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BEFORE THE ENERGY RESOURCES CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT
COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
1516 NINTH STREET, SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
1-800-822-6228 — WWW.ENERGY.CA.GOV

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION FOR THE DocKeT No. 09-AFC-4
OAKLEY GENERATING STATION PROJECT
ORDER NO. 11-0518-15

CommISSION ADOPTION ORDER

This Commission Order adopts the Commission Decision on the Oakley Generating Station
Project. It incorporates the Presiding Member's Proposed Decision (PMPD) in the above-
captioned matter and the Committee Errata. The Commission Decision is based upon the
evidentiary record of these proceedings and considers the comments received at the May 18,
2011, business meeting. The text of the attached Commission Decision contains a summary of
the proceedings, the evidence presented, and the rationale for the findings reached and
Conditions imposed.

This ORDER adopts by reference the text, Conditions of Certification, Compliance Verifications,
and Appendices contained in the Commission Decision. It also adopts specific requirements
contained in the Commission Decision which ensure that the proposed facility will be designed,
sited, 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 in addition to those contained in the
accompanying text:

1. The Oakley Generating Station Project will provide a degree of economic benefits and
electricity reliability to the local area.

2. The Conditions of Certification contained in the accompanying text, if implemented by
the project owner, ensure that 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.

3. Implementation of the Conditions of Certification contained in the accompanying text will
ensure protection of environmental quality and assure reasonably safe and reliable
operation of the facility. The Conditions of Certification also assure that the project will
neither result in, nor contribute substantially to, any significant direct, indirect, or
cumulative adverse environmental impacts.
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11.

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

The project is subject to Fish and Game Code section 711.4 and the project owner must
therefore pay a nine hundred forty-nine dollar ($949) fee to the California Department of
Fish and Game.

Construction and operation of the project, as mitigated, will not create any significant
adverse environmental impacts. Therefore, the evidence of record also establishes that
no feasible alternatives to the project, as described during these proceedings, exist
which would reduce or eliminate any significant environmental impacts of the mitigated
project.

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

The evidence of record establishes that an environmental justice screening analysis was
conducted and that the project, as mitigated, will not have a disproportionate impact on
low-income or minority populations.

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

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

The proceedings leading to the Decision have been conducted in conformity with the
applicable provisions of Commission 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 Application for Certification of the Oakley Generating Station Project as described
in this Decision is hereby approved and a certificate to construct and operate the project
is hereby granted.

The approval of the Application for Certification is subject to the timely performance of
the Conditions of Certification and Compliance Verifications enumerated in the
accompanying text and Appendices. The Conditions and Compliance Verifications are
integrated with this Decision 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 Decision is adopted, issued, effective, and final on May 18, 2011.
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Reconsideration of this Decision is governed by Public Resources Code, section 25530.
Judicial review of this Decision is governed by Public Resources Code, section 25531.

The Commission hereby adopts the Conditions of Certification, Compliance Verifications,
and associated dispute resolution procedures as part of this Decision in order to implement
the compliance monitoring program required by Public Resources Code section 25532. All
conditions in this Decision 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 Decision licenses the project owner to commence construction on the project within
five years of this Decision date. Subject to the provisions of California Code of Regulations,
title 20, section 1720.3, this license expires by operation of law when the project’s start-of-
construction deadline passes with no construction.

The project owner shall provide the Executive Director a check in the amount of nine
hundred forty-nine dollars ($949) payable to the California Department of Fish and Game.

The Executive Director of the Commission shall transmit a copy of this Decision and
appropriate accompanying documents, including the Department of Fish and Game fee, as
provided by Public Resources Code section 25537, California Code of Regulations, title 20,
section 1768, and Fish and Game Code section 711.4.

We order that the Application for Certification docket file for this proceeding be closed
effective the date of this Decision, with the exception that the docket file shall remain
open for 30 additional days solely to receive material related to a petition for
reconsideration of the Decision.

Dated: May 18, 2011, at Sacramento, California.

_/@/ B hloer At

(Absent)
ROBERT B. WEISENMILLER JAMES D. BOYD
Chairman Vice Chair
% ¢ Aé g 2(2
Coddn feloman
KAREN DOUGLAS CARLA PETERMAN
Commissioner Commissioner
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INTRODUCTION

A. SUMMARY OF THE DECISION

This Decision contains the Commission’s rationale in determining that the
proposed Oakley Generating Station (OGS) will, as mitigated, have no significant
impacts on the environment and complies with all applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards (LORS). This Decision is based exclusively upon the
record established during this certification proceeding and summarized in this
document. We have independently evaluated the evidence, provided references
to the record' supporting our findings and conclusions, and specified the
measures required to ensure that the OGS is designed, constructed, and
operated in the manner necessary to protect public health and safety, promote
the general welfare, and preserve environmental quality.

On June 30, 2009, Contra Costa Generating Station, LLC (Contra Costa)
submitted to the California Energy Commission, an Application for Certification
(AFC) to construct and operate the Oakley Generating Station (OGS), formerly
known as the Contra Costa Generating Station. The proposed OGS Project
would consist of natural gas-fired electric generation facilities and ancillary
systems located primarily on a 21.95-acre site in the City of Oakley in Contra
Costa County and within a portion of the transmission route in the City of Antioch,
California.

The AFC was reviewed for data adequacy and at a business meeting held on
September 23, 2009, where the Energy Commission adopted the Executive
Director’s data adequacy recommendation, thereby deeming the AFC complete
for filing purposes thus starting the Energy Commission’s formal review of the
proposed project.

The OGS Project will be a natural gas-fired, combined-cycle facility with a
nominal generating capacity of 624 megawatts (MW). The facility will be capable
of operating 24 hours per day, 7 days per week and will be designed as a base-
load facility with the added capabilities of rapid startup, high turndown capability
(i.e. ability to turn down to a low load), and high ramp rates. Because the
combined-cycle configuration will be more efficient than other aging gas-fired

' The Reporter’s Transcript of the evidentiary hearings is cited as “date of hearing RT page __.”
For example: 03/15/11 RT 77. 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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steam generation facilities in northern California, the OGS facility is anticipated to
be frequently dispatched and operate up to approximately 8,463 hours per year
(approximately 96.6 percent capacity with the balance in downtime for
maintenance), yet with an expected facility capacity factor at 60 to 80 percent.
The Applicant has entered into a Purchase and Sale Agreement with Pacific Gas
and Electric Company (PG&E) to guarantee commercial availability of power by
June 1, 2016.

Power will be transmitted to the regional electrical grid through a 230-kV
connection to PG&E’s Contra Costa Substation, located 2.4-miles to the
southwest of the OGS. The project will replace the existing 60-kV line, located
within an existing 80-foot-wide PG&E easement, with a 230-kV line.

Construction laydown and parking areas will be located on a 20-acre parcel east
of the plant site on DuPont property. Additionally, DuPont has requested the use
of any excess soils resulting from initial leveling and grading of the site. Three
stockpile locations, on DuPont properties to the north, have been identified for
future use by DuPont for potential build-out of the DuPont Oakley Specific Plan.

The Energy Commission has exclusive jurisdiction to license this project and is
considering the proposal under a review process established by Public
Resources Code section 25540.6.

If the OGS Project is approved by the Energy Commission, there will be an
average and peak construction workforce of approximately 303 and 729,
respectively. Typically, noisy construction would be scheduled to occur only as
allowed under City of Oakley and City of Antioch ordinances. Additional hours
may be necessary to make up schedule deficiencies, or to complete critical
construction activities (e.g., pouring concrete at night during hot weather, working
around time-critical shutdowns and constraints). During some construction
periods and during the startup phase of the project, some activities may continue
24 hours per day, 7 days per week.

The cost of materials and supplies required for the construction of OGS is
estimated at approximately $371.25 — $412.5 million. The estimated value of
materials and supplies that will be purchased locally during construction is
estimated at $3.7 — 4.1 million. OGS is estimated to provide approximately
$26.48 million in annual construction payroll.
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The OGS will employ a staff of 22, which includes plant operation technicians,
supervisors, administrative personnel, mechanics, engineers and others in three
rotating shifts. The facility will be capable of operating 24 hours per day, 7 days
per week with an anticipated annual operation payroll of $3.5 million. It is
anticipated that the entire permanent workforce will be from within Contra Costa
County. (Ex. 300, pp. 3-4 —3-5.)

B. SITE CERTIFICATION PROCESS

The OGS and its related facilities are subject to Energy Commission licensing
jurisdiction. (Pub. Res. Code, § 25500 et seq.). During licensing proceedings,
the Commission acts as lead state agency under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). (Pub. Res. Code, §§ 25519(c), 21000 et seq.) The
Commission’s regulatory process, including the evidentiary record and
associated analyses, is functionally equivalent to the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report. (Pub. Res. Code, § 21080.5.) The process is
designed to complete the review within a specified time period when the required
information is submitted in a timely manner. A license issued by the Commission
is in lieu of other state and local permits.

The 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.

Specifically, the 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. Public participation is
encouraged at every stage of the process.

The process begins when an applicant submits an AFC. Commission staff
reviews the data submitted as part of the AFC and makes a recommendation to
the Commission on whether the AFC contains adequate information to begin the
certification process. After the Commission determines an AFC contains
sufficient analytic information, it appoints a Committee of two Commissioners to
conduct the formal licensing process. This process includes public conferences
and evidentiary hearings, where the evidentiary record is developed and
becomes the basis for the Presiding Member’s Proposed Decision (PMPD). The
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PMPD determines a project's environmental impact and conformity with
applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards and provides
recommendations to the full Commission.

The initial portion of the certification process is weighted heavily toward assuring
public awareness of the proposed project and obtaining necessary technical
information. During this time, the Commission 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. In
this proceeding, Staff published its initial technical evaluation of the OGS in its
Preliminary Staff Assessment Parts A and B and made them available for a 30-
day comment period.

Following this, 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 this event, the Committee issues
a Hearing Order to schedule formal evidentiary hearings. 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 hearings provides the basis for the
Committee’s analysis and recommendations to the full Commission.

The Committee’s analysis and recommendations appear in the PMPD, which is
available for a 30-day public comment period. Depending upon 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
triggers an additional public comment period. Finally, the full 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
Commission, serve as fact-finders and decision-makers. Other parties, including
the Applicant, Commission staff, and formal 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 staffs, or assigned hearing officer unless these
communications are made on the public record. The Office of the Public Adviser
is available to assist the public in participating in all aspects of the certification
proceeding.
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C. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Public Resources Code, sections 25500 et seq. and Energy Commission
regulations (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, § 1701, et seq.) 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 present
case are summarized below.

On June 30, 2009, Contra Costa Generating Station, LLC (Contra Costa)
submitted an AFC to the California Energy Commission to construct and operate
the OGS (formerly identified as the Contra Costa Generating Station). On
September 23, 2009, the Energy Commission accepted the AFC as data
adequate and assigned a Committee of two Commissioners to conduct
proceedings, thus starting the Energy Commission’s formal review of the
proposed project.

The formal parties included the Applicant, Energy Commission staff (Staff), and
Intervenor Robert Sarvey.

On October 8, 2009, the Committee issued its "Notice of Informational Hearing,
Environmental Scoping Meeting, and Public Site Visit." 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
OGS. The 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 November 9, 2009, the Committee conducted a site visit to tour the proposed
OGS site and then convened a public Informational Hearing at Oakley City Hall in
Oakley, California. At that event, the Committee, the parties, interested
governmental agencies, and other public participants discussed issues related to
development of the project, described the Commission's review process, and
explained opportunities for public participation.

On November 23, 2009, 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

% 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.
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contained a list of events that must occur in order to timely complete the
certification process. The Committee issued a revised schedule during the
course of the proceedings.

In the course of the review process, Staff conducted a Data Response and Issue
Resolution Workshop on April 23, 2010. A Preliminary Staff Assessment (PSA)
was previously prepared for this project in two parts. PSA — Part A was published
on December 20, 2010 and PSA — Part B was published on January 14, 2011.
On February 2, 2011, Staff conducted a second publicly noticed workshop in
order to provide an opportunity for agencies, intervenors, the public, and other
interested parties to present questions and comments on the PSA. All interested
agencies and members of the public were invited to participate.

The Final Staff Assessment (FSA) was published in two parts: the first part as an
FSA, and the second part as a Supplemental Staff Assessment (SSA). On
January 25, 2011, the Committee issued a Notice to all parties of the Prehearing
Conference and Evidentiary Hearing to be held on Tuesday, March 15, 2011, in
Oakley, California. An additional day of Evidentiary Hearings was held on March
25, 2011, at the Energy Commission headquarters in Sacramento.

The Energy Commission seeks comments from and works closely with other
regulatory agencies that administer LORS applicable to the proposed project.
These agencies may include as applicable the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, State
Water Resources Control Board/Regional Water Quality Control Board, California
Department of Fish and Game, the California Air Resources Board, the Bay Area
Air Quality Management District, the California Independent System Operator,
and the City of Oakley. Energy Commission staff received comments from
various public agencies, such as, the City of Oakley, the City of Antioch, the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the California Department of Water
Resources, and the California Department of Toxic Substances Control.

The Committee published the PMPD on April 12, 2011, and will hold a
Committee Conference in Sacramento at Commission Headquarters on May 3,
2011. The Full Commission will consider the PMPD and possibly an Errata at
the May 18, 2011, business meeting.

D. CommISSION OUTREACH

Several entities within the Energy Commission provide various notices
concerning power plant siting cases. Staff provides notices of staff workshops
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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 as well as
provides 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 offered on
the web page for each project which gives an immediate notification of
documents posted to the project web page. 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.

E. PuBLIC COMMENT

The record contains public comments from concerned individuals and
organizations. Throughout these proceedings, as reflected in the transcribed
record, the Committee provided an opportunity for public comment at each
Committee-sponsored conference and hearing.

Intervenor Sarvey filed written comments questioning whether the project has
rapid start up capability. The substantial, credible evidence submitted by Staff
and Applicant, respectively, establishes that the project will be designed as a
base-load facility with the added capabilities of rapid startup. (See, e.g., Exs. 1
and 300, Executive Summary, Project Description, Project Alternatives, Air
Quality, and Power Plant Efficiency.)

Sarvey further argues 1) that “the Commission Certification process does not
evaluate the potential economic impact of the project or need for the project” and
2) that his Exhibit 400 “conclusively showed that the OGS is not needed at this
time.” The record and discussions contained in the PMPD, including but not
limited to those within the Project Description, Project Alternatives,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Socioeconomics sections are based on the
Applicant’'s and Staff’'s credible evidence and assess the project’'s economic
impacts, environmental benefits, and the need for new generation and new
transmission technologies in the immediate future and beyond in order to
maintain adequate supplies to satisfy electricity needs.
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I PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PURPOSE

Contra Costa Generating Station, LLC (the “Applicant” or “CCGS”) filed an
Application for Certification (AFC) for the Oakley Generating Station (OGS)
Project on June 30, 2009. CCGS is a limited liability corporation wholly owned
by Radback Energy, Inc. CCGS proposes to construct, initially own, and operate
a natural gas-fired, combined-cycle electrical generating facility located in
northeastern Contra Costa County at 5950 Bridgehead Road in the City of
Oakley. The project site is within the city limits of Oakley, California, and the
project’s linear facilities extend west into Antioch, California.

The evidence presented on the topic of Project Description and Purpose was
undisputed. (3/15/11 RT 67-77; 99-101, Exs. 1, §§ Executive Summary, 1.0, 2.0;
4.0, Appendix 2.0; 2 [Response 1]; 4; 5; 6, 23; 46; 50; 55; 300, § 3-1.)

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EVIDENCE
1. Setting

The 21.95-acre OGS site is located in the southwest corner of a larger parcel
owned by E. |I. du Pont de Nemours and Company (DuPont). Before a lot line
adjustment that now identifies the project site as a separate parcel, the larger
DuPont parcel was comprised of 210 acres.

The Oakley General Plan designates the OGS site as Utility Energy and the
Oakley zoning ordinance identifies the property as Heavy Industrial (H-1).
However, from the early 1960s and continuing to the present, the OGS site has
been cultivated as a vineyard.

The project site is bounded by industrial DuPont property to the north and east,
the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) Railway and vineyards to the south,
the State Route 160 corridor to the west and other industrial uses that include
Pacific Gas & Electric’'s Antioch Terminal. Single family residential uses are
within one mile of the OGS site.
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The 20-acre construction laydown and parking areas will be on DuPont-owned
property located east of and adjacent to the OGS site. Primary access to the
OGS site and laydown/parking areas will be by way of a new entrance lane
extending from Bridgehead Road, just south of the intersection of Bridgehead
Road and Wilbur Avenue.

Project Description Figures 1 and 2 below are regional and vicinity maps
showing the project location.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 1
Oakley Generating Station - Regional Map
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 2
Oakley Generating Station - Vicinity Map
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2. Project Purpose and Objectives

The evidence explains the Applicant’s purpose and objectives for the OGS
Project. According to the Applicant, CCGS LLC entered into a Purchase-Sale
Agreement with PG&E for the OGS to meet PG&E’s reported near-term need for
new power facilities that can be online on or about 2015 and that can support
easily dispatchable and flexible system operation. The California Public Utilities
Commission approved the Purchase-Sale Agreement on December 16, 2010.
(Exs. 1 pp. ES-1, 50, p. 2-3, 300, p. 3-1.)

The Applicant intends for the project to satisfy the following objectives (which
coincide with PG&E’s objectives):

e Provide the most efficient, reliable, and predictable power supply available by
using combined-cycle natural gas-fired combustion turbine technology
capable of supporting the growing power needs of Contra Costa County;

e Use state-of-the-art technology to provide operational flexibility and rapid-start
and dispatch capability;

e Site the project as near as possible to 230-kilovolt (kV) high-voltage electrical
transmission lines and a high-pressure natural gas pipeline;

e Site the project near the San Francisco Bay Area load center and minimize
the need to construct new transmission lines; and

¢ Minimize environmental impacts. (Exs. 1, pp. ES-1 - ES-2, § 1.0, pp. 1-1 - 1-
2; 300, p. 3-1.)

