  Re gulat ion s, title  20 , sectio n 176 8.

Dated January 19, 2005, at Sacramento, California.

____________________________ __________________________
WILLIAM J. KEESE ARTHUR H. ROSENFELD
Chairman Commissioner

____________________________ __________________________
JAMES D. BOYD JOHN L. GEESMAN
Commissioner Commissioner

________________________________
JACKALYNE PFANNENSTIEL
Commissioner
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1516 Ninth Street
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EL SEGUNDO POWER REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT
APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION

DOCKET NO. 00-AFC-14

The El Segundo AFC Committee, after further deliberations, makes the following corrections
to the 2nd Revised Presiding Member’s Proposed Decision:

Page 51: delete the last sentence of the first paragraph;
Page 54: delete the reference to a now-stricken footnote #2 in the third paragraph;
Page 60: delete the last sentence of the second paragraph;
Page 60-61: delete the last paragraph on Page 60 that ends on Page 61;
Page 70:  delete the heading that begins “Environmental Effect …”; and
Page 70-71:  delete the last two paragraphs of page 70 and the first two paragraphs of
Page 71.

///

///

///

The full commission agrees to these errata.  In addition, the full Commission adopts the
following additional modifications to the 2nd Revised Presiding Member’s Proposed Decision:

Page 73:  Amend the second sentence of Condition BIO-1 as follows:  “At least $1
million shall be provided within 180 days after this Decision becomes final.  At least $250,000
shall be provided within 30 days after this Decision becomes final and an additional sum of at
least $250,000 shall be provided every 90 days thereafter until $ 1 million has been
provided.”

Page 75:  Amend Condition BIO-3 to as follows:  “Cooling Upon the commencement of
commercial operation of Units 5, 6, and 7, cooling water flows for intakes #1 and #2
combined shall not exceed 126.78 billion gallons per year and shall also be subject to
monthly flow volumes not to exceed 7.961 billion gallons in February, 8.313 billion gallons in
March, and 8.524 billion gallons in April of any year.”

Page 303:  Add the following section:
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OVERRIDE

Introduction

Public Resources Code section 25523(d)(1)  requires the Energy Commission to find whether
a proposed facility complies with all applicable laws including, when a facility is proposed in
the coastal zone, the Coastal Act and local coastal plans.  If the Commission finds
noncompliance, then section 25525 requires the Commission to “consult and meet with the
[Coastal Commission] to attempt to correct or eliminate the noncompliance.”  If, after that, the
proposed facility still does not comply, the Energy Commission may certify the facility only if it
determines that the proposed facility “is required for public convenience and necessity and
that there are not more prudent and feasible means of achieving public convenience and
necessity.”

Those determinations are solely within the province of the Energy Commission.  The Energy
Commission gives great weight to the assessment of the Coastal Commission on the
compliance of proposed facilities with the Coastal Act (just as the Energy Commission also
gives great weight to the assessment of other agencies on the compliance of proposed
facilities with the laws that they administer), but the Energy Commission is ultimately
responsible for making the determinations, based on the evidence in its record.

As discussed above in this Decision, based upon our independent analysis of all the
evidence of record, we have determined that the project, as conditioned, will conform to all
applicable land use laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards, including applicable
provisions of the Coastal Act and the City of El Segundo’s Local Coastal Program (LCP).

However, to remove all doubt regarding the ability of this Decision to allow the project to
proceed and out of an abundance of caution, we also have performed the “override” analysis
and made the findings set forth in Public Resources Code section 25525 to specifically
override any potential noncompliance with the Coastal Act that would otherwise prohibit
construction and operation of the project.  Thus in this section of the Decision we find that the
El Segundo facility is “required for public convenience and necessity” and that “there are not
more prudent and feasible means” of achieving the public convenience and necessity that the
facility will serve.

