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CITY OF
CHULA VISTA

OFFICE OF THE CITY COUNCIL

March 27, 2009

Board of Commissioners DOCKET

Chula Vista Energy Upgrade Project AFC Committee Q, L\
California Energy Commuission
1516 Ninth Street DATE MAR o 7 2008

Sacramento, CA 95814

—

Dear Honorable Commissioners:

As city councilmembers living closest to the proposed MMC peaker plant, we would like to thank you, and
offer our strong support for the Preliminary Decision released in January. We think you are correct in your
understanding of our local ordinances and support the recommendation that this project should be denied

at this location.

You have recelved cornments from out clty St’lff on; yout proposed, dec151on In order to w01d any
rmsundcrstfmdmg, we wish to take this oppOLtumty to provide some clarification of our own views about
the:project and-the;General. Plan., It is important for you to know that City staff’s comments on the
ptoposcd dec1s10n wetejnot rcvtewed by the; Clty Councﬂ :Ner: was,the Clty Counctl. 1nvolved in, dmftmg
the comments. regardlng how the Clty typically.1 1ntetp1ets ‘its pohc1cs. -,~.\X/e have qskcd for a full Counc1l -

dJscusswn of the comments but thJS d15cuss1on will not. be held pnor to the Comrmttee ConfCLence on ",
Aprll 13, : -

We would like to raise two significant points of clarification for your consideration regarding application of
General Plan Policy E 6.4 and the adequacy of alternatives analysis.

MMC’s Peaker Plant Proposél Vi_olutes Gen_eral_'- Plan Policy E6.4

Both of us, 1n different capacities, were integrally involved in the drafting of Chula Vista’s General Plan
Update beginning in 2003 and ending with adoption of the plan in 2005. As members of both the Open
Space, Environment, and Historical Resources Committee (the commuittee that originally drafted and
proposed the policy) and the General Plan Steering Committee; we remember the intent of this policy
vividly.

Chula Vistfl 1s home to two power plants, located close to homes and schools. The original peaking power
plant omn: Main Street-was:a. pqrtlculatly egtcglous exqmple of mixing of 1 1rmpp10prntc land. uses, 11 an already
hefwlly nnpacted commumty The pohcy was not meant.to be, broad in its 1pp]1c'1t10n but Very,narrow It

In the tecord 1re the documents thqt clculv demonstmte thls leglslatlve hlstory lhey show th’lt staff
desired quahfylng lqngque to allow location of plants within 1,000 feet of sensitive receiverts 1f there was a
health risk assessment done. These documents also show that the City Council disagreed and deleted that
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qualifying language from the policy. This demonstrates the City Council’s intent that, unconditonally,
power plants should not be located within 1,000 feet of neighborhoods.

On the simple grounds that the proposed plant is within 1,000 feet of homes, the application should be
denied. We thank you for making that recommendation in your proposed decision, and we ask that this
recommendation be upheld.

Thete are even more viable alternative locations for the power plant that comply with policy E 6.4
that have not been analyzed.

In discussions with our City Manager, it has been clarified that the city memo was not intended to endorse
or in any way find adequate the alternatives assessment done by the CEC staff. In fact, there are many
additional locations, within city boundaries, that could comply with Policy E 6.4 that were not analyzed and
should have been. We request that you ask for clarification from our staff regarding these possible
alternative sites duging the:April 13 Committee Confetence. In particular, it.is our understanding that there
are several undeveloped sites near ot adjacent to the landfill and within city limits that would comply with
the buffer in the policy. We will be requesting a briefing from our staff on these alternative sites at our
Energy Subcommittee meeting on April 6™

We will raise these issues with our staff when we are afforded the opportunity, but we wanted to offer these
comments for your consideration at the formal hearing on April 13.

Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully,
' W;@ o
/' AN . mww
Pamela Bensoussan udy Ranylrez
Councilmembet Councilmember
City of Chula Vista City of Chula Vista
PB-RM/s0j
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