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CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
Attn: Docket No. 06-AFC-4

1516 Ninth Street, MS-4

Sacramento, California 95814-5512

Re: Veron Power Plant Project: Docket No. 06-AFC-4

Dear Sir/Madam:

Pursuant to California Code of Regulations, title 20, sections 1209, 1209.5, and 1210,
enclosed herewith for filing please find Applicant’s Status Report #9.

Please note that the enclosed submittal was filed today via electronic mail to your
attention and to all parties on the CEC's current electronic proof of service list.

Very truly yours,
)
Paul E. Kihm
Senior Paralegal
Enclosure

cc: CEC 06-AFC-4 Proof of Service List (w/ encl)
Michael J. Carroll, Esq. (w/ encl.)
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
ENERGY RESOURCES
CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

In the Matter of: Docket No. §6-AFC-4

)

Application for Certification, y  APPLICANT’S STATUS REPORT #9

for the VERNON POWER PLANT )

by The City of Vernon )
)
)

Applicant hereby submits its Status Report #9 regarding the Vernon Power Plant (the “VPP”).
Applicant has reviewed staff’s Status Report #4, and hereby also responds to the issues identified
by the staff. Staff’s Status Report #4 contains a number of significant misunderstandings and
inaccuracies on the part of the staff, and as a result, contains an inappropriately negative
assessment of the status of the VPP, The following corrects these misunderstandings and
inaccuracies, and makes it clear that there is no legitimate basis for a suspension of CEC
proceedings, as requested by staff.

Adr Qualit

The staff has misinterpreted South Coast Air Quality Management District (“SCAQMD”) Rule
1309.1 — Priority Reserve, and staff’s conclusion that the VPP would have to be reduced in size
to qualify for offsets from the Priority Reserve is completely inaccurate.

Rule 1309.1, as amended on August 3, 2007, imposes certain requirements on projects seeking to
obtain emission offsets from the Priority Reserve. The requirements vary depending on the
location of the project, with more stringent requirements applicable to projects in areas with
elevated levels of ambient particulate emissions, and in Environmental Justice Areas (“EJA”).
The VPP is located in an EJA, as defined by Rule 1309.1. Attachment A to this Status Report is
a September 17, 2007 letter from Applicant to the SCAQMD regarding the VPP’s compliance
with Rule 1309.1 eligibility requirements. The letter and its attachments identify the
requirements applicable to projects located in an EJA, and demonstrate that the VPP meets all of
the applicable requirements. This letter was previously provided to CEC staff (CEC Log No.
42592).

Staff’s Status Report #4 states that Rule 1309.1 “limit[s] the eligibility of municipal power plants
to use Priority Reserve emission reductions credits (ERCs) in certain areas of the District to an
output no greater than native load requirements.” The staff goes on to conclude that the
“applicant would not have access to Priority Reserve Credits for air quality impacts mitigation at
its proposed rating of 943 MW (gross generation capacity) because it exceeds its peak native
load requirements of 203 MW established during summer 2007.” Both of these statements are
incorrect.
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The provision to which staff is referring is paragraph (d)(14) of Rule 1309.1, which provides as
follows:

(14) The Executive Officer shall not authorize the release of any
Priority Reserve credits for an In-District EGF [electric generating
facility], unless the EGF seeking Priority Reserve credits has
obtained certification from CEC and entered into a long-term
contract with the Southern California Edison Company, or the San
Diego Gas and Electric Company, or the State of California to
provide electricity in Southern California; and complied with all
other applicable provisions of this rule. However, a municipal-
owned EGF need not enter into a long-term contract, provided
such EGF is designed and constructed to not exceed its native
demand load based upon future year projections to 2016 or earlier.
A municipal-owned EGF obtaining Priority Reserve credits to
exclusively serve its native load may not sell electricity to the state
grid unless it is directed to do so under a direct order from Cal-ISO
or under a state of emergency declared by the State of California or
its agencies including the Cal-ISO. Any EGF may petition the
Governing Board at a public hearing to waive the requirement to
enter into a long-term contract in order to access the Priority
Reserve. The Governing Board shall grant such a waiver if it finds
that there is a need for additional power that is not being fulfilled
by presently available long-term contracts. Any such petition shall
not delay any other EGF’s access to Priority Reserve credits.

Paragraph (d)(14), which, contrary to staff’s understanding, applies to all projects regardless of
location, does not impose a size restriction on municipal-owned projects as a condition to
obtaining credits from the Priority Reserve. Rather, it provides relief from the requirement to
obtain a long-term contract, which otherwise applies to all projects, for those municipal-owned
projects that are restricted in size to that necessary to serve native load. Thus, the Applicant is
free to propose a project with a capacity greater than its native load, and still obtain credits from
the Priority Reserve. Applicant will simply have to obtain a long-term contract, just as any
private project would, unless it secks and obtains a waiver from the Governing Board.

The CEC staff correctly points out that the Applicant does not currently have a long-term
contract for the sale of its power, as required by Rule 1309.1. With the exception of the CPV
Sentinel Energy Project, none of the projects proposed in the SCAQMD and currently under
review by the CEC have such contracts in place. This includes, for example, the Walnut Creek
Energy Park, for which a Final Staff Assessment and Presiding Member’s Proposed Decision
recommending approval of the project were issued on April 12, 2007 and August 15, 2007,
respectively. Clearly, the CEC has not required that a project intending to seek credits from the
Priority Reserve have a long-term power sales agreement in place as a pre-requisite to continued
CEC review, ot even approval, of the project. Nor would it make any sense to do so since the
paragraph of the rule that requires a long-term contract also requires a CEC certification. Both

OC\932081.1 2



objectives must be pursued in parallel. Finally, it is always possible that a CEC certified project
could obtain a waiver from the requirement to obtain a long-term contract.