3. Project Description

The OGS facility will operate as a natural-gas-fired, combined-cycle power plant
with a nominal generating capacity of 624 megawatts (MW). OGS will use
General Electric’'s Rapid Response combined-cycle technology, which is
described as new state-of-the-art technology that will result in reduced emissions
while furthering state and Commission goals of renewables integration. (Ex. 300,
p. 3-2.)

The facility will be capable of operating 24 hours per day, seven days per week.
The facility is designed as a base-load facility capable of rapid startup, high
turndown capability, and high ramp rates. The plant is expected to be frequently
dispatched and operate up to approximately 8,463 hours per year (96.6 percent
capacity), with a facility capacity factor at 60 to 80 percent. (Id.)
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The project’s principal design elements include:

e Two General Electric (GE) Frame 7FA combustion turbine-generators
(CTGs) with a nominal rating of 213 MW each.

. One GE D11 condensing steam turbine generator (STG).
e Two unfired heat recovery steam generators (HRSGs).
. One auxiliary boiler.

. One air-cooled condenser — using dry-cooled technology - for process
cooling.

o A 230-kV onsite switchyard to deliver the project’s power directly to the grid
through a 2.4-mile-long, single-circuit, 230-kV transmission line that will
connect the project with the PG&E Contra Costa Substation.

. Direct connection with the nearby PG&E Antioch natural gas terminal for
natural gas supply.

J Connection to an existing onsite potable water line.

o Connection to an existing sanitary sewer pipeline located in Main Street via
a new 0.44-mile force-main in Bridgehead Road. (Exs. 1, pp. 2-1, 2-13 - 2-
25; 300, pp. 3-2 - 3-4.)

Construction of the OGS plant and related facilities, from site preparation and
grading to commercial operation, will take place over a 33-month period. Once
operational, the plant will employ approximately 22 full-time workers. The
Applicant estimates 729 workers during the peak of construction and an average
of 303 construction workers. The Applicant further estimates initial project capital
costs of $450 to $500 million. The estimated value of materials and supplies that
will be purchased locally during construction is $3.7-$4.1 million. (Exs. 1, pp. 2-
32, 2-33, 5.10-17; 50, p. 3.)

Project Description Figure 3 below shows the project site in its pre-construction
condition. Project Description Figure 4 is an architectural rendering of the
proposed OGS facility after construction.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 3
Oakley Generating Station - Project Site, View East
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 4
Oakley Generating Station — Architectural Rendering

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION - SITING, TRANSMISSION AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION
SOURCE: AFC Figure 1.1-4
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4. Air Quality

As more fully discussed in the Air Quality section of this Decision, the project
design incorporates air pollution emission controls designed to meet Bay Area Air
Quality Management District's (BAAQMD) Best Available Control Technology
(BACT) determinations. (Ex. 300, p. 3-2.) The emission reduction technology
includes:

e Dry Low Nitrogen Oxides (DLN) combustors in the CTGs to limit nitrogen
oxides (NOx) production.

e A selective catalytic reduction (SCR) unit with aqueous ammonia for
additional NOx reduction in the HRSGs.

e An oxidation catalyst to control carbon monoxide and precursor organic
compounds emissions. (Exs. 1, p. 2-1; 300, pp. 3-2 - 3-3.)

Particulate emissions will be controlled by the use of best combustion practices,
the use of pipeline specification natural gas as the sole fuel for the CTGs, and
high efficiency air inlet filtration. The auxiliary boiler will be equipped with ultra
low NOx burners and Flue Gas Recirculation (FGR). (Id.)

5. Electrical Transmission

The OGS will be connected to the regional electrical grid by way of a 2.4-mile-
long, single circuit transmission line from a new onsite OGS switchyard and the
existing 230-kV PG&E Contra Costa Substation. The new transmission line will
be located within an existing 80-foot-wide PG&E 60-kV right-of-way. The project
will replace an existing 60-kV line with a 230-kV line. (Exs. 1, p. 2-15.; 300, p. 3-
4.)

Project Description Figure 5 below shows the 2.4-mile-long interconnection
route.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 5
Oakley Generating Station - Interconnection to Contra Costa Substation
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6. Natural Gas Supply

The OGS is designed to burn only natural gas. One or two newly constructed,
off-site pipelines will supply natural gas to the project from PG&E’s Antioch
Terminal, which is a high-pressure natural gas transmission pipeline hub that
borders the OGS site to the south. PG&E will serve the OGS plant from its Line
303 by way of a 300-foot-long, 6- to 10-inch-diameter pipeline that will pass
through the southwest corner of the OGS site. The tap to Line 303 will be
located either in the southwest corner of the OGS site or in the Antioch Terminal.
The pipeline will terminate in a PG&E gas metering yard located inside the OGS
site, west of the OGS switchyard.

If the project owner elects to use a secondary natural gas supply, then a new
410-foot-long, 6- to 10-inch-diameter pipeline will be constructed to connect to
PG&E’s Line 400. This line would pass through the OGS site and enter the
northeast corner of the Antioch Terminal.

The evidence establishes that Lines 303 and 400 provide the shortest routes for
connection, lie entirely within the OGS or Antioch Terminal sites, and will not
require additional off-site rights-of-way or utility easements. (Exs. 1, p. 2-20; 300,
p. 3-3.)

Project Description Figure 6 shows the routes for Lines 303 and 400.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 6
Oakle Generatin Station — Natural Gas Pipeline Routes Maps
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7. Water Supply

The Diablo Water District will provide potable and process water to the project.
The project will access the water through a tap from an existing 24-inch-diameter
distribution pipeline that runs north-south through the OGS site. Average annual
water use will be approximately 240-acre-feet per year, which reflects the
project’'s use of an air-cooled condenser (dry-cooled technology) for steam-
process cooling. (Exs. 1, p. 2-20; 300, p. 3-3.)

Following commencement of project operation, if the conditions outlined in
Condition of Certification SOIL&WATER-4 are met, the project owner will file a
Petition For Amendment with the Commission to use recycled water from
Ironhouse Sanitary District or another entity capable of providing recycled water,
as the project’s primary water supply for project operations including all process
and landscape irrigation. As stated in SOIL&WATER-4, the project’'s use of
recycled water must first be approved by the Energy Commission subject to a
project modification request submitted by the project owner. The evidence
establishes that the OGS Project is designed to use recycled water as a potential
water source should the water become reasonably available to the project. (Exs.
300, p. 3-3, 62.) Further discussion of the project’s water use and supply occurs
in the Soil and Water section of this Decision.

8. Wastewater

The Applicant estimates the OGS Project will discharge 43 million gallons per
year of wastewater, on average. The wastewater, consisting of process and
sanitary wastewater, will discharge to the ISD sewer system by way of a new
sewer line to be located in Bridgehead Road. Specifically, the project will install
a 0.44-mile forcemain in Bridgehead Road, along the project’'s western frontage,
that will interconnect to an existing 18-inch ISD gravity sewer line located in Main
Street, approximately 600-feet east of the intersection of Bridgehead Road and
Main Street. (Exs. 1, pp. 2-20, 2-25, 2-41; 300, p. 3-3.)

Further discussion of the project’s handling of wastewater occurs in the Soil and
Water section of this Decision.
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9. Storm Water Discharge

According to the evidence, storm water within the process equipment container
areas will be collected and discharged to the plant process drain system.
Wastewater with potential for contamination by oil or grease will be routed to the
oil/lwater separator. Effluent from the oil/water separator will be combined with
other process wastewater and sanitary wastewater and pumped by a wastewater
lift station to the new forcemain to be constructed in Bridgehead Road.

The evidence further indicates that storm water that falls outside the process
equipment containment areas will either percolate directly into the soil or drain
over the surface into a series of bio-swales that will provide treatment for the
removal of suspended solids, oils, and grease that may have accumulated on
paved surfaces. These bio-swales will direct treated storm water drainage into an
existing wetland identified as Wetland E. Wetland E is located at the northwest
corner of the OGS site and is described as an isolated 0.62-acre wetland located
within a 1.60-acre conservation easement with no connection to navigable
waters. The OGS storm water management system is designed to ensure that
(1) the quality of storm water draining into the wetland is not negatively affected,
and (2) the OGS Project will not adversely alter the flow of storm water into the
wetland. (Exs. 1, p. 2-28; 300, p. 3-4.)

Further discussion of the project's handling of storm water discharge and
addressing potential impacts to Wetland E occurs in the Soil and Water section
of this Decision.

10. Non-Hazardous Solid Waste

Construction, operation, and maintenance of the OGS Project will generate non-
hazardous solid wastes typical of power generation or other industrial facilities.
These wastes include oily rags, broken and rusted metal and machine parts,
defective or broken electrical materials, empty containers, and so on. These solid
wastes will disposed of through contracted refuse collection and recycling
services. (Exs. 1, p. 2-29.) Solid waste disposal is more fully discussed in the
Waste Management section of this Decision.
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11.  Hazardous Waste Management

Construction and operation of the project requires use and storage of hazardous
materials such as gasoline, diesel fuel, oil, lubricants, and small quantities of
solvents and paints. The project owner will implement several different methods
to properly manage and dispose of hazardous wastes. For instance, waste
lubricating oil will be recovered and recycled by a waste oil recycling contractor.
Spent lubrication oil filters will be disposed of in a Class | landfill. Spent SCR and
oxidation catalysts will be recycled by the supplier or disposed of in accordance
with regulatory requirements. Plant personnel will receive appropriate personal
protective equipment. They will also receive training on the proper use, handling
and cleanup of hazardous materials and on the procedures to be followed in the
event of a leak or spill. (Ex. 1, p. 2-29.)

Chemical cleaning wastes will be temporarily stored on site in portable tanks or
sumps and disposed of offsite in accordance with applicable regulatory
requirements. Adequate supplies of appropriate cleanup materials will also be
stored onsite. (Id.)

Hazardous waste management is more fully discussed in the Hazardous
Materials Handling section of this Decision.

12. Fire Protection

The project will rely on both onsite fire protection systems and local fire
protection services under the jurisdiction of the East Contra Costa Fire Protection
District. OGS fire protection systems will include a fire protection water system
and portable fire extinguishers. The primary source of fire protection water will
come from a connection to the Diablo Water District potable water distribution
system. The secondary source of fire protection water will come from an onsite
fire/service water storage tank sized to provide up to two hours of protection for a
single, worst-case onsite fire. (Ex. 1, p. 2-30.)

Fire hydrants and fixed suppression systems will be supplied from a dedicated
underground fire looping piping system. Portable fire extinguishers of will be

located throughout the plant site. (I1d.)

The Worker Safety and Fire Protection section of this Decision more fully
discusses fire protection.
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13.  Facility Closure

The OGS facility has an expected operating life of 30 years but plant operations
could possibly continue beyond 30 years. Whenever the facility is closed,
whether temporarily or permanently, the closure procedures included in the
Compliance and Closure section of this Decision will ensure compliance with
applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS) and ensure that
the project ceases operation and closes down in a manner that protects public
health and safety and the environment from adverse impacts. (Exs. 1, pp. 2-44 —
2-45, 300, pp. 3-5.)

FINDINGS OF FACT

Based on the evidentiary record, we find as follows:

1. Contra Costa Generating Station, LLC will operate the OGS Project on
private land in the City of Oakley, Contra Costa County, California. The
project transmission line will traverse land within the City of Antioch.

2. The project involves the construction and operation of a natural-gas,
combined-cycle facility with a nominal electrical output of 624 megawatts
(MW).

3. The OGS will be used a base load facility using General Electric state-of-the
art rapid response combined-cycle technology.

4. A 230-kV onsite switchyard will deliver power to the grid through a 2.4-mile-
long, single-circuit, 230-kV transmission line that will connect the OGS
Project to the PG&E Contra Costa Substation.

5. Natural Gas will be supplied to the project site by one or two new pipelines
(line 303 and possibly line 400) that connect to PG&E’s Antioch Terminal.

6. Plant operations for potable and process purposes will require up to 240-
acre feet per year of water, which shall be supplied by Diablo Water District
by way of an existing connection.

7. The project and its objectives are adequately described by the relevant
documents contained in the record.
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CONCLUSION OF LAW

We therefore conclude that the OGS Project 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.
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I. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

As a general rule, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), its
Guidelines, and the Energy Commission’s regulations require an evaluation of
the comparative merits of a range of feasible site and facility alternatives that
meet the basic objectives of the proposed project but would avoid or substantially
lessen potentially significant environmental impacts. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §§
15126.6(c) and (e); see also, tit. 20, § 1765.)

We therefore evaluate the project alternatives. The range of alternatives,
including the “No Project” alternative, is governed by the “rule of reason” which
requires consideration only of those alternatives necessary to permit informed
decision making and public participation. CEQA states that an environmental
document does not have to consider an alternative where the effect cannot be
reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative.
[Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15126.6(f)(3).]

The evidence in this case demonstrates that the project, as mitigated, will not
create any significant adverse impacts. The evidence was undisputed except as
discussed below and in the Hazardous Materials Management, Biological
Resources, and Soil and Water Resources sections of this Decision. (3/15/11
RT 67-77, 3/25/11 RT 66-68, 11-12, Exs. 1; 55; 300, § 6-1, 400.)

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EVIDENCE
1. Project Objectives
The Applicant intends for the project to satisfy the following objectives:

e Provide the most efficient, reliable, and predictable power supply available by
using combined-cycle natural gas-fired combustion turbine technology
capable of supporting the growing power needs of Contra Costa County;

e Use state-of-the-art technology to provide operational flexibility and rapid-start
and dispatch capability;

e Site the project as near as possible to 230-kilovolt (kV) high-voltage electrical
transmission lines and a high-pressure natural gas pipeline;

e Site the project near the San Francisco Bay Area load center and minimize
the need to construct new transmission lines; and
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e Minimize environmental impacts. (Exs. 1, pp. ES-1 - ES-2, § 1.0, pp. 1-1 - 1-
2; 300, p. 3-1.)

To ensure a thorough assessment of project alternatives, Staff refined and
restated the project objectives as follows:

o Provide efficient, reliable, and predictable power supply capable of
supporting the growing power needs of the Bay Area;

. Provide operational flexibility and rapid-start and dispatch capability;

o Site the project within the area of electrical demand and near existing
infrastructure, thus minimizing the project’s linear facilities;

. Site the project on a brownfield (previously disturbed) or industrial site. (Ex.
300, p. 6-5, 3/25/11 RT 67.)

2. Project Description

The Applicant proposes a 624 MW natural gas-fired facility, using General
Electric’'s Rapid Response combined-cycle technology. The OGS would consist
of two nominally-rated 213 MW General Electric Frame 7FA combustion turbine
generators (CTGs), plus a single condensing steam turbine generator (STG).
Associated equipment would include an air-cooled condenser, selective catalytic
reduction (SCR), and oxidation catalyst emission control systems.

The OGS will interconnect to PG&E’s Contra Costa Substation via an existing 2.4
mile transmission corridor, extending south from the OGS (on the east side of
Highway 160) and then due west (running north of Oakley Road). The OGS will
replace one of the two existing 60-kV lines (on steel lattice towers) in the corridor
with a new 230-kV line on monopole towers. Natural gas will come from PG&E
Line 303 (located in the southeastern portion of the Antioch Terminal) via an
approximately 300 foot long, 6- to 10 inch diameter connection to the gas
metering station. The project owner may also choose to include a 410-foot
secondary natural gas supply connection from Line 400 (in the northeastern
portion of the Antioch Terminal).

The OGS requires about 240 acre-feet of water per year (AFY) for plant cooling
and process water, fire protection, and potable uses. The Diablo Water District
will supply potable water for these purposes by way of an existing 24 inch
diameter distribution pipeline that runs north-south through the OGS site (just
east of PG&E’s Antioch Terminal). After project operations begin and within 18
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months of compliance with requirements set forth in Condition of Certification
SOIL&WATER-4, the project shall use recycled water from Ironhouse Sanitary
District (ISD) or another entity capable of providing recycled water, as the
project’s primary water supply for project operations including all process and
landscape irrigation. As stated in SOIL&WATER-4, the project’s use of recycled
water must first be approved by the Energy Commission subject to a project
modification request submitted by the project owner. The evidence establishes
that the OGS Project is designed to use recycled water as a potential water
source should the water become reasonably available to the project.

To discharge wastewater, a new 0.44-mile sanitary force main would be
constructed in Bridgehead Road and Main Street. It would interconnect with
ISD’s existing 18-inch gravity sewer line near the intersection of Bridgehead
Road and Main Street.

3. Alternative Sites

The evidence establishes that site alternatives were limited to Contra Costa
County and only included properties within reasonable proximity of transmission,
gas, and water infrastructure. (Exs. 1, pp. 6-3-6-7; 300, pp. 6-5 - 6-16, 3/25/RT
11 67.) Guided by the following project objectives and Energy Commission
siting criteria, the Applicant and Staff evaluated four sites for the OGS Project.
Alternatives Figure 1 below shows the locations of the four sites.
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ALTERNATIVES - FIGURE 1
Oakley Generation Station - Alternative Sites
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a. Alternative Site 1: 18th Street Site

This site is in the City of Antioch, 0.6 miles southwest of the proposed OGS site.
The vacant 26-acre site had once been farmed. The site is adjacent to
commercial uses, including a self-storage facility, automobile salvage yard, and
fast-food restaurant. The nearest residence is 120 feet south of the site. The
nearest school is located 0.25 miles to the east. The site is zoned Planned
Business Center and Planned Development District; a General Plan amendment
would be needed for the project. The Applicant does not own the site and its
ability to obtain site control is unknown.