Section 25525

Public Resources Code section 25525 provides in pertinent part:

The commission shall not certify a facility . . . when it finds . . . that the facility
does not conform with any applicable state, local, or regional standards,
ordinances, or laws, unless the commission determines that the facility is
required for public convenience and necessity and that there are not more
prudent and feasible means of achieving public convenience and necessity.  In
making the determination, the commission shall consider the entire record of
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the proceeding, including, but not limited to, the impacts of the facility on the
environment, consumer benefits, and electric system reliability.

Thus where there is LORS noncompliance, section 25525 directs us to determine two things:
whether a project is required for “public convenience and necessity" and whether there are
"more prudent and feasible means of achieving such public convenience and necessity."1

These are discussed below.

Public Convenience and Necessity

While there is no judicial decision interpreting section 25525, numerous decisions address
the phrase "public convenience and necessity" as it appears in Public Utilities Code section
1001.  This phrase is used in a similar context in both statutes and, absent evidence of
legislative intent to the contrary, is presumed to have a similar meaning for present purposes.
(Building Material & Construction Teamsters' Union v. Farrell (1986) 41 Cal.3d 651, 665.)  It
is well-settled by the judicial decisions interpreting Section 1001 that "public convenience and
necessity" has a broad and flexible meaning, and that the phrase "cannot be defined so as to
fit all cases."  (San Diego & Coronado Ferry Co. v. Railroad Commission (1930) 210 Cal.
504, 511.)  In this context, "necessity" is not used in the sense of something that is
indispensably requisite. Rather, any improvement which is highly important to the public
convenience and desirable for the public welfare may be regarded as necessary.  It is a
relative rather than absolute term whose meaning must be ascertained by reference to the
context and the purposes of the statute in which it is found.  (Id. at p. 512.)

In assessing whether or not the El Segundo Redevelopment Project is required for public
convenience and necessity, we must, therefore, first ascertain whether this project is
reasonably related to the goals and policies of our enabling legislation.  The Warren-Alquist
Act expressly recognizes that electric energy is essential to the health, safety, and welfare of
the people of California, and to the state's economy.  Moreover, the statute declares that it is
the responsibility of state government to ensure that the state is provided with an adequate
and reliable supply of electrical energy.  (Pub. Resources Code § 25001.)  Obviously, the El
Segundo project will generate electricity, which will be available for consumption in the local
area.

The statute does not, however, focus on public convenience and necessity solely in a limited
geographical context.  Rather, the focus is on electricity's essential nature to the welfare of
the state as a whole.  This logically not only includes a specific area, but also recognizes the
interconnected nature of the electrical grid and the interdependence of the people and the
economy in one sector of the state upon the people and the economy in the balance of the
state.  The evidence establishes that the El Segundo project’s duct-firing capability will
provide the electrical system with flexible peaking capacity that is necessary to keep the
electrical grid stable.  Furthermore, the Commission’s Integrated Energy Policy Report
recognizes the need for increased supplies of electrical energy, especially in Southern

                                                  
1 Section 25525 specifies that we examine the entire record, “including, but not limited to,” the effects of the

facility on the environment, consumer benefits, and electric system reliability.  We note that we are not limited to
only these three factors, and we believe the criteria set forth in the Commission's Decision on the Geysers Unit
16 project remain relevant.  (See Docket No. 79-AFC-5, Pub. No. P800-81-007 (Sept. 30, 1981) pp. 104-105.)
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California, throughout the state within the next several years.  In particular, the retirement of
several aging powerplants in the South Coast region – including the very units that the El
Segundo project will replace – along with continued economic and population growth, is
contributing to a tight supply-demand situation in the southern part of the state.  Since the El
Segundo Redevelopment Project will provide a portion of the electrical energy supply
essential to the well-being of the state's citizens and its economy, we conclude that this
project is required for public convenience and necessity within the meaning of section 25525.