Thus, as long as the Applicant obtains a long-term contract, or obtains a waiver from this
requirement, there is nothing in Rule 1309.1 that limits the size of the project (assuming the
project meets all other applicable requirements, which the VPP does). Furthermore, the absence
of a long-term contract at this stage of project review is not a basis for the CEC to discontinue its
review or approval of the project. Since staff indicated in its Status Report #4 that the ability of
the Applicant to demonstrate the ability to obtain sufficient credits was its most notable concern
underlying its request to suspend the CEC proceedings, the discussion above should largely
render that request moot.

The CEC staff has also correctly indicated that the SCAQMD has not provided a firm date by
which it intends to issue a Preliminary Determination of Compliance (“PDOC”) for the VPP.
Once again, the VPP is hardly unique in this respect. From the date of amendment of Rule
1309.1 on August 3, 2007, up until January 11, 2008, the SCAQMD had not issued a single
PDOC, Final Determination of Compliance (“FDOC™), or supplement thereto, for any projects
currently under review by the CEC. On January 11, 2008, the SCAQMD issued a supplement to
the previously issued FDOC for the Walnut Creek Energy Park. Other projects, for which post-
amendment determinations of compliance have not been issued, and for which, as far as
Applicant is aware, no firm date for issuance has been identified, include the Sun Valley Energy
Project, the CPV Sentinel Project, the San Gabriel Generating Station and the AES Highgrove
Project. Some of these projects submitted applications to the CEC and the SCAQMD much
earlier than did the VPP.

Thus, while Applicant is also distressed about the timing associated with necessary
determinations from the SCAQMD, and encourages the CEC to do what it can to expedite the
processing of such determinations, the VPP is not unique in this regard, and the absence of
certainty as to the issuance of a PDOC does not provide any basis for suspending the CEC
proceedings. To the contrary, suspension of the CEC proceedings is likely to result in still
further delay of the issuance of a PDOC by SCAQMD since that action is part of the very CEC
process that would be suspended. It should also be noted that boilerplate conditions related to
implementation of Rule 1309.1 have now been developed in the context of the Walnut Creek
Energy Park. This development will hopefully speed the issuance of subsequent determinations,
which will incorporate the same proposed conditions.

Cooling Tower Plumes

Staff’s Status Report #4 identifies two potential issues related to cooling tower plumes: 1) the
potential for ground-hugging plumes to interfere with traffic in the immediate vicinity of the
VPP; and ii) potential health impacts associated with the use of reclaimed water in the cooling
system of the VPP.

With respect to the first issue, although Applicant believed that the analysis suggesting that

ground-hugging plumes might pose a significant impact was highly equivocal, Applicant
nevertheless reconfigured the entire project to address staff’s concern. While it is not exactly
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clear from staff’s Status Report #4 that this issue has now been resolved to the satisfaction of the
staff, it appears that this may be the case. Given the speculative nature of the potential impacts
in the first place, and the level of effort that has gone into addressing staff’s concerns, if staff
remains unsatisfied with respect to this issue, it is likely a matter for adjudication,

With respect to the second issue, there is no basis whatsoever for staff’s suggestion that the use
of Title 22 reclaimed water in the cooling system for the VPP poses a potential threat to public
health and safety. The suggestion is quite remarkable in light of the CEC’s aggressive policy to
encourage the use of reclaimed water for power plant cooling, and the significant number of
projects recently approved by the CEC proposing to use reclaimed water. None of these projects
identified a significant public health risk associated with the use of reclaimed water in cooling
towers. The suggestion is made even more remarkable by the fact that the CEC’s own expert in
the area of public health, Dr. Obed Odoemelam stated in a public workshop on April 18, 2007
that he does not expect the use of reclaimed water in the cooling towers to pose a public heaith
threat. Yet, inexplicably, the issue continues to be raised.

As staff is aware, the use of recycled water for cooling is governed by 22 Cal. Code Regs. §
60306, which requires that “[r]ecycled water used for industrial or commercial cooling or air
conditioning that involves the use of a cooling tower, evaporative condenser, spraying or any
mechanism that creates a mist shall be a disinfected tertiary recycled water.” Various scientific
studies have been conducted to test the health implications of use of tertiary treated water. The
studies have shown that disinfected tertiary treated recycled water is virtually free from all
pathogens, including viruses. Tertiary treatment has been found to reduce contaminants such as
particles, bacteria, viruses, parasites, inorganics, organics, and radionuclides. A summary of
these studies, which was previously provided to CEC staff (CEC Log No. 43298) is attached to
this Status Report as Attachment B. Because the proposed power plant will use disinfected
tertiary recycled water, and because this use will comply with the requirements of Title 22, no
adverse health effects from the use of this recycled water would result.

Recognition of the beneficial and safe uses of recycled water has led the United States
Environmental Protection Agency, the California State Water Resources Control Board, the
California Department of Health Services, the California Conference of Directors of
Environmental Health, the United States Bureau of Reclamation, and the Water Reuse
Association of California to adopt a joint statement in support of the use of recycled water. See
Statement of Support for Water Recvcling, available at
http://www.datainstincts.con/images/pdf/ healthsafety.pdf. The statement notes that
“California’s extensive experience with water reclamation provides reasonable assurance that the
potential health risks associated with water reclamation in California are minimal, provided all
regulations ... are adhered to” and that “California law and regulations are fully protective of
human health.” Id.

Notwithstanding the long-standing and well-supported proposition that use of Title 22 reclaimed
water in power plant cooling towers does not pose adverse public health impacts — a proposition
underlying approval of such use in many CEC decisions — Applicant conducted a specific
analysis of the potential for adverse impacts on the adjacent Rite-Way Meats Facility. That
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analysis, which indicated no anticipated significant impacts as a result of the VPP’s use of
reclaimed water, was shared with CEC staff (CEC Log No. 43298).