Potable water, wastewater collection, and storm drainage facilities are presently
available in E. 18th Street and Drive—in Way. A 2.6-mile recycled water
connection would connect to the City of Antioch’s new recycled waterline on ‘A’
Street. A 2.1 mile transmission connection, partially following existing corridors,
would connect to the Contra Costa Substation. The most likely transmission line
route would be east along 18th Street to join the existing 60-kV transmission line
corridor that would be used for the OGS Project. A 0.6 mile natural gas pipeline
could potentially run east along 18th Street and north on Bridgehead Road to
connect to the Antioch Terminal. (Exs, 1, p. 6-4; 300, pp. 6-6 - 6-7.)

b. Alternative Site 2: Wilbur Avenue Site

This 29-acre site is located approximately 0.5 miles west of the OGS site, in an
unincorporated area of Contra Costa County. This site is zoned Heavy Industrial
and contains active vineyards. The site is located between the BNSF railroad
tracks to the south and Wilbur Avenue to the north. PG&E transmission corridors
diagonally traverse the western portion of the site, limiting the amount of space
available for project construction. The Contra Costa Power Plant is immediately
north, and PG&E’s Gateway Generating Station is to the northeast. There are
other industrial uses to the east and west, and agriculture to the south.

The nearest residence is located approximately 1,200 feet west of the site, and
the nearest school is 0.48 miles southeast of the site. The Applicant does not
own the site and its ability to obtain site control is unknown.

A project at this site could tap into City of Antioch water and sewer pipelines,
both located in Wilbur Avenue. A 2.2-mile recycled water connection would
connect to the City of Antioch’s new recycled waterline on ‘A’ Street. A 2.4-mile
transmission interconnection would connect to the Contra Costa Substation. The
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transmission route could travel east along the BNSF railroad tracks to join the
existing corridor that would be used for the OGS Project. A 0.5 mile natural gas
line running east along Wilbur Road and then south on Bridgehead Road would
tie into the Antioch Terminal. (Exs. 1, p. 6-4; 300, pp. 6-8 - 6-10.)

c. Alternative Site 3: Riverfront Site

This 80 acre site is located 1.1 miles west of the OGS Project in an
unincorporated portion of Contra Costa County. This undeveloped site
experiences weeds, scattered trash, and broken pavement. There are
indications, but no evidence, that combustible substances might be present at
the site. The site is zoned Heavy Industrial and is bordered by the Contra Costa
Power Plant (where the Marsh Landing Generating Station will be constructed) to
the east, the San Joaquin River to the north, Gaylord Container Facility to the
west, and an undeveloped parcel to the south. The nearest residence is located
about 480 feet to the south and the nearest school is 0.52 miles southwest. The
Applicant does not own the site and its ability to obtain site control is unknown.

Water would be provided by tapping into an existing pipeline to the Contra Costa
Power Plant, by way of a 500 foot connection. A 1.8-mile recycled water
connection would be required to connect to the City of Antioch’s new recycled
water line on ‘A’ Street. A 3.2-mile transmission line would connect to the Contra
Costa Substation.

The transmission route could follow Wilbur Avenue east under Highway 160, and
turn south on Bridgehead Road to meet the proposed site. It would then use the
existing transmission corridor to the substation. A 1.1-mile natural gas line —
potentially following Wilbur Avenue to the east and Bridgehead Road to the south
— would tie into the Antioch Terminal. (Exs. 1, p. 6-4; 300, pp. 6-10 -12.)

d. Alternative Site 4. Sandy Lane Site

This 30-acre Sandy Lane site is located 0.6 miles south of the OGS Project, in
the City of Oakley. The site is actively farmed, and contains a large building
(possibly a warehouse) in the southwest portion. The site and parcels
immediately to the west, north, and east are zoned Light Industrial. The parcels
include agricultural, residential, and light industrial uses. The nearest sensitive
receptor is 120 feet south of the site. The nearest school is 600 feet to the east.
The Applicant does not own the site and its ability to obtain site control is
unknown.
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Water could be provided by tapping into an existing line along Sandy Road.
Alternatively, an approximately 0.9 mile connection would be required to tie into
the existing DuPont water system. For recycled water, a 3.2-mile connection
would be required to reach the ISD’s treatment plant. Wastewater would be
returned to the ISD. A 1.9-mile transmission line would connect to the Contra
Costa Substation to the west. The transmission route would travel west from the
site along Oakley Road and then slightly north (east of Highway 160) to join the
existing corridor that would be used for the OGS Project. A 1-mile natural gas
line would tie into the Antioch Terminal; running east from the site along Oakley
Road, and then north on Bridgehead Road. (Exs. 1, p. 6-5; 300, pp. 6-12- 6-14.)

Alternatives Tables 1 and 2 below summarize the environmental and project
development constraints of the alternative sites as compared to the OGS Project.
(Ex. 300, pp. 6-14 - 6-15.)

Alternatives Table 1
Comparison of Approximate Length of Linear Facilities/Distance to

Receptors
18th Street (Wilbur Avenue
OGS Site Alternative Alternative |Riverfront Site Sancslyt Lane
Site Site -
Transmission Line 2.4 miles 2.1 miles 2.4 miles 3.2 miles 1.9 mi
Length (entirely in (partially in (partially in (partially in (on rtir2|'|e?n
(to Contra Costa existing existing existing existing exisFt)ing co);ridor)
Substation) corridor) corridor) corridor) corridor)
Gas Pipeline
Length 140 feet 0.6 miles 0.5 miles 1.1 miles 1.0 miles
(to Antioch Terminal)
Potable Water [Onsite] <500 feet <500 feet <500 feet | ~900 feetor0.9
Connections miles
Recycled Water 2 510 3.2 miles 2.6 miles to 2.2 miles to 1.8 miles to
Connections ’ o ISD City of Antioch | City of Antioch | City of Antioch | 3.2 miles to ISD
pipeline pipeline pipeline
Distance to Sensitive
Receptors 900 feet 120 feet 1,200 feet 500 feet 120 feet
(nearest residence)
Distance to Schools 0.4 miles 0.25 miles 0.48 miles 0.52 miles 0.14 miles
Source: Ex. 300, p. 6-14
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TABLE 6.4-2

Environmental and Project Development Constraints of the CCGS and Alternative Sites

Site or

Alternative CCGS Site 18th Street Site Wilbur Avenue Site Riverfront Site Sandy Lane Site
Site control Yes No No No No

Brownfield site  Adjacent No No Yes No

Land Use and
zoning

Zoned as HI — Heavy
Industrial, power plants
are an allowable use
and designated in the
General Plan for Utility
Energy

Zoned as PBC/C-3,
Planned Business Center
and Planned Development
District; power plants are
not an allowable use, and
a zoning and General Plan
amendment would be
needed

Zoned as HI — Heavy
Industrial, power plants
are an allowable use

Zoned as HI — Heavy Industrial,
power plants are an allowable
use

Zoned as P-1RA,
Redevelopment;
power plants may
not be an allowable
use.

California
Department of
Conservation
Designation

100% Farmland of
Statewide Importance

30% Farmland of
Statewide Importance 70%
Other

50% Unique Farmland
50% Farmland of Local
Importance

Urban and Built Up

Urban and Built Up

Williamson Act
Contract
Sensitive noise
receptors
nearby Visual
resources

No Nearest residence
~900 ft southwest
DuPont facility and
screening trees located
to the north and east of
the proposed site
blocking views for
viewers to north and
east; SR 160 blocks
views from the west;
few residences in
surrounding area

Alternatives

No Nearest residence
~120 feet south Industrial
facilities (including two
power plants) located
north and northeast,
providing limited screening
for viewers to the north; no
screening to the south,
west, or southeast;
Several residential areas
to the southwest and west

No Nearest residence
~1,200 feet west
Industrial facilities
(including two power
plants) located north and
northeast, providing
limited screening for
viewers to the north; no
screening to the south,
west, or southeast;
several residential areas
to the southwest and
west

No Nearest residence ~480
feet south Industrial facilities
(including two power plants)
located north and northeast,
providing limited screening for
viewers to the north; no
screening to the south, west, or
southeast; several residential
areas to the southwest and
west

No Nearest
residence ~120 feet
south Residential
areas located to the
north, south, east,
and west, including
a school 700 feet to
the east; an
industrial facility is
present immediately
southwest, which
may block some
views



Site or

Alternative CCGS Site 18th Street Site Wilbur Avenue Site Riverfront Site Sandy Lane Site
Biological Land is actively farmed Site is undeveloped and Western portion of site is ~ Site is undeveloped and next Site is actively
resources with vineyards; a 0.62- surrounded by actively actively farmed; eastern to large industrial facilities to farmed; may provide
acre protected wetland farmed fields; may provide  portion is undeveloped the east; northern portion of limited habitat for
is located on the limited habitat for wildlife and next to large site borders the San Joaquin wildlife and ground-
eastern boundary; may  and ground-nesting birds industrial facilities to the River; may provide limited nesting birds
provide limited habitat north and east; may habitat for wildlife and ground-
for wildlife and ground- provide limited habitat for ~ nesting birds
nesting birds wildlife and ground-
nesting birds
Cultural No Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown
resources
Significant No Site would need to be Several transmission Site borders San Joaquin School located 700
unmitigated rezoned and general plan lines over western portion  River to the north, and old oil feet from the site,
impacts or amended; close to of the site, rendering half ~ storage tanks to the east; which may lead to
costly residential subdivisions of the site unusable contamination from oil storage  permitting obstacles;
mitigation? with no industrial facilities tanks may extend onto this residential receptors

to screen view; located
near two other power
plants, increases industrial
nature of area

site

located to the north,
south, east, and
west; a small
industrial facility to
the southwest may
block view slightly,
but noise and visual
impacts will be
greater at this site
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Finally, regarding alternative sites, Staff identified and ultimately rejected
properties within Western Contra Costa County. The evidence indicates that
Staff also considered industrial parcels in Richmond, Pinole, and Martinez in
major transmission corridor areas in view of the concentration of power plants in
the Pittsburg/Antioch/Oakley area. Staff concluded that the few vacant industrial
sites near transmission lines have insufficient acreage. Staff also found that the
larger brownfield sites in the region are primarily in use as oil refineries, and
unavailable for the OGS project. (Ex. 300, pp. 6-15 - 6-16.)

Based on the Applicant’s and Staff’s respective analyses, we find that that none
of the alternative sites is superior to the proposed OGS Project site.

4. Alternative Technologies

The evidence describes and evaluates various generation technology
alternatives, as well as conservation and demand side management. The
various generation alternatives considered by the parties were all deemed
inferior to the project site due to infeasibility, failure to conform to the project
objectives, or lack of environmental benefit. The record contains a thorough
analysis and discussion of these alternative technologies, which we briefly
summarize here. (Exs. 1, pp. 6-20-6-21; 300, pp. 6-16 — 6-19.)

Although viable, solar and wind technologies would require significantly greater
land use and would not provide peaking capacity. The evidence further
established that geothermal, biomass, and hydroelectric generation technologies
would not be feasible in Eastern Contra Costa County. Similarly, biomass is not
feasible given the project objectives because of the limited energy production
and potential increases in air emissions. No evidence suggests that an
alternative fuel source would be superior to that proposed for the OGS Project.

One alternative to meeting California’s electricity demand with new generation is
to reduce the demand for electricity. Such conservation and demand side
measures include reducing energy use by increasing energy efficiency and
conservation, implementing commensurate building and appliance standards,
and addressing load management and fuel substitution. (Id.)

Even with a great variety of federal, state, and local demand side management
programs, the state’s electricity use is still increasing as a result of population
growth and business expansion. Current demand side programs are not
sufficient to satisfy future electricity needs, nor is it likely that even more
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aggressive demand side programs could accomplish this, given the economic
and population growth rates in recent years. Therefore, although it is likely that
federal, state, and local demand side programs will receive even greater
emphasis in the future, both new generation and new transmission facilities are
needed in the immediate future and beyond to maintain adequate supplies. (Ex,
300, p. 6-16.)

The evidence also presents a thorough analysis of generation technologies that
could use the natural gas readily available from the existing transmission system
as well as an analysis of alternatives for power plant cooling, NOx control, and
waste discharge. (Ex. 1, pp. 6-18 — 6-20, 6-21 — 6-22.) None of the alternatives
were shown to be superior to the technologies proposed for the OGS Project.

5. Alternative Linear Routes and Water Supply Options
a. Transmission Line Route

The Applicant identified an alternative 2.3 mile transmission route along East
18th Street/Main Street that follows an existing transmission corridor for the last
1,300 feet. The evidence and analysis of record indicates that this alternate
route provides no advantages over the proposed OGS route; instead, this
alternative would result in greater impacts to traffic and residences/businesses
along heavily developed East 18th Street. (Exs. 1, pp. 6-15, 6-18; 300, p. 6-19.)

b. Natural Gas Line Route

Natural gas would be supplied by PG&E Line 303 via an approximately 300 foot-
long connection to the gas metering station. The project owner may also choose
to include a similar secondary natural gas supply connection from PG&E Line
400. The evidence establishes that because the routes to these PG&E lines
represent the shortest distances to the Antioch Terminal, consideration of other
routes is unnecessary. (Exs. 1, p. 6-15; 300, p. 6-19.)

c. Water Supply

As discussed above, the project’s initial water supply will come from the Diablo
Water District. If connection to ISD’s yet to be constructed recycled water
pipeline is subsequently proven feasible and approved by the Energy
Connection, the project will convert to recycled water use under the requirements
set forth in Condition of Certification SOIL&WATER-4.
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d. Wastewater Discharge

The OGS would annually discharge wastewater to an existing ISD sewer line
located in Main Street by way of construction of a new force main in Bridgehead
Road, which borders the west side of the site. Alternative wastewater routes
were not evaluated due to the short length and direct connection to ISD’s sewer
line. (Exs. 1, pp. 6-21-6-22; 300, pp. 6-19 — 6-20.)

6. No Project Alternative

CEQA Guidelines and Energy Commission regulations require consideration of
the “no project” alternative, which assumes that the project is not constructed.
Under CEQA, the “no project” alternative is compared to the proposed project
and determined to be superior, equivalent, or inferior to it. 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 proposed project
with the impacts of not approving the proposed project.” [Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14,
§ 15126.6, subd. (1).]

As discussed throughout this Decision, including the Land Use, Public Health,
Air Quality, and Biological Resources sections of this Decision, we evaluated
the project’s environmental impacts based on the extensive evidence of record
and find that impacts from the OGS Project will be avoided or mitigated to less
than significant levels with implementation of the Conditions of Certification.

Yet, Intervener Robert Sarvey (Sarvey) in testimony and a post-hearing brief
asserts that the “no project” alternative is environmentally superior because if the
project is not constructed there will be no impacts to public health, land use, or
biological resources requiring mitigation. (Ex. 400.) Although Sarvey does not
acknowledge that “[d]enial of a proposed project does not always guarantee the
permanent preservation of existing environmental conditions,” the CEQA
Guidelines expressly recognize this proposition. (Remy et al, Guide to CEQA, p.
208, Eleventh ed., 2007.)

The CEQA Guidelines provide in pertinent part:

(2) The “no project” analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at
the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of
preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is
commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected to
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occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not
approved, based on current plans and consistent with
available infrastructure and community services. If the
environmentally superior alternative is the “no project” alternative,
the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative
among the other alternatives.

(Cal. Code Regs., tit 14, § 15126.6, subd. (e)(2), emphasis added.)

As further explained by the Guidelines, our evaluation of impacts “... would
compare the environmental effects of the property remaining in its existing state
against environmental effects which would occur if the project is approved. If
disapproval of the project under consideration would result in predictable actions
by others, such as the proposal of some other project, this “no project”
consequence should be discussed. In certain instances, the no project alternative
means “no build” wherein the existing environmental setting is maintained.
However, where failure to proceed with the project will not result in preservation
of existing environmental conditions, the analysis should identify the practical
result of the project's non-approval and not create and analyze a set of artificial
assumptions that would be required to preserve the existing physical
environment.” [Cal. Code Regs., tit 14, § 15126.6, subd. (e)(3)(B).]

Staff submitted testimony that in the absence of the OGS Project, other power
plants could likely be constructed in the project area given the project site’s
Heavy Industrial zoning designation and General Plan land use designation of
Utility Energy. Under the pending redevelopment of the site and larger DuPont
property as SP-3, the site would retain its Utility Energy designation. (Ex. 300, p.
6-3.) All these designations contemplate the conversion of the site (currently
used for vineyard production) and surrounding DuPont property for development.
Furthermore, according to Staff, new plants constructed in the area could utilize
undeveloped land (greenfield sites), possibly creating significant environmental
impacts. If no new natural gas plants were constructed, reliance on older power
plants may increase. These plants could consume more fuel and emit more air
pollutants per kilowatt-hour generated than the proposed project. In the near
term, the more likely result is that existing plants, many of which produce higher
levels of pollutants, could operate more than they do now. Also, as noted by
Staff, in the absence of the OGS Project other plants would be sited elsewhere in
California to serve the demand that could have been met by the OGS Project.
(Ex. 300, p. 6-20.) We are persuaded by the Applicant’s and Staff's evidence,
that the “no project” alternative is not environmentally superior to the OGS
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Project. (Ex. 300, p. 6-20.) Sarvey provided no evidence or argument suggesting
that the project site would not or could not be developed in the absence of the
OGS Project.

Relying on Energy Commission forecasting documents published from 2006
through 2011, Sarvey also argues for the “no project” alternative on the grounds
that there is no need for the OGS Project. (Ex. 400.) As correctly stated by
Sarvey, the Energy Commission’s March 2011 Revised Short-Term (2011-2012)
Peak Demand Forecast predicts that electrical demand in the PG&E service
territory will be less than the demand estimated in the current adopted 2009
IEPR. However, by definition, a forecast is an estimate of facts or trends to
calculate or project (some future event of condition) usually as a result of study
and analysis of available pertinent data. Although Energy Commission forecasts
are instrumental in informing Commission actions, they are not dispositive of the
matters they address.

Furthermore, the Commission’s siting process is not intended to determine
market need for power plants. That determination is made by the CPUC, which,
in December 2010 approved the Purchase-Sale Agreement between the
Applicant and PG&E for the OGS Project. (Exs. 1 pp. ES-1, 50, p. 2-3; 300, p. 3-

1.)