As is discussed in other parts of the Decision, the El Segundo project will also serve the
public convenience and necessity in several other ways.  The project will:

•  be located on the site of the existing El Segundo Generating Station and will make use
of substantial existing infrastructure;

•  reduce the impacts of the existing plant on the El Segundo and Manhattan Beach
communities by replacing a 50-year-old facility with a cleaner, more efficient, and less-
visually-intrusive project (removal of the existing tank farm, reduction in stack height,
and change in equipment location will all reduce visual impacts);

•  result in increased revenue to the City of El Segundo and other local jurisdictions from
taxes, employment, and sales of services, manufactured goods, and equipment; and

•  enhance the biological health of Santa Monica Bay.

More Prudent and Feasible Means

As with the phrase “public convenience and necessity,” there is no simple, one-size-fits-all
meaning of “prudent and feasible.”  We note first that there appears to be no clear or
meaningful distinction between the words "prudent" and "feasible" as used in section 25525.2

We note also that under the Warren-Alquist Act, the existence of a "prudent and feasible"
means of achieving the public convenience and necessity does not prevent an override; only
the existence of a "More prudent and feasible" means prevents the Commission from
overriding LORS noncompliance.3

In the ALTERNATIVES section of the Decision we have already performed the essence of an
analysis of whether there are “more prudent and feasible means” of achieving the public
convenience and necessity that the El Segundo project will meet.  As summarized in the
ALTERNATIVES section, we have conducted a review of alternative technologies, fuels, and
the “no project” alternative and found that no feasible technology alternatives such as

                                                  
2 We note that CEQA defines "feasible" as "capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable

period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technological factors."  (Pub. Resources Code §
21061.1; see also, 14 Cal. Code of Regs., §15361 which adds "legal" to the list of factors.)  However, even using the CEQA
definition, it appears that any "prudent" alternative would have to be "feasible" -- or, in other words, any alternative that is
not "capable of being accomplished in a successful manner with in a reasonable period of time" would not be "prudent."

3 This is different from the CEQA standard which, as we have explained previously, does not require choice of the best
project alternative as long as a project is acceptable.  In the override circumstance, the statute requires that any alternative
means of serving public convenience and necessity be better than that proposed.
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geothermal, solar, hydroelectric, or wind resources are capable of meeting the project
objectives.  Moreover, the use of alternative generating technologies would not prove
efficient, cost-effective or mitigate any significant environmental impacts to levels of
insignificance.  Plus, no significant environmental impacts would be avoided under the “no
project” alternative.  The use of a dry cooling alternative reviewed in our record is infeasible
on the project site and would cause greater noise and visual impacts to the neighboring
communities.

As discussed in the BIOLOGY section, a combination of engineering, environmental, and
economic problems associated with the Hyperion Wastewater Cooling Alternative render it
infeasible and environmentally more harmful that the project.

The net result of the potential use of any of the alternative sites or alternative cooling options
thus appears to us to be reasonably likely to create potential problems at least comparable to
or greater than those encountered by the proposed project.  On balance, the various
alternative proposals do not, in our estimation, equate with a more prudent and feasible
means of achieving public convenience and necessity.

Therefore, we specifically override any provisions of the Coastal Act that would prohibit
construction and operation of the El Segundo Redevelopment Project at the proposed
location.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Based upon the totality of the evidence of record, and specifically considering the factors
enumerated in Public Resources Code section 25525, we make the following findings and
reach the following conclusions:

1 .  The El Segundo Redevelopment Project is required for public convenience and
necessity.

2. The project will not create significant direct or cumulative adverse environmental
impacts

3. There are no more prudent and feasible means of achieving public convenience and
necessity similar to that provided by the project.

4. Applicant and Staff have met with representatives of the Coastal Commission in an
attempt to resolve any potential LORS noncompliance.

5. We have imposed various measures through the Conditions of Certification contained
in this Decision to avoid noncompliances with applicable LORS, to achieve compliance
with applicable LORS to the extent feasible, and to bring the project into compliance
with applicable LORS.
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Therefore, as provided in Public Resources Code section 25525, we conclude that it is
necessary to, and we hereby do, override any provision of the Coastal Act that would prohibit
construction and operation of the project at the site discussed herein.