Given the foregoing, staff’s continued expression of concern regarding public health impacts
associated with cooling tower plumes is perplexing. Rather than suspending the proceedings, as
suggested by staff, the best way to resolve any outstanding concerns is for the staff to issue its
Preliminary Staff Assessment setting forth the basis for any continuing concerns. Given the
precedent for use of reclaimed water for power plant cooling, and the analyses that have been
completed specifically for the VPP, any remaining disagreements between the Applicant and
staff with respect to this issue will likely require adjudication.

Finally, it should be noted that as set forth in an April 26, 2007 letter from the General Manager
of the Central Basin Municipal Water District (Attachment C to this Status Report; CEC Log
No. 40207), the VPP and its use of reclaimed water, is a “critical component” of the District’s
Southeast Water Reliability Project, which will conserve 6.5 billion gallons of drinking water
annually. According to the District, “reaching the pipeline’s full capacity is contingent on the
construction of the Vernon Power Plant.” Thus, the VPP water supply plan is not only protective
of public health and safety, it contributes to the conservation of potable water — a key policy
objective of the CEC.

Waste Management

Applicant acknowledges that the issue of project site remediation is complicated by the fact that
Applicant does not currently own the site, and that the remediation is being undertaken by other
parties. The involvement of these other parties, and Applicant’s lack of control over them, has
resulted in a process that is slower than the Applicant or CEC staff desire. However, while there
are also some underlying jurisdictional issues, Applicant has done its best to facilitate the flow of
information between the property owner and its consultants and the CEC and DTSC staffs. For
example, on May 14, 2007, Applicant arranged for the consultants to the property owner to
participate in a CEC workshop to explain ongoing site investigation, remedial action plan
development, and to answer questions from CEC and DTSC staffs.

Staff’s Status Report #4 is incorrect in its assertion that Applicant has “not met with DTSC nor
responded to DTSC over the past nine months.” The Applicant, Applicant’s counsel, the current
property owner, and the property owner’s consultants have all been communicating with DTSC
on a regular basis since the April 18, 2007 workshop at which DTSC indicated its desire to be
involved in oversight of the site remediation. While not an exhaustive list, the following is a
summary of the most recent communications:

e September 5, 2007 communication between Dan Downing (Applicant) and Christine
Bucklin (DTSC) regarding joint City/DTSC review of site remediation.

e September 11, 2007 communication between Dan Downing and Yolanda Garza (DTSC)
regarding coordinating review of remediation plan between the City and DTSC.

¢ Qctober 10, 2007 communication between Dan Downing and Christine Bucklin.

e (October 11, 2007 communication between Dan Downing and Christine Bucklin
regarding oversight of the remediation work.
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e November 1, 2007, teleconference with Gene Lucero (Latham & Watkins, LLP), Dan
Downing and Lewis Pozzebon (Applicant), and DTSC representatives.

e November 5, 2007 communication between Dan Downing and Sara Amir (DTSC)
regarding coordination of review of remediation plan.

e November 6, 2007 communication between Dan Downing and Sara Amir regarding
coordination of review of remediation plan

e November 7, 2007, meeting at DTSC’s offices with Gene Lucero, Dan Downing, Lewis
Pozzebon, Geomatrix {property owner’s consultant) and Pechiney (property owner).

Applicant has also been in frequent communication with the current property owner and its
consultants regarding the development of the remedial action plan for the site, including
providing comments on the draft plan. Based on a communication between Applicant and the
consultants for the current property owner on January 17, 2008, Applicant understands that the
consultant will be submitting the Feasibility Study/Remedial Action Plan for the site to the
DTSC in approximately two weeks. It would also be made available to the CEC at that time.

QOutstanding Discovery Reguests

Applicant acknowledges that it has not yet provided responses to Waste Management Data
Requests 60, 62b, 64, 65, and 67 and to Transmission System Engineering Data Requests 70 and
73. Applicant must receive a copy of the Feasibility Study/Remedial Action Plan from the
property owner’s consultant before it is able to respond to the outstanding Waste Management
requests. As stated above, it is anticipated that this document will be available within the next
two weeks, which would allow Applicant to respond to the outstanding data requests in this area.
With respect to transmission system engineering, Applicant must receive responses to letters sent
to the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power and the California Independent System
Operator, respectively, to be able to provide responses to Data Requests 70 and 73. Applicant
continues to follow up with these entities to ascettain the information needed to properly respond
to outstanding data requests.

Community Qutreach and Interveners

Applicant acknowledges that the VPP is currently opposed by certain community organizations,
and that local governmental entities, including the City of Los Angeles and the County of Los
Angeles have intervened to ensure that the VPP does not adversely impact the environment or
public health, Applicant remains committed to engaging with these entities, to the extent they
are willing, in an effort to address their concerns regarding the VPP.

Applicant and the Natural Resources Defense Council (“NRDC”) have jointly retained the
consulting firm of Gladstein, Neandros and Associates (“GNA”) to develop a proposed
community benefits/mitigation proposal for the VPP. While GNA is being paid by the
Applicant, it has been retained on behalf of both the Applicant and NRDC, which direct GNA
jointly. GNA has developed a proposed scope of work, and the parties will meet on January 31,
2008 to discuss it. Whether this effort results in a set of proposals that fully address the concerns
that have been raised remains to be seen, but it is a concrete example of Applicant’s willingness
to engage with the community regarding their concerns. It should also be noted that the VPP has
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received hundreds of expressions of support from the community in the form of verbal testimony
and written communications which have been docketed with the CEC.