Finally, project “need” is not directly relevant to the “no project” alternative
analysis. Instead, as discussed above, the analysis considers what would be
reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not
approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and
community services. We recognize that Staff and the Applicant have woven
project benefits into this analysis (i.e. if the project were not built, the region
would not benefit from the local and efficient source of 624 MW of new
generation and the increased reliability and compensation for the intermittency of
renewable energy sources that OGS would provide). However, their insertion of
this additional, tangential information into the analysis does not alter the intended
purpose and scope of our “no project” evaluation. (Exs. 1. pp. 6-2 -6-3; 300, p. 6-
20.)

7. Agency and Public Comments

J. Galey, a member of the public, recommended that rather than purchasing new
land for the OGS Project, the Applicant should use the Contra Costa Power Plant
(CCPP) site’s Units 1 through 3. According to Staff, these CCPP units were built
in 1951 and have been retired. Staff further responded that removal of these
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units and replacing them with units would increase project costs. Moreover,
because the Marsh Landing Generating Station is approved for construction on a
portion of the CCPP site, it unlikely that the Applicant would be able to acquire
land at this location. Finally, according to Staff, the area occupied by the retired
units would be less than a third of the size required by the proposed 22-acre
OGS.

In reference to the Preliminary Staff Assessment, the City of Antioch requested
the following corrections relating to potable, sewer, and recycled water
connections:

e Alternative Site 1- Potable water, wastewater collection, and storm drainage
facilities are presently available in E. 18th Street and Drive—in Way. The City
of Antioch has a new recycled waterline on ‘A’ Street; a 2.6-mile connection
would be required.

e Alternative Site 2- City of Antioch water pipeline and sewer pipelines are
located in Wilbur Avenue. The City of Antioch has a new recycled waterline
on ‘A’ Street; a 2.2-mile connection would be required.

e Alternative Site 3- The City of Antioch has a new recycled waterline on ‘A’
Street; a 1.8-mile connection would be required.

The Final Staff Assessment and discussion above incorporate the corrections.

In written comments on the PMPD, Intervenor Sarvey asserts that the project is
not on a “brownfield” site as that term is defined by the two authorities selected
and cited by him. However, as was made clear during Sarvey’s cross-
examination of Staff during the March 25, 2011 Evidentiary Hearing, Staff stated
that it used the term “brownfield” to refer to previously disturbed land. (3/25/11
RT 67.) The evidence establishes that the project will be sited on previously
disturbed land.
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FINDINGS OF FACT

Based upon the evidence, including that presented on each subject area
described in other portions of this Decision, we find and conclude as follows:

1.

The record contains an acceptable analysis of a reasonable range of
alternatives to the project as proposed.

The record contains an adequate review of alternative sites, linear
routings, fuels, technologies, and the “No Project” alternative.

Alternative fuels and technologies are not capable of meeting project
objectives.

No site alternative identified is capable of meeting the stated project
objectives and applicable siting criteria.

No feasible alternative site has been identified which would lessen project
impacts.

The “No Project” alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen
potentially significant environmental impacts.

Implementation of the Conditions of Certification contained in this Decision
will ensure that the OGS Project does not create any significant direct,
indirect, or cumulative adverse environmental impacts.

CONCLUSION OF LAW

We conclude, therefore, that the record contains a sufficient analysis of a
reasonable range of alternatives and complies with the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act, the Warren-Alquist Act, and their respective
regulations.

No Conditions of Certification are required for this topic.
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lll. COMPLIANCE AND CLOSURE

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

SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE

The record contains a full explanation of the purposes and intent of the
Compliance Plan (Plan). The Plan is the administrative mechanism used to
ensure that the Oakley Generating Station is constructed and operated according
to the Conditions of Certification. It essentially describes the respective duties
and expectations of the Project Owner and the 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 Plan
also contains requirements governing the 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," which:

e set forth the duties and responsibilities of the Compliance Project Manager
(CPM), the project owner, delegate agencies, and others;

e set forth the requirements for handling confidential records and maintaining
the compliance record;

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

e set forth the requirements for periodic compliance reports and other
administrative procedures necessary to verify the compliance status of all
Commission imposed Conditions; and

e set forth requirements for facility closure.
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The second general element of the Plan contains the specific “Conditions of
Certification.” These are found following the summary and 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.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The record establishes:

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 following Compliance Plan as part of this Decision.

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.

2. The Compliance Plan and the specific Conditions of Certification

contained in this Decision assure that the Oakley Generating Station will
be designed, constructed, operated, and closed in conformity with
applicable law.
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GENERAL CONDITIONS

DEFINITIONS

The following terms and definitions are used to establish when Conditions of
Certification are implemented.

PRE-CONSTRUCTION SITE MOBILIZATION

Site mobilization is limited preconstruction activities at the site to allow for the
installation of fencing, construction trailers, construction trailer utilities, and
construction trailer parking at the site. Limited ground disturbance, grading, and
trenching associated with the above mentioned pre-construction activities is
considered part of site mobilization. Walking, driving or parking a passenger
vehicle, pickup truck and/or light vehicles is allowable during site mobilization.

CONSTRUCTION
On-site work to install permanent equipment or structures for any facility.

Ground Disturbance

Construction-related ground disturbance refers to activities that result in the
removal of top soil or vegetation at the site beyond site mobilization needs, and
for access roads and linear facilities.

Grading, Boring, and Trenching

Construction-related grading, boring, and trenching refers to activities that result
in subsurface soil work at the site and for access roads and linear facilities, e.g.,
alteration of the topographical features such as leveling, removal of hills or high
spots, moving of soil from one area to another, and removal of soil.

Notwithstanding the definitions of ground disturbance, grading, boring, and
trenching above, construction does not include the following:

1. the installation of environmental monitoring equipment;
2. a soil or geological investigation;
3. atopographical survey;

4. any other study or investigation to determine the environmental acceptability
or feasibility of the use of the site for any particular facility; and

5. any work to provide access to the site for any of the purposes specified in
“Construction” 1, 2, 3, or 4 above.
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START OF COMMERCIAL OPERATION

For compliance monitoring purposes, “commercial operation” begins after the
completion of start-up and commissioning, when the power plant has reached
reliable steady-state production of electricity at the rated capacity. At the start of
commercial operation, plant control is usually transferred from the construction
manager to the plant operations manager.

COMPLIANCE PROJECT MANAGER RESPONSIBILITIES

The Compliance Project Manager (CPM) shall oversee the compliance
monitoring and is responsible for:

1. ensuring that the design, construction, operation, and closure of the project
facilities are in compliance with the terms and conditions of the Energy
Commission Decision;

2. resolving complaints;

3. processing post-certification changes to the conditions of certification, project
description (petition to amend), and ownership or operational control (petition
for change of ownership) (See instructions for filing petitions);

4. documenting and tracking compliance filings; and

5. ensuring that compliance files are maintained and accessible.

The CPM is the contact person for the Energy Commission and will consult with
appropriate responsible agencies, Energy Commission, and staff when handling
disputes, complaints, and amendments.

All project compliance submittals are submitted to the CPM for processing.
Where a submittal required by a condition of certification requires CPM approval,
the approval will involve all appropriate Energy Commission staff and
management. All submittals must include searchable electronic versions (pdf or
MS Word files).

PRE-CONSTRUCTION AND PRE-OPERATION COMPLIANCE MEETING

The CPM usually schedules pre-construction and pre-operation compliance
meetings prior to the projected start-dates of construction, plant operation, or
both. The purpose of these meetings is to assemble both the Energy
Commission’s and project owner’s technical staff to review the status of all pre-
construction or pre-operation requirements contained in the Energy
Commission’s conditions of certification. This is to confirm that all applicable
conditions of certification have been met, or if they have not been met, to ensure
that the proper action is taken. In addition, these meetings ensure, to the extent
possible, that Energy Commission conditions will not delay the construction and
operation of the plant due to oversight and to preclude any last minute,
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unforeseen issues from arising. Pre-construction meetings held during the
certification process must be publicly noticed unless they are confined to
administrative issues and processes.

ENERGY COMMISSION RECORD

The Energy Commission shall maintain the following documents and information
as a public record, in either the Compliance file or Dockets file, for the life of the
project (or other period as required):

1. all documents demonstrating compliance with any legal requirements relating
to the construction and operation of the facility;

2. all monthly and annual compliance reports filed by the project owner;
3. all complaints of noncompliance filed with the Energy Commission; and

4. all petitions for project or condition of certification changes and the resulting
staff or Energy Commission action.

PROJECT OWNER RESPONSIBILITIES

The project owner is responsible for ensuring that the compliance conditions of
certification and all other conditions of certification that appear in the Commission
Decision are satisfied. The compliance conditions regarding post-certification
changes specify measures that the project owner must take when requesting
changes in the project design, conditions of certification, or ownership. Failure to
comply with any of the conditions of certification or the compliance conditions
may result in reopening of the case and revocation of Energy Commission
certification; an administrative fine; or other action as appropriate. A summary of
the Compliance Conditions of Certification is included as Compliance Table 1 at
the conclusion of this section.

COMPLIANCE CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

Unrestricted Access (COMPLIANCE-1)

The CPM, responsible Energy Commission staff, and delegated agencies or
consultants shall be guaranteed and granted unrestricted access to the power
plant site, related facilities, project-related staff, and the records maintained on-
site for the purpose of conducting audits, surveys, inspections, or general site
visits. Although the CPM will normally schedule site visits on dates and times
agreeable to the project owner, the CPM reserves the right to make
unannounced visits at any time.
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Compliance Record (COMPLIANCE-2)

The project owner shall maintain project files on-site or at an alternative site
approved by the CPM for the life of the project, unless a lesser period of time is
specified by the conditions of certification. The files shall contain copies of all “as-
built” drawings, documents submitted as verification for conditions, and other
project-related documents.

Energy Commission staff and delegate agencies shall, upon request to the
project owner, be given unrestricted access to the files maintained pursuant to
this condition.

Compliance Verification Submittals (COMPLIANCE-3)

Each condition of certification is followed by a means of verification. The
verification describes the Energy Commission’s procedure(s) to ensure post-
certification compliance with adopted conditions. The verification procedures,
unlike the conditions, may be modified as necessary by the CPM.

Verification of compliance with the conditions of certification can be
accomplished by the following:

1. monthly and/or annual compliance reports, filed by the project owner or
authorized agent, reporting on work done and providing pertinent
documentation, as required by the specific conditions of certification;

2. appropriate letters from delegate agencies verifying compliance;
3. energy Commission staff audits of project records; and/or

4. energy Commission staff inspections of work, or other evidence that the
requirements are satisfied.

Verification lead times associated with start of construction may require the
project owner to file submittals during the certification process, particularly if
construction is planned to commence shortly after certification.

A cover letter from the project owner or authorized agent is required for all
compliance submittals and correspondence pertaining to compliance matters.
The cover letter subject line shall identify the project by AFC number, the
appropriate condition(s) of certification by condition number(s), and a brief
description of the subject of the submittal. The project owner shall also
identify those submittals not required by a condition of certification with a
statement such as: “This submittal is for information only and is not required by a
specific condition of certification.” When submitting supplementary or corrected
information, the project owner shall reference the date of the previous submittal
and CEC submittal number.
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The project owner is responsible for the delivery and content of all verification
submittals to the CPM, whether such condition was satisfied by work performed
by the project owner or an agent of the project owner.

All hardcopy submittals shall be addressed as follows:

Craig Hoffman

Compliance Project Manager
(09-AFC-4C)

California Energy Commission
1516 Ninth Street (MS-2000)
Sacramento, CA 95814

Those submittals shall be accompanied by a searchable electronic copy, on a
CD or by e-mail, as agreed upon by the CPM.

If the project owner desires Energy Commission staff action by a specific date,
that request shall be made in the submittal cover letter and shall include a
detailed explanation of the effects on the project if that date is not met.

Pre-Construction Matrix and Tasks Prior to Start of Construction
(COMPLIANCE-4)

Prior to commencing construction, a compliance matrix addressing only those
conditions that must be fulfilled before the start of construction shall be submitted
by the project owner to the CPM. This matrix will be included with the project
owner’s first compliance submittal or prior to the first pre-construction meeting,
whichever comes first. It will be submitted in the same format as the compliance
matrix described below.

Construction shall not commence until the pre-construction matrix is submitted,
all pre-construction conditions have been complied with, and the CPM has issued
a letter to the project owner authorizing construction. Various lead times for
submittal of compliance verification documents to the CPM for conditions of
certification are established to allow sufficient staff time to review and comment
and, if necessary, allow the project owner to revise the submittal in a timely
manner. This will ensure that project construction may proceed according to
schedule.

Failure to submit compliance documents within the specified lead-time may result
in delays in authorization to commence various stages of project development.

If the project owner anticipates commencing project construction as soon as the
project is certified, it may be necessary for the project owner to file compliance
submittals prior to project certification. Compliance submittals should be
completed in advance where the necessary lead time for a required compliance
event extends beyond the date anticipated for start of construction. The project
owner must understand that the submittal of compliance documents prior to
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project certification is at the owner's own risk. Any approval by Energy
Commission staff is subject to change, based upon the Commission Decision.

Compliance Reporting

There are two different compliance reports that the project owner must submit to
assist the CPM in tracking activities and monitoring compliance with the terms
and conditions of the Energy Commission Decision. During construction, the
project owner or authorized agent will submit Monthly Compliance Reports.
During operation, an Annual Compliance Report must be submitted. These
reports, and the requirement for an accompanying compliance matrix, are
described below. The majority of the conditions of certification require that
compliance submittals be submitted to the CPM in the monthly or annual
compliance reports.

Compliance Matrix (COMPLIANCE-5)

A compliance matrix shall be submitted by the project owner to the CPM along
with each monthly and annual compliance report. The compliance matrix is
intended to provide the CPM with the current status of all conditions of
certification in a spreadsheet format. The compliance matrix must identify:

1. the technical area;
2. the condition number;

3. a brief description of the verification action or submittal required by the
condition;

4. the date the submittal is required (e.g., 60 days prior to construction, after
final inspection, etc.);

5. the expected or actual submittal date;

6. the date a submittal or action was approved by the Chief Building Official
(CBO), CPM, or delegate agency, if applicable;

7. the compliance status of each condition, e.g., “not started,” “in progress” or
“‘completed” (include the date); and

8. if the condition was amended, the date of the amendment.
Satisfied conditions shall be placed at the end of the matrix.

Monthly Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-6)

The first Monthly Compliance Report is due one month following the Energy
Commission business meeting date upon which the project was approved,
unless otherwise agreed to by the CPM. The first Monthly Compliance Report
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shall include the AFC number and an initial list of dates for each of the events
identified on the Key Events List found at the end of this section of the Decision.

During pre-construction and construction of the project, the project owner or
authorized agent shall submit an original and an electronic searchable version of
the Monthly Compliance Report within 10 working days after the end of each
reporting month. Monthly Compliance Reports shall be clearly identified for the
month being reported. The reports shall contain, at a minimum:

1. a summary of the current project construction status, a revised/updated
schedule if there are significant delays, and an explanation of any significant
changes to the schedule;

2. documents required by specific conditions to be submitted along with the
Monthly Compliance Report. Each of these items must be identified in the
transmittal letter, as well as the conditions they satisfy and submitted as
attachments to the Monthly Compliance Report;

3. an initial, and thereafter updated, compliance matrix showing the status of all
conditions of certification;

4. a list of conditions that have been satisfied during the reporting period, and a
description or reference to the actions that satisfied the condition;

5. a list of any submittal deadlines that were missed, accompanied by an
explanation and an estimate of when the information will be provided;

6. a cumulative listing of any approved changes to conditions of certification;

7. a listing of any filings submitted to, or permits issued by, other governmental
agencies during the month;

8. a projection of project compliance activities scheduled during the next two
months. The project owner shall notify the CPM as soon as any changes are
made to the project construction schedule that would affect compliance with
conditions of certification;

9. alisting of the month’s additions to the on-site compliance file; and

10.a listing of complaints, notices of violation, official warnings, and citations
received during the month, a description of the resolution of the resolved
actions, and the status of any unresolved actions.

All sections, exhibits, or addendums shall be separated by tabbed dividers or as
acceptable by the CPM.

Annual Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-7)

After construction is complete, the project owner shall submit Annual Compliance
Reports instead of Monthly Compliance Reports. The reports are for each year of
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commercial operation and are due to the CPM each year at a date agreed to by
the CPM. Annual Compliance Reports shall be submitted over the life of the
project, unless otherwise specified by the CPM. Each Annual Compliance Report
shall include the AFC number, identify the reporting period, and shall contain the
following:

1. an updated compliance matrix showing the status of all conditions of
certification (fully satisfied conditions do not need to be included in the matrix
after they have been reported as completed);

2. a summary of the current project operating status and an explanation of any
significant changes to facility operations during the year;

3. documents required by specific conditions to be submitted along with the
Annual Compliance Report. Each of these items must be identified in the
transmittal letter with the condition it satisfies, and submitted as attachments
to the Annual Compliance Report;

4. a cumulative listing of all post-certification changes approved by the Energy
Commission or cleared by the CPM;

5. an explanation for any submittal deadlines that were missed, accompanied by
an estimate of when the information will be provided;

6. a listing of filings submitted to, or permits issued by, other governmental
agencies during the year;

7. a projection of project compliance activities scheduled during the next year;
8. alisting of the year’s additions to the on-site compliance file;

9. an evaluation of the on-site contingency plan for unplanned facility closure,
including any suggestions necessary for bringing the plan up to date (see
Compliance Conditions for Facility Closure addressed later in this section);
and

10.a listing of complaints, notices of violation, official warnings, and citations
received during the year, a description of the resolution of any resolved
matters, and the status of any unresolved matters.