Schedule

Staff’s request that the AFC proceedings by suspended is unwarranted. First, it is not a pre-
requisite to the continuation of proceedings before the CEC that an applicant demonstrate (o the
satisfaction of the staff that it can “successfully resolve all significant permitting issues.” If that
were the case, there would never be a contested evidentiary hearing. If the staff continues to
have unresolved issues with the proposed project, its obligation is to set forth those issues in its
Preliminary Staff Assessment, and Final Staff Assessment, if necessary. Furthermore, based on
the information in this Status Report, and information previously provided to staff, Applicant has
addressed virtually all of the “significant permitting issues” identified by staff in its Status
Report #4, including its most notable concern — the availability of emission offsets. In fact, there
appear to be very few unresolved issues associated with the project, relative to the number of
outstanding issues that typically exist at the PSA stage of the CEC proceedings.

While there are pending data requests related to waste management and transmission system
engineering, more than sufficient information has been provided on these topics to allow staff to
complete PSA sections. With the exception of air quality, staft should also be prepared to issue a
PSA for all other subjects. As stated above, any remaining issues related to cooling tower
plumes are unlikely to be resolved through further discussion with the staff. Applicant concedes
that until the SCAQMD issues a PDOC, staff cannot complete the air quality section of the PSA.
Therefore, Applicant requests that the Committee direct the staff to issue a bifurcated PSA on all
issues except air quality, and to direct that the air quality section of the PSA be issued within 30
days of SCAQMD’s issuance of a PDOC.

DATED: January 21, 2008 Respectfully submitted,
S pide (4

\- ’ H

Michael J. Carroll :

of LATHAM & WATKINS LLP
Counsel to Applicant
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LIGHT & POWER DEPARTMENT
Donal O¥Callaghan, Director of Light & Power

September 17, 2007

Mr. Chandrasheklar 5. Bhatt

South Coast Alr Quality Management District
218635 Conpley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 917635

Dear Mr. Bhau:

This letter responds 1o the August 16, 2007 leuer from Mr. Mohsen Nazemi of your agency
requesting that the City of Vernon provide documentation demonstrating that the proposed
Vernon Power Plant ("VPP™) will comply with the requirements of Soath Coast Adr
Quality Management District {(*SCAQMD™) Rule 1309.1 as amended on August 3. 2007,
Mr. Nazemi's letter indicates that the SCAQMY) staff has made a preliminary
determination that the VPP {s located in an Environmental Justice Arca {“EJA™). as defined
m Rule 1309.1, which we will assume to be the case for purposes of this response. The
letter atse correctly points out that the VPP will have an output of greater than 500
megawatts,

The attached information (Attachments A and B) documents the ability of the VPP 1 meet
the requirements applicable to an electric generating facility of greater than 500 megawaus
in an BIA, as set forth in the attachment to Mr. Nazemi's letter,

We would also like to take this opportunity to request that the SCAQMD formally initiate
the process for obtaining Governing Board approval of the plan w nvest the anticipated
mitigation fecs from the VPP pursuant o paragraph (A 13) of the revised rule, While the
City would welcome an opportunity to participate in this process. we assume that it will be
largely a SCAQMD staff driven process with input from the local community. Please Jet
us know what the next steps in this process will be.

4305 Santa Fe Avenue, Vernon, California 90058 Telephone {323) 5838811 Fax {323} R26-1425%

Exclusively Industrial



Mr. C.S. Bhan
Septesnber 17, 2007
Page 2 of 2

Please contact Dr, Krishna Nand at (323) 583-881 1, Ext 211, if you have any questions or
if vou need additional information.

Sincerely,

Donal (O’ Callaghan
Director of Light & Power

Attachments

cos Mohsen Nazemi, SCAQMD
Roger Johnson, CEC
James Reede, CEC
Mike Carroll, Latham & Watkins LLP
John Carrier, CH2MHi
Krishna Nand
Document Controd

“

&

FRAOMPLIANCE REPOR TENGRUOIIVPPESCAOMURRhatt do



Attachment A

Supporting Documentation for Compliance Demonstration with Amended Rule
1309.1 for the Proposed Vernon Power Plant

(located in an Environmental Justice Area and Capaem greater than SGE) MW}

TOXIC Ris.QL!REMl:N T S

Parameter

Amended Rult 1309, l

Cancer

< 0.5 in-a-million

Requirement

Yaiue for the Proposed
Vermm l’mwr i’lant

M"mmum cancer nsk i3
estimated at 0.276 m-a-
million

Hazard Index

Cancer Burden

CRIT

< 0.1 | Muximum chronic and
- acute hazard indices are
Destimated at 0.0198 and
0.0537, respectively,
< (.05 Cancer burden is 0.007 fora

cancer risk of 1-in-10
million {1-in-10-million risk
level).

FRM POLLUTANT REQUIREM

ENTS

- PMIC Emission Controls

NG Only
& = 0.035 Ib/MW-hr

NG Only
& 0.0312 1MW hr (also
see Altachment B}

- NOx Emission Controls

<0.050 Ib/MW-hr

0.0495 (also see Attachment
B}

Total Combined (as
Turbines PM10 Hourly
Erissions

<30.0 lbs/hr

PM10 hourly emissions
from three combustion gas
turbines and three duct

i burners have been estimated
“at 29.7 lbefhr,

Ioldj ( nmhnn.d (mb
Turbines PMI10 24-hr

2.5 ,ug!m‘

[rnpact

Total Combined Gas
Turbines PM 10 Annual
Impact

Limit. if Simple Cycle

< 0.5 ugim

Annaal Hours of ()pexduun

Maximum 24-hr impact
from three combustion gas
- turbines and three duoct
burncra has been estimated

[.96 pgm

Maximum annual impact
from three combustion gas
turbines and three duct
burners has been estimated
at 0.45 yg/m

< 3,000 hrs/vr

.....

Not Applicable. Vernon
Power Plant will be a

Combined Cycle Facility

PUOMPLIANCE REPOIUTINGWRIOBVPY

FSCAQMOFAschunent Adoe



R

: : ‘Attachment B
Vernon Power Plant (VPP}) Comphance Determmatton
New SCAQMD Ruie 1309.1 (August 3, 2007’) at 59 deg F

NOTE:

1 PM10 and NOx emission limits in (b/MW-hr are based
on gross output (see SCAQMD Final Staff Report, page 20, dated Juiy 2007), Ref 1.

2. Emission limils applicable to the Vernon Power Plant are from the Mohsen Nazemi's letter
dated August 16, 2007 to the Cnty of V&mcn

[

i- N

1. Comphance w:th PM‘tO Em:ssmn L:m:t of 30 Ibfr (al! 1hree CTGs arsd three
Duct Burners}

e

Duct Burner F:nng_Canditlon [De§ign Basis Duct Bumer, 142 MMBtu/hr, HHE}, Evagaratwg Cooler ON:
VPP will be in compliance (PASS}

PM10 emission rate/CTG pius Duct Burner .9 Ib/hr Ref. 2
PM10 emission rate/3 CTGs and 3 Duct Burners 29.7 ibihr

2. Compliance with PM10 Ib/MWhr Emission'umet of 0.035

Duct Burner anng Condition {Desi:m Basis Duct Bumer 142 MMBtu/hr, HHV), Evaporative Cooler ON:
VPP will be in compffance (PASS_I ; I

i

l i
i

PM10 emission rate/CTG pius Duct Burner 9.9 lohr

PM10 emission rate/3 CTGs and 3 Duct Burners 29.70 ib/hr .
Facility Grosa Power Output {includes power from steam turbine) 951 MW/hr Retf 2
Emission m 1b/MW~hr S 8.0312 tbeW-hr

3. Compllance \mth E\icx 2b!MWhr Emtssmn Limit of 0, 050

Duct Burner Firing Condition (Design Basis Dugt Bumef‘, 142 MMBtu/hr, HH V) Evaporative Cooler ON:
VPP will be in comphance {PASS)

NOx emission rate/CTG plus Duct Bumer | ) 15, 7t}rlbkhr Ref. 2
NOXx armission rate/3 CTGs and 3 Duct Burners : 47, ﬁ) foihr _
Facility Gross Power Ontput (i nt:ksdes powear frcsm steam turbme) 951! MWlhr Ref. 2
Emission in Ib/MW-hr ' e 0.0495 I/MW-he

JACOMPUANCE REPORTINGIWRACI(VPPISCAQMD MtachmentB xIs



Reference 1

Final Staff Report

Proposed Amended Rule 1389.1 — Priority Reserve; and
Proposed Re-Adopted Rule 1315 - Federal New Source Review Tracking System

July 2007

Deputy Executive Officer
Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources

Elaine Chang, DrPH

Assistant Deputy Executive Officer
Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources
Laki Tisopulos, Ph.D., P.E.

Planning & Rules Mansager
Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources

Larry M. Bowen, P.E.

Author: Shams Hasan — Air Quality Specialist

Reviewed By: Robert R. Pease, P.E. — Program Supervisor
Williarn Wong — Senior Deputy District Counsel
Barbara Baird — Principal Deputy District Counse]
Mohsen Nazemi, P.E. — Assistant Deputy Executive Officer

Contributors: Mike Mills, P.E. - Senior Air Quality Engineering Manager
Mitch Haimov, P.E. — AQ Analysis and Compliance Supemscr
John Yee, P.E. — Senior Air Quality Engineer



conditions. The actual operating conditions will then be converted (v ISO
conditions of 59 degrees Fahrenheir, G0% relative humidity, and 14.7 psia;
and using gross MW output.

Comment:

Rﬁp@risg :

Are the PM10 and NOx emissions rates based on net output or gross
output?
The PM10-and NOx-emissions rates are based on gross ouiput,

Comment:

Response:;

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Is the hourly limit on mass emissions of PM10 intended to apply to all
equipment, permitted and exempt at the facility, or only to electrical
generating units?

For new EGFs with a generation capacity of greater than 500 MW and
located in Zone 3 or in an EJ Area, the cumulative hourly limit based on
mass emissions of PMI10 shall apply only to proposed electrical generating
equipment requiring permits af the fucility. It shall not apply to existing
permilted equipment, Rule 219 exempt equipment, or new rnon-eleciric
producing eguipment.

Are the [imitations on 24-hour and annual modeled PM10 impacts based on
emissions from all equipment, permitted and cxempt at the facility, or only
to electrical generating units?

The cumulative PM1Q 24-hr and annual impacts as required under Zones 2
3, and the EJ Areas shall apply only to proposed electrical generating
equipment reguiring permits at the facility, but they apply to all new or
modified equipment. It does not apply to existing permitted equipment,
Rule 219 exempt equipment, or new non-electric producing equipment.

What is the rounding convention that will be applied to the proposed
standards? For example, if the standard is 0.050, will a level of 0.0503 be
deemed compliant?

Fhere--irtto—potadifg oo i :
reeperas-the veate of NOx- (‘}’:‘H?‘n‘fﬁl‘z‘ﬂ'{}ﬁ? w-ww«d—é‘-@a@%&%?—kr«w ri’w
coiss fon Hevel abavethisswol-a-0-0303 —wvoudeirnoi-ba-broomplres Stafl
has reviewed the roundinge convenrion wsed iy other District rufes, other aiy
agualiry dota and stendareds_and the roupding convention nsed by other
public_awencies for_similar standards. Siglf proposes 1o _use that same
rounding convention for the purposes_of the stundurds in paragraph (il
The valney to be rounded up or dovn using the dicin just bevond e given
number _of decimal places of ke siandard gccording o the stundard
Fopnding corventions that values befow 5 round devwn whife thase thar are
eguul 1 or greater than 3 vound up. For: mamg:df::, Jor the siqndard af

3030, e vlue of 00504999 or [esy younds 1o 0050 and wonld compty.
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Reference 2

SIEMENS

Seplember 13, 2007

Mr. Donai O'Callahan
City of Vernon

4308 Sanle Fe Avenue
Verncn, CA SC058

Subject: Vernon SCCE-5000F 3x1 Emissions
Dear Donal:

We understand that the City of Vemon would like to have the following data for the proposed Vernon Power
Plant to show compliance with the South Coast Air Quaity Management Districts Amended Ruke 1309.1;

1. PM1D emissions from one combustion turbine generator and one duct bumer in pounds per hour at full
load at §9 deg F, 0% relative humidity, and 14.7 psia pressure,

2. NO« emissions from one combustion turbine generator and one duet butner in pounds per hour at full
lcad at 59 deg F, 60% relative humidity, and 14.7 psia pressure.