Confidential Information (COMPLIANCE-8)

Any information that the project owner deems confidential shall be submitted to
the Energy Commission’s Executive Director with an application for
confidentiality pursuant to Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section
2505(a). Any information that is determined to be confidential shall be kept
confidential as provided for in Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section
2501, et. seq.
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Annual Enerqy Facility Compliance Fee (COMPLIANCE-9)

Pursuant to the provisions of Section 25806(b) of the Public Resources Code,
the project owner is required to pay an annual compliance fee, which is adjusted
annually. Current Compliance fee information is available on the Energy
Commission’s website http://www.energy.ca.gov/siting/filing_fees.html. You may
also contact the CPM for the current fee information. The initial payment is due
on the date of the Business Meeting at which the Energy Commission adopts the
final decision. All subsequent payments are due by July 1 of each year in which
the facility retains its certification. The payment instrument shall be made payable
to the California Energy Commission and mailed to: Accounting Office MS-02,
California Energy Commission, 1516 9™ St., Sacramento, CA 95814.

Reporting of Complaints, Notices, and Citations (COMPLIANCE-10)

Prior to the start of construction, the project owner must send a letter to property
owners living within one mile of the project notifying them of a telephone number
to contact project representatives with questions, complaints, or concerns. If the
telephone is not staffed 24 hours per day, it shall include automatic answering
with a date and time stamp recording. All recorded complaints shall be
responded to within 24 hours. The telephone number shall be posted at the
project site and made easily visible to passersby during construction and
operation. The telephone number shall be provided to the CPM who will post it
on the Energy Commission’s web page at:
http://lwww.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/power_plants_contacts.html.

Any changes to the telephone number shall be submitted immediately to the
CPM, who will update the web page.

In addition to the monthly and annual compliance reporting requirements
described above, the project owner shall report and provide copies to the CPM of
all complaint forms, including noise and lighting complaints, notices of violation,
notices of fines, official warnings, and citations within 10 days of receipt.
Complaints shall be logged and numbered. Noise complaints shall be recorded
on the form provided in the NOISE Conditions of Certification, found in the
NOISE section of this Decision. All other complaints shall be recorded on the
complaint form (Attachment A).

FACILITY CLOSURE

At some point in the future, the project will cease operation and close down. At
that time, it will be necessary to ensure that the closure occurs in such a way that
public health and safety and the environment are protected from adverse
impacts. Although the project setting for this project does not appear, at this time,
to present any special or unusual closure problems, it is impossible to foresee
what the situation will be in 30 years or more when the project ceases operation.
Therefore, provisions must be made that provide the flexibility to deal with the
specific situation and project setting that exist at the time of closure. Laws,
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Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS) pertaining to facility closure are
identified in the sections dealing with each technical area. Facility closure will be
consistent with LORS in effect at the time of closure.

There are at least three circumstances in which a facility closure can take place:
planned closure, unplanned temporary closure, and unplanned permanent
closure.

CLOSURE DEFINITIONS

Planned Closure

A planned closure occurs when the facility is closed in an anticipated, orderly
manner, at the end of its useful economic or mechanical life, or due to gradual
obsolescence.

Unplanned Temporary Closure

An unplanned temporary closure occurs when the facility is closed suddenly
and/or unexpectedly, on a short-term basis, due to unforeseen circumstances
such as a natural disaster or an emergency.

Unplanned Permanent Closure

An unplanned permanent closure occurs if the project owner closes the facility
suddenly and/or unexpectedly, on a permanent basis. This includes unplanned
closure where the owner implements the on-site contingency plan. It can also
include unplanned closure where the project owner fails to implement the
contingency plan, and the project is essentially abandoned.

COMPLIANCE CONDITIONS FOR FACILITY CLOSURE

Planned Closure (COMPLIANCE-11)

In order to ensure that a planned facility closure does not create adverse
impacts, a closure process that provides for careful consideration of available
options and applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, standards, and
local/regional plans in existence at the time of closure will be undertaken. To
ensure adequate review of a planned project closure, the project owner shall
submit a proposed facility closure plan to the Energy Commission for review and
approval at least 12 months (or other period of time agreed to by the CPM) prior
to the commencement of closure activities. The project owner shall file 120
copies (or other number of copies agreed upon by the CPM) of a proposed
facility closure plan with the Energy Commission.

The plan shall:

1. identify and discuss any impacts and mitigation to address significant adverse
impacts associated with proposed closure activities and to address facilities,
equipment, or other project related remnants that will remain at the site;
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2. identify a schedule of activities for closure of the power plant site,
transmission line corridor, and all other appurtenant facilities constructed as
part of the project;

3. identify any facilities or equipment intended to remain on site after closure,
the reason, and any future use; and

4. address conformance of the plan with all applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations, standards, and local/regional plans in existence at the time of
facility closure, and applicable conditions of certification.

Prior to submittal of the proposed facility closure plan, a meeting shall be held
between the project owner and the Energy Commission CPM for the purpose of
discussing the specific contents of the plan.

In the event that there are significant issues associated with the proposed facility
closure plan’s approval, or if the desires of local officials or interested parties are
inconsistent with the plan, the CPM shall hold one or more workshops and/or the
Energy Commission may hold public hearings as part of its approval procedure.

As necessary, prior to or during the closure plan process, the project owner shall
take appropriate steps to eliminate any immediate threats to public health and
safety and the environment, but shall not commence any other closure activities
until the Energy Commission approves the facility closure plan.

Unplanned Temporary Closure/On-Site Contingency Plan
(COMPLIANCE-12)

In order to ensure that public health and safety and the environment are
protected in the event of an unplanned temporary facility closure, it is essential to
have an on-site contingency plan in place. The on-site contingency plan will help
to ensure that all necessary steps to mitigate public health and safety impacts
and environmental impacts are taken in a timely manner.

The project owner shall submit an on-site contingency plan for CPM review and
approval. The plan shall be submitted no less than 60 days (or other time agreed
to by the CPM) prior to commencement of commercial operation. The approved
plan must be in place prior to commercial operation of the facility and shall be
kept at the site at all times.

The project owner, in consultation with the CPM, will update the on-site
contingency plan as necessary. The CPM may require revisions to the on-site
contingency plan over the life of the project. In the annual compliance reports
submitted to the Energy Commission, the project owner will review the on-site
contingency plan, and recommend changes to bring the plan up to date. Any
changes to the plan must be approved by the CPM.
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The on-site contingency plan shall provide for taking immediate steps to secure
the facility from trespassing or encroachment. In addition, for closures of more
than 90 days, unless other arrangements are agreed to by the CPM, the plan
shall provide for removal of hazardous materials and hazardous wastes, draining
of all chemicals from storage tanks and other equipment, and the safe shutdown
of all equipment. (Also see specific conditions of certification for the technical
areas of Hazardous Materials Management and Waste Management in this
Decision.)

In addition, consistent with requirements under unplanned permanent closure
addressed below, the nature and extent of insurance coverage, and maijor
equipment warranties must also be included in the on-site contingency plan. In
addition, the status of the insurance coverage and major equipment warranties
must be updated in the annual compliance reports.

In the event of an unplanned temporary closure, the project owner shall notify the
CPM, as well as other responsible agencies, by telephone, fax, or e-mail, within
24 hours and shall take all necessary steps to implement the on-site contingency
plan. The project owner shall keep the CPM informed of the circumstances and
expected duration of the closure.

If the CPM determines that an unplanned temporary closure is likely to be
permanent, or for a duration of more than 12 months, a closure plan consistent
with the requirements for a planned closure shall be developed and submitted to
the CPM within 90 days of the CPM’s determination (or other period of time
agreed to by the CPM).

Unplanned Permanent Closure/On-Site Contingency Plan (COMPLIANCE-
13)
The on-site contingency plan required for unplanned temporary closure shall also

cover unplanned permanent facility closure. All of the requirements specified for
unplanned temporary closure shall also apply to unplanned permanent closure.

In addition, the on-site contingency plan shall address how the project owner will
ensure that all required closure steps will be successfully undertaken in the event
of abandonment.

In the event of an unplanned permanent closure, the project owner shall notify
the CPM, as well as other responsible agencies, by telephone, fax, or e-mail
within 24 hours and shall take all necessary steps to implement the on-site
contingency plan. The project owner shall keep the CPM informed of the status
of all closure activities.

A closure plan, consistent with the requirements for a planned closure, shall be
developed and submitted to the CPM within 90 days of the permanent closure or
another period of time agreed to by the CPM.
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Post Certification Changes to the Enerqy Commission Decision:
Amendments, Ownership Changes, Staff Approved Project Modifications
and Verification Changes (COMPLIANCE-14)

The project owner must petition the Energy Commission pursuant to Title 20,
California Code of Regulations, section 1769, in order to modify the project
(including linear facilities) design, operation or performance requirements, and to
transfer ownership or operational control of the facility.

It is the responsibility of the project owner to contact the CPM to
determine if a proposed project change should be considered a project
modification pursuant to section 1769.

Implementation of a project modification without first securing Energy
Commission, or Energy Commission staff approval, may result in enforcement
action that could result in civil penalties in accordance with section 25534 of the
Public Resources Code.

A petition is required for amendments and for staff approved project
modifications as specified below. Both shall be filed as a “Petition to Amend.”
Staff will determine if the change is significant or insignificant. For verification
changes, a letter from the project owner is sufficient. In all cases, the petition or
letter requesting a change should be submitted to the CPM, who will file it with
the Energy Commission’s Dockets Unit in accordance with Title 20, California
Code of Regulations, section 1209.

The criteria that determine which type of approval and the process that applies
are explained below. They reflect the provisions of Section 1769 at the time this
condition was drafted. If the Commission’s rules regarding amendments are
amended, the rules in effect at the time an amendment is requested shall apply.

Amendment

The project owner shall petition the Energy Commission, pursuant to Title 20,
California Code of Regulations, section 1769(a), when proposing modifications to
the project (including linear facilities) design, operation, or performance
requirements. If a proposed modification results in deletion or change of a
condition of certification, or makes changes that would cause the project not to
comply with any applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, or standards the
petition will be processed as a formal amendment to the final decision, which
requires public notice and review of the Energy Commission staff analysis and
approval by the full Commission. The petition shall be in the form of a legal brief
and fulfill the requirements of Section 1769(a). Upon request, the CPM will
provide a sample petition to use as a template.
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Change of Ownership

Change of ownership or operational control also requires that the project owner
file a petition pursuant to section 1769 (b). This process requires public notice
and approval by the full Commission. The petition shall be in the form of a legal
brief and fulfill the requirements of Section 1769(b). Upon request, the CPM will
provide a sample petition to use as a template.

Staff Approved Project Modification

Modifications that do not result in deletions or changes to conditions of
certification, that are compliant with laws, ordinances, regulations and standards
and will not have significant environmental impacts may be authorized by the
CPM as a Staff approved project modification pursuant to section 1769(a) (2).
Once staff files an intention to approve the proposed project modifications, any
person may file an objection to staff's determination within 14 days of service on
the grounds that the modification does not meet the criteria of section 1769
(a)(2). If a person objects to Staff’'s determination, the petition must be processed
as a formal amendment to the Decision and must be approved by the full
commission at a noticed business meeting or hearing.

Verification Change

A verification may be modified by the CPM without requesting an amendment to
the Decision if the change does not conflict with the conditions of certification and
provides an effective alternate means of verification.

CBO DELEGATION AND AGENCY COOPERATION

In performing construction and operation monitoring of the project, Energy
Commission staff acts as, and has the authority of, the Chief Building Official
(CBO). Energy Commission staff may delegate CBO responsibility to either an
independent third party contractor or the local building official. Energy
Commission staff retains CBO authority when selecting a delegate CBO,
including enforcing and interpreting state and local codes, and use of discretion,
as necessary, in implementing the various codes and standards.

Energy Commission staff may also seek the cooperation of state, regional, and
local agencies that have an interest in environmental protection when conducting
project monitoring.

ENFORCEMENT

The Energy Commission’s legal authority to enforce the terms and conditions of
its Decision is specified in Public Resources Code, sections 25534 and 25900.
The Energy Commission may amend or revoke the certification for any facility,
and may impose a civil penalty for any significant failure to comply with the terms
or conditions of the Energy Commission Decision. The specific action and

Compliance 16



amount of any fines the Energy Commission may impose would take into
account the specific circumstances of the incident(s). This would include such
factors as the previous compliance history, whether the cause of the incident
involves willful disregard of LORS, oversight, unforeseeable events, and other
factors the Energy Commission may consider.

NONCOMPLIANCE COMPLAINT PROCEDURES

Any person or agency may file a complaint alleging noncompliance with the
conditions of certification. Such a complaint will be subject to review by the
Energy Commission pursuant to Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section
1237, but in many instances the noncompliance can be resolved by using the
informal dispute resolution process. Both the informal and formal complaint
procedure, as described in current State law and regulations, are described
below. They shall be followed unless superseded by future law or regulations.

Informal Dispute Resolution Process

The following procedure is designed to informally resolve disputes concerning
the interpretation of compliance with the requirements of this compliance plan.
The project owner, the Energy Commission, or any other party, including
members of the public, may initiate an informal dispute resolution process.
Disputes may pertain to actions or decisions made by any party, including the
Energy Commission’s delegate agents.

This process may precede the more formal complaint and investigation
procedure specified in Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section 1237, but
is not intended to be a substitute for, or prerequisite to it. This informal procedure
may not be used to change the terms and conditions of certification as approved
by the Energy Commission, although the agreed upon resolution may result in a
project owner, or in some cases the Energy Commission staff, proposing an
amendment.

The process encourages all parties involved in a dispute to discuss the matter
and to reach an agreement resolving the dispute. If a dispute cannot be resolved,
then the matter must be brought before the full Energy Commission for
consideration via the complaint and investigation procedure.

Request for Informal Investigation

Any individual, group, or agency may request the Energy Commission to conduct
an informal investigation of alleged noncompliance with the Energy
Commission’s terms and conditions of certification. All requests for informal
investigations shall be made to the designated CPM.

Upon receipt of a request for an informal investigation, the CPM shall promptly
notify the project owner of the allegation by telephone and letter. All known and
relevant information of the alleged noncompliance shall be provided to the project
owner and to the Energy Commission staff. The CPM will evaluate the request
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and the information to determine if further investigation is necessary. If the CPM
finds that further investigation is necessary, the project owner will be asked to
promptly investigate the matter. Within seven working days of the CPM’s request,
provide a written report to the CPM of the results of the investigation, including
corrective measures proposed or undertaken. Depending on the urgency of the
noncompliance matter, the CPM may conduct a site visit and/or request the
project owner to also provide an initial verbal report, within 48 hours.

Request for Informal Meeting

In the event that either the party requesting an investigation or the Energy
Commission staff is not satisfied with the project owner’s report, investigation of
the event, or corrective measures proposed or undertaken, either party may
submit a written request to the CPM for a meeting with the project owner. Such
request shall be made within 14 days of the project owner’s filing of its written
report. Upon receipt of such a request, the CPM shall:

1. immediately schedule a meeting with the requesting party and the project
owner, to be held at a mutually convenient time and place;

2. secure the attendance of appropriate Energy Commission staff and staff of
any other agencies with expertise in the subject area of concern, as
necessary;

3. conduct such meeting in an informal and objective manner so as to
encourage the voluntary settlement of the dispute in a fair and equitable
manner;

4. After the conclusion of such a meeting, promptly prepare and distribute
copies to all in attendance and to the project file, a summary memorandum
that fairly and accurately identifies the positions of all parties and any
understandings reached. If an agreement has not been reached, the CPM
shall inform the complainant of the formal complaint process and
requirements provided under Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section
1230, et. seq.

Formal Dispute Resolution Procedure-Complaints and Investigations

Any person may file a complaint with the Energy Commission’s Dockets Unit
alleging noncompliance with a Commission decision adopted pursuant to Public
Resources Code section 25500. Requirements for complaint filings and a
description of how complaints are processed are in Title 20, California Code of
Regulations, section 1237.
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COMPLIANCE TABLE 1
SUMMARY of COMPLIANCE CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

KEY EVENTS LIST

PROJECT:

DOCKET #:

COMPLIANCE PROJECT MANAGER:

EVENT DESCRIPTION DATE

Certification Date

Obtain Site Control

Online Date

POWER PLANT SITE ACTIVITIES

Start Site Mobilization

Start Ground Disturbance

Start Grading

Start Construction

Begin Pouring Major Foundation Concrete

Begin Installation of Major Equipment

Completion of Installation of Major Equipment

First Combustion of Gas Turbine

Obtain Building Occupation Permit

Start Commercial Operation

Complete All Construction

TRANSMISSION LINE ACTIVITIES

Start T/L Construction

Synchronization with Grid and Interconnection

Complete T/L Construction

FUEL SUPPLY LINE ACTIVITIES

Start Gas Pipeline Construction and Interconnection

Complete Gas Pipeline Construction

WATER SUPPLY LINE ACTIVITIES

Start Water Supply Line Construction

Complete Water Supply Line Construction
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CONDITION NUMBER SUBJECT DESCRIPTION
COMPLIANCE-1 Unrestricted The project owner shall grant Energy
Access Commission staff and delegate agencies or
consultants unrestricted access to the power
plant site.
COMPLIANCE-2 Compliance The project owner shall maintain project files
Record on-site. Energy Commission staff and
delegate agencies shall be given unrestricted
access to the files.
COMPLIANCE-3 Compliance The project owner is responsible for the
Verification delivery and content of all verification
Submittals submittals to the CPM, whether such condition

was satisfied by work performed or the project
owner or his agent.

COMPLIANCE-4

Pre-construction
Matrix and Tasks
Prior to Start of
Construction

Construction shall not commence until the all
of the following activities/submittals have been
completed:

e property owners living within one mile of
the project have been notified of a
telephone number to contact for questions,
complaints or concerns,

e a pre-construction matrix has been
submitted identifying only those conditions
that must be fulfilled before the start of
construction,

¢ all pre-construction conditions have been
complied with,

e the CPM has issued a letter to the project
owner authorizing construction.

COMPLIANCE-5

Compliance Matrix

The project owner shall submit a compliance
matrix (in a spreadsheet format) with each
monthly and annual compliance report which
includes the status of all compliance
conditions of certification.