3. Gross power ganemtnon from the Vemon Power Plant In MWihr (all three combustion turbine generators
and the steam turbine) at full ioad ot 59 deg F, 60% relativa humidily, and 14.7 psia pressure,

Siernens has reviewed the Gas Turbine Performance data for the proposed Vemon Power Plant Project and we
are pleased to provide the above information in the following Table 1

Table 1
Vernon Power Plant Gas Turblne Performance Data
Parameter Slemuns SGTE-5000F Gas Turbine
Estimatod Performance Data
PM10 emigsions from one combustian turbine ) 9.9 I

1 generator and one duct burner at full load at 58 deg ¥,
60% refative humidity, and 14.7 psia pressure,
Note: Durt burnar heat Input is 142 MMBtuihy (HHY)

NOx emissions from one combustion turbine generator 15.7 /b g
and one duct burner at full load at 59 deg F, 60% !
reiative numidity, and 14.7 psia pregsure,

Note: Dust burner heat input Is 142 MMBtwhr (HHV)

Gross power generations from the Vernon Power Plant 951 MWhr
{all three combustion turbine generators and the steam
turbine) at full load at B9 deg F, 60% relative hurnidity,
and 14.T psia pressure.

Mots: Duct burner heat lnput Is 142 MMBtu/hr (HHV)

Besgt regards,

CC: Thomas Karastamatbis

Siemens Power Generation, inc.,

4400 Alataya Trail
COrianoo, FL 32828-2380






Attachment B
Summary of Studies of Use of Reclaimed Water

Pomona Virus Study

Using the methods set forth in Title 22, the Sanitation Districts of the County of Los Angeles
conducted the Pomona Virus Study on tertiary treated recycled water in 1977. See G. Fred Lee,
Ph.D., P.E., D.EE. & Anne Jones-Lee, Ph.D., Public Health Significance of Waterbomme
Pathogens in Domestic Water Supplies and Reclaimed Water (Dec. 1993), available at
hitp://'www.gfredlee.com/path-2.htm (“Public Health Significance™). The Pomona Virus Study
tested the abilities of four different tertiary treatment systems to remove viruses. The study
added laboratory-cultured viruses and coagulant to a water sample and passed it through
treatment facilities consisting of a clarifier and a sand filter meeting the requirements of sections
60301.230 and 60301.320 of Title 22. See State of California, Division of Drinking Water and
Environmental Management, Treatment Technology Report for Recycled Water App. A at 27
(Aug. 2003). The treatment “reduced the concentration of virus plaque-forming units to
1/100,000th of the concentration in the wastewater upstream from the filter, when the chlorine
residual was at least 5 milligrams per liter and at least sufficient to reduce the concentration of
total coliform bacteria to less than 2 per hundred milliliters.” Id. The study thus concluded that
virus removal through tertiary treatment was possible.

Multiple regulations and guidelines for the use of recycled water have been based on the Pomona
Virus Study. See University of Guelph, Water Reclamation and Reuse Information Center,
http://www.soe.uoguelph.ca/webfiles/khosrow/wrric/Health/pomona.htm. In addition, the study
was referenced as “the basis for comments to the regional water quality control boards on
proposed recycling project requirements, to ensure adequate public health protection when
recycled water is used.” Initial Statement of Reasons, Water Recycling, Chapter 3 Water
Recycling Criteria, at 4.

Whittier Narrows Study

In 1978, a study was conducted to determine whether the Whittier Narrows water reclamation
treatment procedure had any adverse effect on the health of individuals ingesting treated
groundwater. The study included “extensive microbiological and chemical water quality
characterization, percolation studies, toxicological studies, and epidemiological studies.” James
Crook, Water Reuse Experience in the 11.S. 12, available at http://www.p2pays.org/ref/19/
18610.pdf (“Water Reuse Experience™). The study “did not demonstrate any measurable adverse
effects on the area’s groundwater or the health of the population ingesting the water.” 1d.

Monterey Wastewater Reclamation Study for Agriculture Study

Beginning in 1980, the ten-year Monterey Wastewater Reclamation Study for Agriculture
researched the ability of the methods detailed in Title 22 to remove enteric viruses, as well as the
survivability of enteric viruses on food crops, mainly those eaten raw. See Water Reuse Study.
No enteric viruses were detected in the recycled water or recovered from crop samples during the
study. Seeid. In addition, aerosols generated from sprinkler irrigation did not contain bacteria
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of wastewater origin. See id. The study concluded that “process controls required by [Title 22]
... were sufficient to exclude the possibility of residual pathogen content in recycled water ....”
1d.

Tertiary Water Food Safety Study

The 1997 Tertiary Water Food Safety Study, was conducted to determine the continued viability
of the Monterey Wastewater Reclamation Study for Agriculture and “did not detect any
Salmonella, Cyclospora, E. Coli 0157:H7, Cryptosporidium, or Legionella in any of the samples
of disinfected tertiary recycled water.” Water Reuse Study. This study determined that effluent
did not produce significant health effects and that the risks of using tertiary treated water were
similar to risks estimated for the use of commonly used surface water. See Public Health

Significance.