COMPLIANCE-6

Monthly
Compliance
Report including a
Key Events List

During construction, the project owner shall
submit Monthly Compliance Reports (MCRs)
which include specific information. The first
MCR is due the month following the Energy
Commission business meeting date on which
the project was approved and shall include an
initial list of dates for each of the events
identified on the Key Events List.
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COMPLIANCE TABLE 1
SUMMARY of COMPLIANCE CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

CONDITION NUMBER SUBJECT DESCRIPTION
COMPLIANCE-7 Annual After construction ends and throughout the life
Compliance of the project, the project owner shall submit
Reports Annual Compliance Reports instead of
Monthly Compliance Reports.
COMPLIANCE-8 Confidential Any information the project owner deems
Information confidential shall be submitted to the Energy
Commission’s Executive Director with a
request for confidentiality.
COMPLIANCE-9 Annual fees Payment of Annual Energy Facility
Compliance Fee
COMPLIANCE-10 Reporting of Within 10 days of receipt, the project owner
Complaints, shall report to the CPM, all notices,
Notices and complaints, and citations.
Citations

COMPLIANCE-11

Planned Facility
Closure

The project owner shall submit a closure plan
to the CPM at least 12 months prior to
commencement of a planned closure.

COMPLIANCE-12

Unplanned
Temporary Facility
Closure

To ensure that public health and safety and
the environment are protected in the event of
an unplanned temporary closure, the project
owner shall submit an on-site contingency
plan no less than 60 days prior to
commencement of commercial operation.

COMPLIANCE-13

Unplanned
Permanent Facility
Closure

To ensure that public health and safety and
the environment are protected in the event of
an unplanned permanent closure, the project
owner shall submit an on-site contingency
plan no less than 60 days prior to
commencement of commercial operation.

COMPLIANCE-14

Post-certification
changes to the
Decision

The project owner must petition the Energy
Commission to delete or change a condition of
certification, modify the project design or
operational requirements and/or transfer
ownership of operational control of the facility.

Compliance
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COMPLAINT LOG NUMBER: DOCKET NUMBER:

PROJECT NAME:

COMPLAINANT INFORMATION

NAME: PHONE NUMBER:
ADDRESS:
COMPLAINT
DATE COMPLAINT RECEIVED: TIME COMPLAINT RECEIVED:
COMPLAINT RECEIVED BY: [ ] TELEPHONE [ IN WRITING (COPY ATTACHED)

DATE OF FIRST OCCURRENCE:

DESCRIPTION OF COMPLAINT (INCLUDING DATES, FREQUENCY, AND DURATION):

FINDINGS OF INVESTIGATION BY PLANT PERSONNEL:

DOES COMPLAINT RELATE TO VIOLATION OF A CEC REQUIREMENT? [] YES [ ] NO
DATE COMPLAINANT CONTACTED TO DISCUSS FINDINGS:

DESCRIPTION OF CORRECTIVE MEASURES TAKEN OR OTHER COMPLAINT RESOLUTION:

DOES COMPLAINANT AGREE WITH PROPOSED RESOLUTION? [] YES [ ] NO

IF NOT, EXPLAIN:

CORRECTIVE ACTION

IF CORRECTIVE ACTION NECESSARY, DATE COMPLETED:

DATE FIRST LETTER SENT TO COMPLAINANT (COPY ATTACHED):

DATE FINAL LETTER SENT TO COMPLAINANT (COPY ATTACHED):

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION:

“This information is certified to be correct.”
PLANT MANAGER SIGNATURE: DATE:

(ATTACH ADDITIONAL PAGES AND ALL SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION, AS REQUIRED)
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IV. ENGINEERING ASSESSMENT

The broad engineering assessment conducted for the OGS Project consists of
separate analyses that examine facility design, engineering, efficiency, and
reliability aspects. These analyses include the on-site power generating
equipment and project-related linear facilities.

A. FACILITY DESIGN

This review covers several technical disciplines including the civil, electrical,
mechanical, and structural engineering elements related to project design and
construction. In considering the adequacy of the design plans, the Energy
Commission reviews whether the power plant and linear facilities are described
with sufficient detail to ensure that the project can ultimately be designed and
constructed in accordance with applicable engineering laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards (LORS). The review also includes, as appropriate,
the identification of special design features that are necessary to address unique
site conditions that could adversely impact public health and safety, the
environment, or the operational reliability of the project. The evidence on this
topic was uncontested. (3/15/11 RT 67-77; Exs. 1, § 2.1, Appendix 2, 46; 50; 55,
300, §5.1.)

Facilities Design Table 1 below identifies the primary LORS applicable to the
OGS.

FACILITY DESIGN Table 1
Key Engineering Laws, Ordinances, Regulations and Standards (LORS)

Applicable LORS Description

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

State 2010 (or the latest edition in effect) California Building Standards
Code (CBSC) (also known as Title 24, California Code of
Regulations)

Local Contra Costa County regulations and ordinances
City of Oakley regulations and ordinances

General American National Standards Institute (ANSI)
American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME)
American Welding Society (AWS)

American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM)

Source: Exhibit 300
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SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EVIDENCE

As is more fully discussed in the Project Description section of this Decision,
the OGS Project will be located on 21.95 acres in the City of Oakley, California
and a portion of the transmission line will be located in the City of Antioch,
California. The facility design also includes new natural gas supply provided by
Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E).

Facility Design Figure 1 below depicts the proposed general arrangement of
OGS.
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FACILITY DESIGN - Figure 1
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1. Site Preparation and Development

The Applicant proposes to use accepted industry standards, design standards,
and construction methods. The evidence establishes that Staff evaluated
whether the project will be built in accordance with applicable engineering LORS
and whether it will adversely impact public health and safety. Thus, Staff
assessed the Applicant’s proposed design criteria and construction methods for
grading, flood protection, erosion control, site drainage, and site access as well
as design criteria for constructing the natural gas and transmission line facilities.
(Exs. 1, pp. 2-35 - 2-36, Appendixes 2B — 2H; 300, pp. 5.1-2 - 5.1-3.)

Staff concluded that the project and its linear facilities as proposed in preliminary
design form, will comply with all applicable site preparation LORS with
implementation of Staff-proposed Conditions of Certification GEN-1 through
GEN-8, CIVIL-1 through CIVIL-4, STRUC-1 through STRUC-4, MECH-1 through
MECH-3, and ELEC-1 (discussed below) and Geology and Paleontology
Conditions of Certification PAL-1 through PAL-7. (Ex. 300, p. 5.1-3.)

We concur with Staff's determination. Collectively, the proposed conditions (1)
require the OGS Project to be designed and constructed in accordance with
specified engineering LORS and (2) mandate design review, plan checking, and
field inspections by the chief building official (CBO) or an Energy Commission
delegate. For instance, Condition GEN-1 requires the project owner to design,
construct, and inspect the project in accordance with the 2010 California Building
Standards Code, which encompasses the California Building Code (CBC),
California Building Standards Administrative Code, California Electrical Code,
California Mechanical Code, California Plumbing Code, California Energy Code,
California Fire Code, California Code for Building Conservation, California
Reference Standards Code, and other applicable codes and standards in effect
when the design and construction of the project actually begin.

If the initial designs are submitted to the chief building official (CBO) for review
and approval after the update to the 2010 CBSC takes effect, the 2010 CBSC
provisions shall be superseded and replaced by the updated provisions.

GEN-2, GEN-3, GEN-7, GEN-8, STRUC-1 — STRUC-3, MECH-1, MECH-3,
ELEC-1 require specified reviews by and approvals from the CBO, Energy
Commission Compliance Program Manager (CPM), or both. GEN-4 — GEN-6
require registered engineers and qualified inspectors to supervise various
aspects of design and implementation. STRUC-4 mandates that tanks and
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vessels containing quantities of toxic or hazardous material must comply with the
2010 version of the California Building Code. Compliance with federal and state
Occupational Safety and Health Standards (OSHS) is mandated by Condition
MECH-2.

As more fully discussed in the Geology and Paleontology section of this
Decision, implementation of Geology and Paleontology Conditions of
Certification PAL-1 through PAL-7 will mitigate potential construction-related
impacts to paleontological resources to less than significant levels. Their
implementation requires significant information sharing and interaction among
the project owner, paleontological resource monitors, and the CPM.

Thus, based on the evidence, we find the compliance with the above-discussed
Conditions of Certification will ensure that the project is built in conformance with
applicable LORS and adequately protects public health and safety.

2. Major Structures, Systems, and Equipment

Major structures, systems, and equipment are necessary for power production,
costly or time consuming to repair or replace, used for the storage, containment,
or handling of toxic/hazardous materials, or could become potential health and
safety hazards if not constructed according to applicable engineering LORS. The
Applicant provided design and engineering information and data for each of the
following major systems:

e Power generation

o Heat dissipation

e Cooling water supply system

e Air emission control system

e Waste disposal system

¢ Noise abatement system

e Switchyard/transformer systems

e Natural gas supply. (Exs. 1, §§ 2.0, 3.0, 4.0, 5.1, 5.7, 5.14, Appendixes 2C -
2E.)

With implementation of Conditions of Certification GEN-1 and GEN-2 described
above, the project must be designed and constructed in accordance with the
most current version of the California Building Standards Code in effect at the
time of project construction. Furthermore, the project owner must submit a
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schedule of facility design submittals and master drawings and master
specification lists to the CPM and CBO before submitting initial engineering
designs for CBO review and approval.

Because the California Building Code requires certain power plant structures to
undergo dynamic lateral force (structural) analysis to determine their seismic
design criteria while allowing others to be designed using a static analysis
procedure, Condition of Certification STRUC-1 ensures the project will submit its
proposed lateral force procedures to the CBO for review and approval before
construction begins. (Ex. 300, p. 5.1-3.)

We find that implementation of the above-described mitigation measures will
ensure that the project’s major structures, systems, and equipment are designed
and constructed to reduce or avoid impacts that include potential health and
safety hazards.

3. Project Quality Procedures

The Applicant generally described the quality control plan that it would implement
at the OGS facility. The Applicant identified categories or stages of activities to
which the quality assurance planning will apply. These categories encompass
conceptual design criteria, detail design, procurement specification preparation,
manufacturer’'s control and surveillance, manufacturer data review, receipt
inspection, construction/installation, system/component testing, and plant
operation. (Exs. 1, p.p. 2-42 - 2-43, Appendix 2B — 2H; 300, p. 5.1-3.)

Staff evaluated the Applicant’s project quality control plans and independently
determined that the quality program is adequate to ensure that systems and
components will be designed, fabricated, stored, transported, installed, and
tested in accordance with all appropriate power plant technical codes and
standards. Thus, to ensure that the project owner does in fact implement the
proposed quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) program, we find that it
necessary to explicitly require compliance with the design and construction —
related Conditions of Certification set forth below. (Ex. 300, p. 5.1-3.)

4. Compliance Monitoring

The California Building Code authorizes and directs the CBO to enforce the
Code’s provisions. The Energy Commission serves as the CBO for project’s
under its jurisdiction and as appropriate, interprets the Code and adopts clarifying
regulations. (Ex. 300, pp. 5.1-3 - 5.1-4.)
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The Commission may delegate CBO authority to local building officials and/or
independent consultants to carry out design review and construction inspections.
For this project, engineering and compliance staff will invite Contra Costa
County, the City of Oakley, or a third-party engineering consultant to act as
delegate CBO.

Staff has proposed — and we have adopted — the Conditions of Certification
below to ensure public health and safety and compliance with engineering design
LORS. Some of these conditions address the roles, responsibilities, and
qualifications of the engineers who will design and build the proposed project.
Under these Conditions of Certification, each element of the project's
construction must be approved by the CBO before it is performed. The
conditions also require qualified special inspectors perform or oversee special
inspections required by all applicable LORS.

While the Energy Commission and delegate CBO have the authority to allow
some flexibility in scheduling construction activities, the Conditions of
Certification are written so that no element of construction (of permanent facilities
subject to CBO review and approval) that could be difficult to reverse or correct
can proceed without prior CBO approval. Elements of construction that are not
difficult to reverse may proceed without approval of the plans. The project owner
bears the responsibility to fully modify construction elements in order to comply
with all design changes resulting from the CBO’s subsequent plan review and
approval process. (Ex. 300, p. 5.1-4.)

5. Facility Closure

The evidentiary record also addresses project closure activities, which could
range from “mothballing” the facility (i.e., closing or not using for a long time with
the possibility of opening or being used again in the future) to removing all
equipment and restoring the site. To ensure that decommissioning of the OGS
will conform to applicable LORS and be completed in a manner that protects the
environment and public health and safety, the project owner is required to submit
a decommissioning plan which will identify: decommissioning activities;
applicable LORS in effect when decommissioning occurs; activities necessary to
restore the site, if appropriate; and decommissioning alternatives. (Ex. 300, pp.
5.1-4 - 5.1-5.) Related requirements are discussed in the Compliance and
Closure section of this Decision.
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6. Compliance with LORS

As discussed above and shown by the language of the Conditions of
Certification, the project will comply with the federal and state occupational safety
and health requirement and the requirements of the most current California
Building Standards Code (and the codes contained therein).

The evidence also shows that the project’s design and construction will comply
with the applicable local and general codes identified above in Facility Design
Table 1 and Appendix A to this Decision. Appendix 2 to the Applicant’'s AFC
contains a detailed discussion of these codes and the practices that will be
undertaken to ensure compliance.

FINDINGS OF FACT

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

1. The OGS Project is currently in the preliminary design stage.

2. The evidentiary record identifies the applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards that apply to this project.

3. The evidentiary record contains an independent evaluation of the
Applicant’'s proposed design criteria, including identification of criteria
essential to public health and safety.

4. The evidentiary record contains sufficient information to establish that the
proposed facility can be designed and constructed in conformity with the
applicable LORS as discussed above and also set forth in the appropriate
portion of Appendix A of this Decision.

5. The Conditions of Certification set forth below provide, in part, that
independent qualified personnel will perform design review, plan checking,
and field inspections of the proposed project.

6. The Conditions of Certification set forth below are necessary to ensure
that the project is designed and constructed both in accordance with
applicable law and in a manner that protects environmental quality as well
as public health and safety.
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7. The General Conditions, included in the Compliance section of this
Decision, establish requirements to be followed in the event of facility
closure.

CONCLUSION OF LAW

Implementation of the Conditions of Certification listed below will ensure that the
OGS Project will be designed and constructed in conformance with the
applicable laws pertinent to the engineering aspects summarized in Appendix A
of this Decision.

CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

GEN-1 The project owner shall design, construct, and inspect the project in
accordance with the 2010 California Building Standards Code (CBSC),
also known as Title 24, California Code of Regulations, which
encompasses the California Building Code (CBC), California Building
Standards Administrative Code, California Electrical Code, California
Mechanical Code, California Plumbing Code, California Energy Code,
California Fire Code, California Code for Building Conservation,
California Reference Standards Code, and all other applicable
engineering LORS in effect at the time initial design plans are
submitted to the CBO for review and approval (the CBSC in effect is
the edition that has been adopted by the California Building Standards
Commission and published at least 180 days previously). The project
owner shall ensure that all the provisions of the above applicable
codes are enforced during the construction, addition, alteration,
moving, demolition, repair, or maintenance of the completed facility. All
transmission facilities (lines, switchyards, switching stations and
substations) are covered in the Conditions of Certification in the
Transmission System Engineering section of this Decision.

In the event that the initial engineering designs are submitted to the
CBO when the successor to the 2010 CBSC is in effect, the 2010
CBSC provisions shall be replaced with the applicable successor
provisions. Where, in any specific case, different sections of the code
specify different materials, methods of construction or other
requirements, the most restrictive shall govern. Where there is a
conflict between a general requirement and a specific requirement, the
specific requirement shall govern.

The project owner shall ensure that all contracts with contractors,
subcontractors, and suppliers clearly specify that all work performed
and materials supplied comply with the codes listed above.
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Verification:  Within 30 days following receipt of the certificate of occupancy,
the project owner shall submit to the CPM a statement of verification, signed by
the responsible design engineer, attesting that all designs, construction,
installation, and inspection requirements of the applicable LORS and the Energy
Commission’s Decision have been met in the area of facility design. The project
owner shall provide the CPM a copy of the certificate of occupancy within 30
days of receipt from the CBO.

Once the certificate of occupancy has been issued, the project owner shall inform
the CPM at least 30 days prior to any construction, addition, alteration, moving,
demolition, repair, or maintenance to be performed on any portion(s) of the
completed facility that requires CBO approval for compliance with the above
codes. The CPM will then determine if the CBO needs to approve the work.

GEN-2 Before submitting the initial engineering designs for CBO review, the
project owner shall furnish the CPM and the CBO with a schedule of
facility design submittals, and master drawings and master
specifications list. The master drawings and master specifications list
shall contain a list of proposed submittal packages of designs,
calculations, and specifications for major structures, systems, and
equipment. Major structures, systems, and equipment are structures
and their associated components or equipment that are necessary for
power production, costly or time consuming to repair or replace, are
used for the storage, containment, or handling of hazardous or toxic
materials, or could become potential health and safety hazards if not
constructed according to applicable engineering LORS. The schedule
shall contain the date of each submittal to the CBO. To facilitate audits
by Energy Commission staff, the project owner shall provide specific
packages to the CPM upon request.

Verification: At least 60 days (or a project owner- and CBO-approved
alternative time frame) prior to the start of rough grading, the project owner shall
submit to the CBO and to the CPM the schedule, and the master drawings and
master specifications list of documents to be submitted to the CBO for review
and approval. These documents shall be the pertinent design documents for the
major structures, systems, and equipment defined above in Condition of
Certification GEN-2. Major structures and equipment shall be added to or deleted
from the list only with CPM approval. The project owner shall provide schedule
updates in the monthly compliance report.

GEN-3 The project owner shall make payments to the CBO for design review,
plan checks, and construction inspections, based upon a reasonable
fee schedule to be negotiated between the project owner and the CBO.
These fees may be consistent with the fees listed in the 2010 CBC,
adjusted for inflation and other appropriate adjustments; may be based
on the value of the facilities reviewed; may be based on hourly rates;
or may be otherwise agreed upon by the project owner and the CBO.
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Verification:  The project owner shall make the required payments to the
CBO in accordance with the agreement between the project owner and the CBO.
The project owner shall send a copy of the CBQO’s receipt of payment to the CPM
in the next monthly compliance report indicating that applicable fees have been

paid.
GEN-4

Prior to the start of rough grading, the project owner shall assign a
California- registered architect, or a structural or civil engineer, as the
resident engineer (RE) in charge of the project. All transmission
facilities (lines, switchyards, switching stations, and substations) are
addressed in the Conditions of Certification in the Transmission
System Engineering section of this Decision.

The RE may delegate responsibility for portions of the project to other
registered engineers. Registered mechanical and electrical engineers
may be delegated responsibility for mechanical and electrical portions
of the project, respectively. A project may be divided into parts,
provided that each part is clearly defined as a distinct unit. Separate
assignments of general responsibility may be made for each
designated part.

The RE shall:

1. Monitor progress of construction work requiring CBO design review
and inspection to ensure compliance with LORS;

2. Ensure that construction of all facilities subject to CBO design
review and inspection conforms in every material respect to
applicable LORS, these Conditions of Certification, approved plans,
and specifications;

3. Prepare documents to initiate changes in approved drawings and
specifications when either directed by the project owner or as
required by the Conditions of the project;

4. Be responsible for providing project inspectors and testing agencies
with complete and up-to-date sets of stamped drawings, plans,
specifications, and any other required documents;

5. Be responsible for the timely submittal of construction progress
reports to the CBO from the project inspectors, the contractor, and
other engineers who have been delegated responsibility for
portions of the project; and

6. Be responsible for notifying the CBO of corrective action or the
disposition of items noted on laboratory reports or other tests when
they do not conform to approved plans and specifications.

The resident engineer (or his delegate) must be located at the project
site, or be available at the project site within a reasonable period of
time, during any hours in which construction takes place.
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The RE shall have the authority to halt construction and to require
changes or remedial work if the work does not meet requirements.

If the RE or the delegated engineers are reassigned or replaced, the
project owner shall submit the name, qualifications and registration
number of the newly assigned engineer to the CBO for review and
approval. The project owner shall notify the CPM of the CBO’s
approval of the new engineer.

Verification: At least 30 days (or project owner- and CBO-approved
alternative time frame) prior to the start of rough grading, the project owner shall
submit to the CBO for review and approval, the resume and registration number
of the RE and any other delegated engineers assigned to the project. The project
owner shall notify the CPM of the CBO’s approvals of the RE and other
delegated engineer(s) within five days of the approval.

If the RE or the delegated engineer(s) is subsequently reassigned or replaced,
the project owner has five days to submit the resume and registration number of
the newly assigned engineer to the CBO for review and approval. The project
owner shall notify the CPM of the CBO’s approval of the new engineer within five
days of the approval.

GEN-5 Prior to the start of rough grading, the project owner shall assign at
least one of each of the following California registered engineers to the
project: a civil engineer; a soils, geotechnical, or civil engineer
experienced and knowledgeable in the practice of soils engineering;
and an engineering geologist. Prior to the start of construction, the
project owner shall assign at least one of each of the following
California registered engineers to the project: a design engineer who is
either a structural engineer or a civil engineer fully competent and
proficient in the design of power plant structures and equipment
supports; a mechanical engineer; and an electrical engineer.
(California Business and Professions Code section 6704 et seq., and
sections 6730, 6731 and 6736 require state registration to practice as
a civil engineer or structural engineer in California). All transmission
facilities (lines, switchyards, switching stations, and substations) are
handled in the Conditions of Certification in the Transmission System
Engineering section of this Decision.

The tasks performed by the civil, mechanical, electrical, or design
engineers may be divided between two or more engineers, as long as
each engineer is responsible for a particular segment of the project (for
example, proposed earthwork, civil structures, power plant structures,
equipment support). No segment of the project shall have more than
one responsible engineer. The transmission line may be the
responsibility of a separate California registered electrical engineer.
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The project owner shall submit, to the CBO for review and approval,
the names, qualifications, and registration numbers of all responsible
engineers assigned to the project.

If any one of the designated responsible engineers is subsequently
reassigned or replaced, the project owner shall submit the name,
qualifications and registration number of the newly assigned
responsible engineer to the CBO for review and approval. The project
owner shall notify the CPM of the CBQO’s approval of the new engineer.

A. The civil engineer shall:

1.

Review the foundation investigations, geotechnical, or soils
reports prepared by the soils engineer, the geotechnical
engineer, or by a civil engineer experienced and knowledgeable
in the practice of soils engineering;

. Design (or be responsible for the design of), stamp, and sign all

plans, calculations, and specifications for proposed site work,
civil works, and related facilities requiring design review and
inspection by the CBO. At a minimum, these include: grading,
site preparation, excavation, compaction, construction of
secondary containment, foundations, erosion and sedimentation
control structures, drainage facilities, underground utilities,
culverts, site access roads and sanitary sewer systems; and

Provide consultation to the RE during the construction phase of
the project and recommend changes in the design of the civil
works facilities and changes to the construction procedures.

B. The soils engineer, geotechnical engineer, or civil engineer
experienced and knowledgeable in the practice of soils
engineering, shall:

1.

Review all the engineering geology reports;

2. Prepare the foundation investigations, geotechnical, or soils

reports containing field exploration reports, laboratory tests, and
engineering analysis detailing the nature and extent of the soils
that could be susceptible to liquefaction, rapid settlement or
collapse when saturated under load;

Be present, as required, during site grading and earthwork to
provide consultation and monitor compliance with requirements
set forth in the 2010 CBC (depending on the site conditions, this
may be the responsibility of either the soils engineer, the
engineering geologist, or both); and

4. Recommend field changes to the civil engineer and RE.
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This engineer shall be authorized to halt earthwork and to require
changes if site conditions are unsafe or do not conform to the predicted
conditions used as the basis for design of earthwork or foundations.

C. The engineering geologist shall:

1. Review all the engineering geology reports and prepare a final
soils grading report; and

2. Be present, as required, during site grading and earthwork to
provide consultation and monitor compliance with the
requirements set forth in the 2010 CBC (depending on the site
conditions, this may be the responsibility of either the soils
engineer, the engineering geologist, or both).

D. The design engineer shall:

1. Be directly responsible for the design of the proposed structures
and equipment supports;

2. Provide consultation to the RE during design and construction of
the project;

3. Monitor construction progress to ensure compliance with
engineering LORS;

4. Evaluate and recommend necessary changes in design; and

5. Prepare and sign all major building plans, specifications, and
calculations.

E. The mechanical engineer shall be responsible for, and sign and
stamp a statement with, each mechanical submittal to the CBO,
stating that the proposed final design plans, specifications, and
calculations conform to all of the mechanical engineering design
requirements set forth in the Energy Commission’s Decision.

F. The electrical engineer shall:
1. Be responsible for the electrical design of the project; and

2. Sign and stamp electrical design drawings, plans, specifications,
and calculations.

Verification: At least 30 days (or project owner and CBO approved
alternative time frame) prior to the start of rough grading, the project owner shall
submit to the CBO for review and approval, resumes and registration numbers of
the responsible civil engineer, soils (geotechnical) engineer and engineering
geologist assigned to the project.

At least 30 days (or project owner- and CBO-approved alternative time frame)
prior to the start of construction, the project owner shall submit to the CBO for
review and approval, resumes and registration numbers of the responsible
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design engineer, mechanical engineer, and electrical engineer assigned to the
project.

The project owner shall notify the CPM of the CBO's approvals of the responsible
engineers within five days of the approval.

If the designated responsible engineer is subsequently reassigned or replaced,
the project owner has five days in which to submit the resume and registration
number of the newly assigned engineer to the CBO for review and approval. The
project owner shall notify the CPM of the CBQO’s approval of the new engineer
within five days of the approval.

GEN-6 Prior to the start of an activity requiring special inspection, including
prefabricated assemblies, the project owner shall assign to the project,
qualified and certified special inspector(s) who shall be responsible for
the special inspections required by the 2010 CBC. All transmission
facilities (lines, switchyards, switching stations, and substations) are
handled in Conditions of Certification in the Transmission System
Engineering section of this Decision.

A certified weld inspector, certified by the American Welding Society
(AWS), and/or American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) as
applicable, shall inspect welding performed on-site requiring special
inspection (including structural, piping, tanks and pressure vessels).

The special inspector shall:

1. Be a qualified person who shall demonstrate competence, to the
satisfaction of the CBO, for inspection of the particular type of
construction requiring special or continuous inspection;

2. Inspect the work assigned for conformance with the approved
design drawings and specifications;

3. Furnish inspection reports to the CBO and RE. All discrepancies
shall be brought to the immediate attention of the RE for correction,
then, if uncorrected, to the CBO and the CPM for corrective action;
and

4. Submit a final signed report to the RE, CBO, and CPM, stating
whether the work requiring special inspection was, to the best of
the inspector's knowledge, in conformance with the approved
plans, specifications, and other provisions of the applicable edition
of the CBC.

Verification: At least 15 days (or project owner and CBO approved
alternative time frame) prior to the start of an activity requiring special inspection,
the project owner shall submit to the CBO for review and approval, with a copy to
the CPM, the name(s) and qualifications of the certified weld inspector(s), or
other certified special inspector(s) assigned to the project to perform one or more
of the duties set forth above. The project owner shall also submit to the CPM a
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copy of the CBO’s approval of the qualifications of all special inspectors in the
next monthly compliance report.

If the special inspector is subsequently reassigned or replaced, the project owner
has five days in which to submit the name and qualifications of the newly
assigned special inspector to the CBO for approval. The project owner shall
notify the CPM of the CBO’s approval of the newly assigned inspector within five
days of the approval.

GEN-7 If any discrepancy in design and/or construction is discovered in any
engineering work that has undergone CBO design review and
approval, the project owner shall document the discrepancy and
recommend required corrective actions. The discrepancy
documentation shall be submitted to the CBO for review and approval.
The discrepancy documentation shall reference this Condition of
Certification and, if appropriate, applicable sections of the CBC and/or
other LORS.

Verification: = The project owner shall transmit a copy of the CBO’s approval
of any corrective action taken to resolve a discrepancy to the CPM in the next
monthly compliance report. If any corrective action is disapproved, the project
owner shall advise the CPM, within five days, of the reason for disapproval and
the revised corrective action to obtain CBO’s approval.

GEN-8 The project owner shall obtain the CBO’s final approval of all
completed work that has undergone CBO design review and approval.
The project owner shall request the CBO to inspect the completed
structure and review the submitted documents. The project owner shall
notify the CPM after obtaining the CBQO’s final approval. The project
owner shall retain one set of approved engineering plans,
specifications, and calculations (including all approved changes) at the
project site or at another accessible location during the operating life of
the project. Electronic copies of the approved plans, specifications,
calculations, and marked-up as-builts shall be provided to the CBO for
retention by the CPM.

Verification:  Within 15 days of the completion of any work, the project owner
shall submit to the CBO, with a copy to the CPM, in the next monthly compliance
report, (a) a written notice that the completed work is ready for final inspection,
and (b) a signed statement that the work conforms to the final approved plans.
After storing the final approved engineering plans, specifications, and
calculations described above, the project owner shall submit to the CPM a letter
stating both that the above documents have been stored and the storage location
of those documents.

Within 90 days of the completion of construction, the project owner shall provide
to the CBO three sets of electronic copies of the above documents at the project
owner’s expense. These are to be provided in the form of “read only” (Adobe .pdf
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6.0 or newer version) files, with restricted (password-protected) printing
privileges, on archive quality compact discs.

CIVIL-1 The project owner shall submit to the CBO for review and approval the
following:

1. Design of the proposed drainage structures and the grading plan;
2. An erosion and sedimentation control plan;

3. Related calculations and specifications, signed and stamped by the
responsible civil engineer; and

4. Soils, geotechnical, or foundation investigations reports required by
the 2010 CBC.

Verification: At least 15 days (or project owner and CBO approved alternative
time frame) prior to the start of site grading the project owner shall submit the
documents described above to the CBO for design review and approval. In the
next monthly compliance report following the CBQO’s approval, the project owner
shall submit a written statement certifying that the documents have been
approved by the CBO.

CIVIL-2 The resident engineer shall, if appropriate, stop all earthwork and
construction in the affected areas when the responsible soils engineer,
geotechnical engineer, or the civil engineer experienced and
knowledgeable in the practice of soils engineering identifies
unforeseen adverse soil or geologic conditions. The project owner shall
submit modified plans, specifications, and calculations to the CBO
based on these new conditions. The project owner shall obtain
approval from the CBO before resuming earthwork and construction in
the affected area.

Verification:  The project owner shall notify the CPM within 24 hours, when
earthwork and construction is stopped as a result of unforeseen adverse
geologic/soil conditions. Within 24 hours of the CBO’s approval to resume
earthwork and construction in the affected areas, the project owner shall provide
to the CPM a copy of the CBO’s approval.

CIVIL-3 The project owner shall perform inspections in accordance with the
2010 CBC. All plant site-grading operations, for which a grading permit
is required, shall be subject to inspection by the CBO.

If, in the course of inspection, it is discovered that the work is not being
performed in accordance with the approved plans, the discrepancies
shall be reported immediately to the resident engineer, the CBO, and
the CPM. The project owner shall prepare a written report, with copies
to the CBO and the CPM, detailing all discrepancies, non-compliance
items, and the proposed corrective action.
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Verification:  Within five days of the discovery of any discrepancies, the
resident engineer shall transmit to the CBO and the CPM a non-conformance
report (NCR), and the proposed corrective action for review and approval. Within
five days of resolution of the NCR, the project owner shall submit the details of
the corrective action to the CBO and the CPM. A list of NCRs, for the reporting
month, shall also be included in the following monthly compliance report.

CIVIL-4 After completion of finished grading and erosion and sedimentation
control and drainage work, the project owner shall obtain the CBO’s
approval of the final grading plans (including final changes) for the
erosion and sedimentation control work. The civil engineer shall state
that the work within his/her area of responsibility was done in
accordance with the final approved plans.

Verification:  Within 30 days (or project owner and CBO approved alternative
time frame) of the completion of the erosion and sediment control mitigation and
drainage work, the project owner shall submit to the CBO, for review and
approval, the final grading plans (including final changes) and the responsible
civil engineer's signed statement that the installation of the facilities and all
erosion control measures were completed in accordance with the final approved
combined grading plans, and that the facilities are adequate for their intended
purposes, along with a copy of the transmittal letter to the CPM. The project
owner shall submit a copy of the CBO's approval to the CPM in the next monthly
compliance report.

STRUC-1 Prior to the start of any increment of construction, the project owner
shall submit plans, calculations and other supporting documentation to
the CBO for design review and acceptance for all project structures
and equipment identified in the CBO-approved master drawing and
master specifications lists. The design plans and calculations shall
include the lateral force procedures and details as well as vertical
calculations.

Construction of any structure or component shall not begin until the
CBO has approved the lateral force procedures to be employed in
designing that structure or component.

The project owner shall:

1. Obtain approval from the CBO of lateral force procedures proposed
for project structures;

2. Obtain approval from the CBO for the final design plans,
specifications, calculations, soils reports, and applicable quality
control procedures. If there are conflicting requirements, the more
stringent shall govern (for example, highest loads, or lowest
allowable stresses shall govern). All plans, calculations, and
specifications for foundations that support structures shall be filed
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concurrently with the structure plans, calculations, and
specifications;

3. Submit to the CBO the required number of copies of the structural
plans, specifications, calculations, and other required documents of
the designated major structures prior to the start of on-site
fabrication and installation of each structure, equipment support, or
foundation;

4. Ensure that the final plans, calculations, and specifications clearly
reflect the inclusion of approved criteria, assumptions, and methods
used to develop the design. The final designs, plans, calculations,
and specifications shall be signed and stamped by the responsible
design engineer; and

5. Submit to the CBO the responsible design engineer's signed
statement that the final design plans conform to applicable LORS.

Verification: At least 60 days (or project owner and CBO approved
alternative time frame) prior to the start of any increment of construction of any
structure or component listed in the CBO approved master drawing and master
specifications list, the project owner shall submit to the CBO the above final
design plans, specifications and calculations, with a copy of the transmittal letter
to the CPM.

The project owner shall submit to the CPM, in the next monthly compliance
report, a copy of a statement from the CBO that the proposed structural plans,
specifications, and calculations have been approved and comply with the
requirements set forth in applicable engineering LORS.

STRUC-2 The project owner shall submit to the CBO the required number of
sets of the following documents related to work that has undergone
CBO design review and approval:

1. Concrete cylinder strength test reports (including date of testing,
date sample taken, design concrete strength, tested cylinder
strength, age of test, type and size of sample, location and quantity
of concrete placement from which sample was taken, and mix
design designation and parameters);

2. Concrete pour sign-off sheets;

3. Bolt torque inspection reports (including location of test, date, bolt
size, and recorded torques);

4. Field weld inspection reports (including type of weld, location of
weld, inspection of non-destructive testing (NDT) procedure and
results, welder qualifications, certifications, qualified procedure
description or number (ref: AWS); and

5. Reports covering other structural activities requiring special
inspections shall be in accordance with the 2010 CBC.
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Verification: If a discrepancy is discovered in any of the above data, the
project owner shall, within five days, prepare and submit an NCR describing the
nature of the discrepancies and the proposed corrective action to the CBO, with
a copy of the transmittal letter to the CPM. The NCR shall reference the
Conditions of Certification and the applicable CBC chapter and section. Within
five days of resolution of the NCR, the project owner shall submit a copy of the
corrective action to the CBO and the CPM.

The project owner shall transmit a copy of the CBO’s approval or disapproval of
the corrective action to the CPM within 15 days. If disapproved, the project owner
shall advise the CPM, within five days, the reason for disapproval, and the
revised corrective action to obtain CBO’s approval.

STRUC-3 The project owner shall submit to the CBO design changes to the final
plans required by the 2010 CBC, including the revised drawings,
specifications, calculations, and a complete description of, and
supporting rationale for, the proposed changes, and shall give to the
CBO prior notice of the intended filing.