Water Factory 21 Study

The Orange County Sanitary District’s Water Factory 21 Study determined that the tertiary
treatment procedure “reliably produces high-quality water.” Water Reuse Experience. The virus
sampling in this study indicated that “the effluent is essentially free of measurable levels of
viruses.” Id. There were no significant health effects from using this tertiary treated water and
no risks greater than the risk of using surface water. See Public Health Significance.

City of San Diego Health Effects Study

The City of San Diego’s Health Effects Study monitored tens of thousands of gallons of non-
chlorinated effluent from its tertiary treatment wastewater plant and found that the plant
“consistently produced high quality effluent.” Water Reuse Experience. The study ultimately
concluded that “the health risks associated with the use of the ... [plant] as a raw water supply
[are] less than or equal to that of the existing City raw water.” Id.

OC\932981 1
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Municipal Water District
Aprl 26, 2007

Dr. Barry Wallerstein, D.Env., Executive Officer
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 917654182

Dear Dr. Wallerstein:
On behalf of the Central Basin Municipal Water District Board of Direclors, |

- woukl like to take this opportunity to express our support for the Vemon Power

Plant—an important regional project that will use recycled water to bring much-
needed power to Southem California.

The Vemon Power Plant is a critical component of our Southeast Water
Reliabllity Project, which is Central Basin's largest recycled water project in
recent years. Comprised of 11-plus miles of pipeline, it will bring recycled water
to the area’s large industrial and inigation facilities. The Vemon Powaer Plant will
be our largest recycied water customer, a partnership that will allow us to
increase our pipeline capacity to serve additional customers throughout the
region and conserve more than 8.5 billion gallons of drinking water annually.
Reaching the pipeline’s full capacity is contingent on the construction of the
Vernon Power Plant.

As the General Manager of the Central Basin, | can tell you about the value of a
recycled water project of this size. Using recycled water saves millions of gallons
of precious drinking water for the region and helps the environment by drastically
reducing the amount of wastewater discharged into the ocean. Additionally, the
availability of recycled water will improve local economic development, enabling
clties to offer lower water rates as incentives o atiract new businesses.

We view construction of the Vemon Power Plant as proposed as a win-win. It will
achieve long-term energy and water reliability for the region, broaden key
partnerships for future conservation projects and expand the benefits and use of
recycled water for generations to come. If you would like additional Information
about the Southeast Water Reliabllity Project or our support for the Vemon
Power Piant, ptease contact me at (310) 438-2805.

General Manager

Encl.: Southeast Water Rellabllity Project Fact Sheet

cc: Dr. James Reede, Sitting Project Manager, Califomia Energy Commission
Jeff Harrison, City Attorney, City of Vermon

CITY LTTORNEY DEPT.



The Big Plcture

I an effore to conterve the arcy’s ground-
water and reduce rcliance oo inopored
warer, Ceneral Basin Municipal Wa-
et District 55 moving forwad with
the Southeass Warer Refiabilicy Projoct
(SOTRP). Since Southern California is 2
semi-desent region, water conservation is
viual t ensuring o safe and relisble waser
supply. Using recyded warer for com-
merciual, induscrial and landscape-irrig-
tlon uses instead of drinking water Is an
impormnt camponent in Cenersl Basins
conservarion plan.

About the Project

With tndustriad sites a3 the largese single
users of potable water, SWRP would de-
liver recyeled waner to many large indus-
wriad and irmigation Bwilities, providing re-
gional water-saviog benechite. The 11.phu
mile pipeline will exvend from Ploo Rivera
through Montebello and southeasc Los
Angeles County, conoecting to the exise-
ing system In Vemon. Addisionally, the
project will enhance the operation reliabil-
ity of the current syseem by compleding an
senual “loop” of cxdsting pipelines. Onee
complered, SWIP will conserve more
M&S bﬁ}hnptiemcfmmmy

* Mot subjecred to watcr rights bows
* Produced kocally
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protect the groundwater

Benefit to the Publlc

This type of project is viraf to sustsiniog
a relisble supply of water for Southem
Californls, which impors most of It
water from Northern California and the
Colorado River. With these sources of we-
ter becoming increasingly Umited, agen-
cies such a5 Cenetal Basin 20e working ro
develop 2 plan to neduce dependency on
imporesd wawer sourcas, Recycled wacer
offers 3 viable solution. As recycled warer
becomes avatiable throughout Los Ange-
Ies County, It can be used for commer- -
ciad, wndustrizl and landscape-irrigation
purposts, conserving che region's potable
water supply.

Ceneral Basin’s abiliy w produce re-
cycled warer locally also means fess im-
pact ot fragile ccosysrems, lexy energy to
pump imported water long distancss and
a sediable warer supply for the region. As
an added benefit, Central Basin's cecycled
watet can be purchased for less than
potable water and s vircaally droughr-
proaf, providing an economic incentive
for businesses in the aren vo use cecyclod
water. The lower cost of water will also ac-
tract more busingsses 10 the area, provid-
ing sn opportunity far regional ccanomic

. SNWRP was desigoed through
Central Basin's proactive approach w
water conservition and environmentslly-
sound practoss and will be a greax benefit
w southease Los Angeles County. It is cx-
pected o be complesed in 2009.




In the Matter of:

Application for Certification,

for the VERNON POWER PLANT PROJECT

by the City of Vernon

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
ENERGY RESOURCES
CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

e T T S g

Docket No. 06-AFC-4

ELECTRONIC PROOF OF SERVICE
LIST

{Revised January 22, 2008}

Transmission via electronic mail and by depositing one original signed document with
FedEx overnight mail delivery service at Costa Mesa, California with delivery fees thercon fully
prepaid and addressed to the following:

DOCKET UNIT

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

Attn: DOCKET NO. 06-AFC-4
1516 Ninth Street, MS-4
Sacramento, California 95814-5512
docket(@energy.state.ca.us

' Transmission via electronic mail addressed to the following:

APPLICANT

Donal O’Callaghan
Director of Light and Power
City of Vernon

4305 So. Santa Fe Avenue
Vernon, California 90058
docallaghan@ci.vernon.ca.us
rtoering(@ci, vernon.ca.us
e.fresch@sbcglobal.net

John Carrier

Environmental Consultant

CH2M Hill

2485 Natomas Park Dr. #600
Sacramento, California 95833-2937
john.carrier@ch2m.com
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VERNON POWER PLANT PROJECT
CEC Docket No. 06-AFC-4

COUNSEL FOR APPLICANT

Jeff A. Harrison, City Attorney
City of Vernon

4305 So. Santa Fe Avenue
Vernon, California 90058
iharrison(@ci.vernon.ca.us

INTERESTED AGENCIES

Albert Fontanez

Assistant Planner

City of Huntington Park

6550 Miles Avenue

Huntington Park, California 90255
afontanez@huntingtonpark.org

Felipe Aguirre

Edward Ahrens

City of Maywood

4319 E. Slauson Ave
Maywood California 96270
faguirre@cityofmaywood.com
eahrens@citvofmaywood.com

Eric Saltmarsh

Electricity Oversight Board
770 L Street, Suite 1250
Sacramento, California 95814
esaltmarsh@eob.ca.gov

Yolanda Garza

Unit Chief

Permatting and Corrective Action Branch
Department of Toxic Substances Control
1011 N. Grandview Street

Glendale, California 91201

ygarza@dtsc.ca.gov

Christine Bucklin, P.G.

Senior Engineering Geologist
Department of Toxic Substances Control
1011 N. Grandview Street

Glendale, California 91201

cbucklin@dtsc.ca.gov

09331631



YERNON POWER PLANT PROJECT
CEC Docket No, 06-AFC-4

Mohsen Nazemi

South Coast Air Quality Mgmt. District
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, California 91765-4182
mnazemil @agmd.gov

Jennifer Pinkerton

City of Los Angeles
Environmental Affairs Department
200 N. Spring Street

Room 2005, MS 177

Los Angeles, California 90012

Jennifer.Pinkerton(@lacity.org

INTERVENORS

Marc D. Joseph

Gloria D. Smith

California Unions for Reliable Energy
Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo
601 Gateway Blvd., Suite 1000

South San Francisco, California 94080
gsmith(@adamsbroadwell.com
mdjoseph@adamsbroadwell.com

Ian Forrest, Esq., Counsel for Rite-Way
Jeffer, Mangels, Butler & Marmaro LLP
1900 Ave of the Stars, 7th FL

Los Angeles, California 90067-4308
mfigyjmbm.com

Irwin Miller, President
Rite-Way Meat Packers, Inc.
5151 Alcoa Avenue

Vemnon, California 90058
irwin@rose-shore.com

Bahraim Fazeli

Communities for a Better Environment
5610 Pacific Boulevard, Suite 203
Huntington Park California 90255
bfazeli@cbecal.org
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VERNON POWER PLANT PROJECT
CEC Docket No. 06-AFC-4

Shana Lazerow

Philip Huang

Communities for a Better Environment
1440 Broadway, Suite 701

Qakland, California 94612
slazerow{@cbecal.org
phuang@cbecal.org

David Pettit

Tim Grabiel

Natural Resources Defense Counsel
1314 Second Street

Santa Monica, California 90401
dpettit(@nrdc.or

tgrabiel@nrdc.org

Council Member Jose Huizar

Los Angeles City Council District No. 14
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 465, City Hall
Los Angeles, California 90012
councilmember huizar@lacity.org

Council Member Jan Perry

Los Angeles City Council District No. 9
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 420, City Hall
Los Angeles, California 90012
Jan.Perry@lacity.org

Ellen Sandt, Deputy Chief Executive
Chief Executive Office
Howard Choy, Division Manager, Energy Management
Internal Services Department
¢/o: Behnaz Tashakorian, Esq.
Allison Morse, Esq.
628 Kenneth Hahn Hall Of Administration
500 W. Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2713
btashakorian@counsel.lacounty.gov

ENERGY COMMISSION

Jackalyne Pfannenstiel, Chair
Presiding Committee Member
ipfannen(@energy.state.ca.us
cgraber(@energy, state.ca.us
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James D. Boyd, Commissioner
Associate Committee Member
ibovd(@energy.state.ca.us

Gary Fay
Hearing Officer
ofav@energy.state.ca.us

Mike Monosmith
Siting Project Manager
mmonosni@@energy.state.ca.us

Jared Babula
Staff Attorney
ibabula@energy.state.ca.us

Public Adviser
naol@energy.state.ca.us

VERNON POWER PLANT PROJECT
CEC Docket No. 06-AFC-4

Transmission via U.S. Mail addressed to the following:

INTERVENORS

Lucy Ramos

President

Mothers of East L. A.
P. O. Box 23151

Los Angeles, CA 90023

Antonia Mejia
3148 Aintree Lane
Los Angeles, CA 90023

Teresa Marquez

President

Boyle Heights Resident
Homeowners Association, Inc.
3122 East 3rd Street

Los Angeles, CA 90063

Miguel AHaro

2818 East Guirado Street
Los Angeles, Ca 90023
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VERNON POWER PLANT PROJECT
CEC Docket No. 06-AFC-4

DECLARATION OF SERVICE

1, Paul Kihm, declare that on January 22, 2008, I deposited a copy of the attached:
APPLICANT’S STATUS REPORT #9

with FedEx overnight mail delivery service at Costa Mesa, California with delivery fees thereon fully
prepaid and addressed to the California Energy Commission. I further declare that transmission via
electronic mail was consistent with the requirements of California Code of Regulations, title 20,
sections 1209, 1209.5, and 1210. All electronic copies were sent to all those identified on the Proof
of Service List above.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on January 22,

2008, at Costa Mesa, California. L

Paul Kihm
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