Verification: @ On a schedule suitable to the CBO, the project owner shall
notify the CBO of the intended filing of design changes, and shall submit the
required number of sets of revised drawings and the required number of copies
of the other above-mentioned documents to the CBO, with a copy of the
transmittal letter to the CPM. The project owner shall notify the CPM, via the
monthly compliance report, when the CBO has approved the revised plans.

STRUC-4 Tanks and vessels containing quantities of toxic or hazardous
materials exceeding amounts specified in the 2010 CBC shall, at a
minimum, be designed to comply with the requirements of that chapter.

Verification: At least 30 days (or project owner and CBO approved alternate
time frame) prior to the start of installation of the tanks or vessels containing the
above specified quantities of toxic or hazardous materials, the project owner shall
submit to the CBO for design review and approval final design plans,
specifications, and calculations, including a copy of the signed and stamped
engineer’s certification.

The project owner shall send copies of the CBO approvals of plan checks to the
CPM in the following monthly compliance report. The project owner shall also
transmit a copy of the CBO’s inspection approvals to the CPM in the monthly
compliance report following completion of any inspection.

MECH-1 The project owner shall submit, for CBO design review and approval,
the proposed final design, specifications and calculations for each
plant major piping and plumbing system listed in the CBO-approved
master drawing and master specifications list. The submittal shall also
include the applicable QA/QC procedures. Upon completion of
construction of any such major piping or plumbing system, the project
owner shall request the CBO'’s inspection approval of that construction.

Facility Design 20



The responsible mechanical engineer shall stamp and sign all plans,
drawings, and calculations for the major piping and plumbing systems,
subject to CBO design review and approval, and submit a signed
statement to the CBO when the proposed piping and plumbing
systems have been designed, fabricated, and installed in accordance
with all of the applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and industry
standards, which may include, but are not limited to:

e American National Standards Institute (ANSI) B31.1 (Power Piping
Code);

e ANSI B31.2 (Fuel Gas Piping Code);

e ANSI B31.3 (Chemical Plant and Petroleum Refinery Piping Code);
e ANSI B31.8 (Gas Transmission and Distribution Piping Code);

e NACE R.P. 0169-83;

e NACE R.P. 0187-87;

o Title 24, California Code of Regulations, Part 5 (California Plumbing
Code);

e Title 24, California Code of Regulations, Part 6 (California Energy
Code, for building energy conservation systems and temperature
control and ventilation systems);

o Title 24, California Code of Regulations, Part 2 (California Building
Code);

e Contra Costa County codes; and
e The City of Oakley codes.

The CBO may deputize inspectors to carry out the functions of the
code enforcement agency.

Verification: At least 30 days (or project owner and CBO approved
alternative time frame) prior to the start of any increment of major piping or
plumbing construction listed in the CBO-approved master drawing and master
specifications list, the project owner shall submit to the CBO for design review
and approval the final plans, specifications, and calculations, including a copy of
the signed and stamped statement from the responsible mechanical engineer
certifying compliance with applicable LORS, and shall send the CPM a copy of
the transmittal letter in the next monthly compliance report.

The project owner shall transmit to the CPM, in the monthly compliance report
following completion of any inspection, a copy of the transmittal letter conveying
the CBO'’s inspection approvals.

MECH-2 For all pressure vessels installed in the plant, the project owner shall
submit to the CBO and California Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (Cal-OSHA), prior to operation, the code certification
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papers and other documents required by applicable LORS. Upon
completion of the installation of any pressure vessel, the project owner
shall request the appropriate CBO and/or Cal-OSHA inspection of that
installation.

The project owner shall:

1. Ensure that all boilers and fired and unfired pressure vessels are
designed, fabricated, and installed in accordance with the
appropriate section of the American Society of Mechanical
Engineers (ASME) Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, or other
applicable code. Vendor certification, with identification of
applicable code, shall be submitted for prefabricated vessels and
tanks; and

2. Have the responsible design engineer submit a statement to the
CBO that the proposed final design plans, specifications, and
calculations conform to all of the requirements set forth in the
appropriate ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code or other
applicable codes.

Verification: At least 30 days (or project owner and CBO approved
alternative time frame) prior to the start of on-site fabrication or installation of any
pressure vessel, the project owner shall submit to the CBO for design review and
approval, the above listed documents, including a copy of the signed and
stamped engineer’s certification, with a copy of the transmittal letter to the CPM.

The project owner shall transmit to the CPM, in the monthly compliance report
following completion of any inspection, a copy of the transmittal letter conveying
the CBO’s and/or Cal-OSHA inspection approvals.

MECH-3 The project owner shall submit to the CBO for design review and
approval the design plans, specifications, calculations, and quality
control procedures for any heating, ventilating, air conditioning (HVAC)
or refrigeration system. Packaged HVAC systems, where used, shall
be identified with the appropriate manufacturer’s data sheets.

The project owner shall design and install all HVAC and refrigeration
systems within buildings and related structures in accordance with the
CBC and other applicable codes. Upon completion of any increment of
construction, the project owner shall request the CBO’s inspection and
approval of that construction. The final plans, specifications and
calculations shall include approved criteria, assumptions, and methods
used to develop the design. In addition, the responsible mechanical
engineer shall sign and stamp all plans, drawings and calculations and
submit a signed statement to the CBO that the proposed final design
plans, specifications and calculations conform with the applicable
LORS.
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Verification: At least 30 days (or project owner and CBO approved
alternative time frame) prior to the start of construction of any HVAC or
refrigeration system, the project owner shall submit to the CBO the required
HVAC and refrigeration calculations, plans, and specifications, including a copy
of the signed and stamped statement from the responsible mechanical engineer
certifying compliance with the CBC and other applicable codes, with a copy of
the transmittal letter to the CPM.

ELEC-1 Prior to the start of any increment of electrical construction for all
electrical equipment and systems 480 Volts or higher (see a
representative list, below) the project owner shall submit, for CBO
design review and approval, the proposed final design, specifications,
and calculations. Upon approval, the above listed plans, together with
design changes and design change notices, shall remain on the site or
at another accessible location for the operating life of the project. The
project owner shall request that the CBO inspect the installation to
ensure compliance with the requirements of applicable LORS. All
transmission facilities (lines, switchyards, switching stations, and
substations) are handled in Conditions of Certification in the
Transmission System Engineering section of this Decision.

A. Final plant design plans shall include:
1. one-line diagram for the 13.8-kV, 4.16-kV and 480 V systems;
2. system grounding drawings;
3. lightning protection system; and
4. hazard area classification plan.

B. Final plant calculations must establish:
1. short-circuit ratings of plant equipment;
ampacity of feeder cables;
voltage drop in feeder cables;
system grounding requirements;

o &> b

coordination study calculations for fuses, circuit breakers and
protective relay settings for the 13.8-kV, 4.16-kV and 480 V
systems;

6. system grounding requirements; and
7. lighting energy calculations.
C. The following activities shall be reported to the CPM in the monthly
compliance report:
1. Receipt or delay of major electrical equipment;
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2. Testing or energization of major electrical equipment; and

3. A signed statement by the registered electrical engineer
certifying that the proposed final design plans and specifications
conform to requirements set forth in the Energy Commission
Decision.

Verification: At least 30 days (or project owner and CBO approved
alternative time frame) prior to the start of each increment of electrical
construction, the project owner shall submit to the CBO for design review and
approval the above listed documents. The project owner shall include in this
submittal a copy of the signed and stamped statement from the responsible
electrical engineer attesting compliance with the applicable LORS, and shall
send the CPM a copy of the transmittal letter in the next monthly compliance
report.
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B. POWER PLANT EFFICIENCY

The OGS Project will use substantial amounts of natural gas for its fuel.
Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), we must determine
whether the consumption of this non-renewable form of energy will result in
substantial impacts upon energy resources. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §
15126.4(a) (1), Appendix F.)

CEQA Guidelines state that the environmental analysis “...shall describe feasible
measures which could minimize significant adverse impacts, including where
relevant, inefficient and unnecessary consumption of energy” (Cal. Code Regs.,
tit. 14, § 15126.4[a][1]). Appendix F of the Guidelines further suggests
consideration of such factors as the project’'s energy requirements and energy
use efficiency, its effects on local and regional energy supplies and energy
resources, its requirements for additional energy supply capacity, its compliance
with existing energy standards; and any alternatives that could reduce wasteful,
inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §
15000 et seq., Appendix F.)

The inefficient and unnecessary consumption of energy, in the form of non-
renewable fuels such as natural gas and oil, constitutes an adverse
environmental impact. An adverse impact can be considered significant if it
results in:

adverse effects on local and regional energy supplies and energy resources;

a requirement for additional energy supply capacity;

noncompliance with existing energy standards; or

the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of fuel or energy.

No federal, state or local laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS)
apply to the efficiency of this project.

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EVIDENCE
1.  Project Energy Requirements and Use Efficiency

The evidence on this topic is undisputed and examines the project’s energy
requirements and energy use efficiency; effects on local and regional energy
supplies and resources; requirements for additional energy supply capacity; and
compliance with applicable energy standards. (3/15/11 RT 67-77; Exs. 1, §§ 2.6,
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55, 300, § 5.3.) In addition, the evidence addresses whether there are feasible
alternatives which would reduce any wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary energy
consumption attributable to the project.

The project objectives include providing approximately 624 MW of rapid
response combined cycle technology to satisfy the Applicant’s purposes and
objectives as identified in the Project Description section of this Decision,
including providing operating flexibility. “Operating flexibility” refers to a facility’s
ability to start up, shut down, turn down, and provide load following and spinning
reserve when needed. The plant will be capable of operating 24 hours per day,
seven days per week but the Applicant expects OGS to be primarily operated on
load-following or cycling service. (Exs. 1, pp. 2-33, 2-43; 300, p. 5.3-1 - 5.3-2.)

Project fuel efficiency, and therefore its rate of energy consumption, is
determined by the configuration of the power producing system and by the
selection of equipment used to generate power. Under normal conditions, the
project will burn natural gas at a rate of approximately 3,569 million British
Thermal Units (Btu) per hour LHV during base load operation. Under expected
project conditions, OGS will generate electricity at a full load efficiency of
approximately 56 percent LHV. According to the evidence, this efficiency level
compares favorably with the average fuel efficiency of a typical base load
combined-cycle power plant.

As stated above, OGS will be a combined cycle power plant. OGS proposes to
use two General Electric (GE) Frame 7FA combustion turbine generators with an
evaporative inlet air cooling system, two triple-pressure heat recovery steam
recovery (HRSGs), and one triple-pressure reheat condensing steam turbine
generator arranged in a two-on-one combined cycled train.

Electricity will be generated by the turbines and a reheat steam turbine operating
on heat energy recovered from the turbines’ exhaust. By recovering this heat,
which would otherwise be lost up the exhaust stacks, the efficiency this
combined cycle power plant is increased as compared to either gas turbines or a
steam turbine operating alone. Thus, according to the evidence, this
configuration is well suited to the large, steady loads met by a base load plant
that generates energy efficiently over long periods of time.

Furthermore, the project will use evaporative inlet air coolers, two triple-pressure

HRSGs, and a power cycle cooling system, will further enhance OGS efficiency.
For example, regarding the two-train combustion turbine/HRSG configuration,
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during unit turndown one gas turbine can be shut down, leaving the other fully
loaded. This allows the efficient operation of one gas turbine instead of the
operation of two gas turbines operating at a less efficient 50 percent of load.
(Exs. 1, p. 2-13- 2-15; 300, pp. 5.3-3 - 5.3-4.)

The project’s incorporation of GE’s rapid start technology will allow the
combustion turbine to reach base load more quickly. As explained by Staff, this
technology is designed to start quickly, and while in startup phase, to operate at
an efficiency rating comparable to a typical simple cycle plant. Within minutes,
the steam turbine generator would begin producing power. The plant would then
operate at a typical combined cycle efficiency rating. (Ex. 300, p. 5.3-4.)

2. Alternative Equipment and Technology

The evidence indicates that the proposed turbines embody the most fuel-efficient
electric generation technology available. Although the Siemens CCC6-5000F
and Alstom Power KA24 are potentially viable alternatives, the evidence does not
establish that either of these alternatives offers efficiency advantages over the
GE Frame 7A turbine generators. Indeed, according to Staff, “any differences
among these products in actual operating efficiency will be “insignificant”.” (Ex.
300, p. 5.3-4.)

Modern gas turbines represent the most fuel-efficient electric generating
technology available. There appear to be three categories of large combustion
turbine models: conventional, advanced, and next generation. The evidence
indicates that advanced turbines have advantages for the OGS Project in that (1)
their higher firing temperatures offer higher efficiencies than conventional
turbines and (2) they offer proven technology with numerous installations and
extensive run times in commercial operations. Even so, two next generation
turbines have been identified as possible alternatives to the advanced F-class
turbine that OGS will use. They are the Siemens-Westinghouse 510G and more
generally, the H-class next generation turbine. The former, which is a G-class
turbine, would have to operate at less than optimum base load efficiency to meet
the project’'s expected load capacity requirements. The H-class turbine has
limited commercial availability and no established performance record. Thus, the
record establishes that the project’'s use of the F-class turbine is both efficient
and reasonable. (Ex. 300, p. 5.3-5.)

With respect to the efficiency of the selected gas turbine inlet air-cooling method,
the evidence establishes that there are no alternatives to the chosen evaporative
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cooling technology that could significantly reduce energy consumption.
According to the evidence, commonly used inlet air-cooling techniques include
the evaporative cooler (or fogger) and the chiller. Both techniques increase
power output by cooling the gas turbine inlet but, according to Staff, the efficiency
differences between the alternative technologies are relatively insignificant.
Furthermore, given the climate at the project site (relatively high temperatures
and low relative humidity) and the relative lack of clear superiority of one system
over another, we find that the Applicant’s choice of an evaporative gas turbine
inlet air cooling system will have no significant adverse energy impacts. (Ex.
300, pp. 5.3-5 - 5.3-6.)

As shown by the evidence, the Applicant's proposed use of a dry-cooling
technology (an air-cooled condenser) as the means for rejecting power cycle
heat from the steam turbine, will allow for slightly less efficient performance than
an evaporative cooling tower given the climate at the project site. However,
because an air-cooled condenser consumes far less water than an evaporative
cooling tower, the conservation of water makes the Applicant’s selected
technology an appropriate and reasonable environmental alternative. (Ex. 300, p.
5.3-6.)

Thus, the evidence establishes that the project’'s combined cycle configuration
and the chosen generating equipment represent the most efficient feasible
combination to satisfy the Applicant’'s stated project objectives. There is no
evidence of any alternatives that could significantly reduce energy consumption
or that are environmentally superior.

3. Impacts on Energy Supplies

The Applicant has described its sources of natural gas to operate the project.
Natural gas will be delivered to OGS via a new 6- to 10-inch-diameter, 300-foot-
long gas line that will be connected to Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E)
Line 303. A secondary line, a new 6- to 10-inch-diameter, 410-foot-long gas
pipeline from PG&E Line 400 might be constructed to provide additional natural
gas in order to meet any additional project requirements. The evidence
establishes that PG&E’s present energy supply capacity is sufficient to meet the
demands of the OGS Project. Thus, it is unlikely that the OGS Project would
require the development of additional energy supply delivery capacity. (Exs. 1,
pp. 2-20, 2-41, § 4.0; 300, p. 5.3-3.)
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Moreover, the evidence shows that only natural gas burning technologies are
feasible for this project. Other technologies are either incapable of providing the
OGS Project’'s ancillary services (e.g., solar), are unavailable in the area (e.g.,
wind, geothermal, biomass), or are too highly polluting (e.g., coal, oil). (Exs. 1, §
6.0; 300, p. 5.3-4, also see the Alternatives section of this Decision.)

4. 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 past projects, the effects of other current projects,
and the effects of probable future projects. [Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §
15065(a)(3).]

The evidence identifies two nearby power plants that could potentially impact
cumulative energy consumption, when aggregated with this project: the Gateway
Generating Station and the Marsh Landing Generating Station. However, the
evidence establishes that the project will not affect the cumulative amount of gas
consumed for power generation. In this regard, the evidence indicates that
PG&E has confirmed its system’s adequate capacity to supply the OGS Project
and all other known projects that might use PG&E’s gas supply, including the two
identified power projects.

The evidence also shows that Staff independently assessed whether
construction and operation of the project would create indirect impacts. Staff
specifically considered whether the project would cause additional fuel
consumption that would not have otherwise occurred without the OGS Project.
According to the evidence, older, less efficient power plants consume more
natural gas than new, more efficient plants such as OGS. Thus, the high
efficiency of the proposed OGS should allow it to compete favorably, run at high
capacity, and replace less efficient power generating plants. (Exs. 1, p. 2-41;
300, pp. 5.3-6 — 5.3-7.)

Based on the foregoing, we find that the OGS Project will not result in a
significant adverse impact on cumulative energy consumption.
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5. Noteworthy Project Benefits

The evidence shows that the OGS Project will benefit the State of California’s
electrical system by providing peaking power and ancillary services during
periods of high demand. The project will do so in the most fuel efficient manner
practicable, without creating adverse effects on energy supplies or resources.
Furthermore, the project will contribute to regional electricity reserves. (Ex. 300,
p. 5.3-7.)

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

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

1. The OGS Project will provide approximately 624 MW of electricity in a
combined cycle base load mode and use two GE Frame 7A gas turbines.

2. Under expected operating conditions, the project will generate electricity at a
full load efficiency of approximately 56 percent LHV.

3. The project’s rapid response combined cycle configuration and generating
equipment (F-class gas turbines and associated cooling systems) represent
the most efficient feasible combination for satisfying the Applicants stated
project objectives.

4. The project will not require the development of new fuel supply resources.
5. The project will consume natural gas in as efficient a manner as practicable.

6. The evidence contains a comparative analysis of alternative fuel sources and
generation technologies, none of which is superior at meeting project
objectives in an efficient manner.

7. The project will increase power supply reliability in the California electricity
market by both meeting the State’s energy needs and contributing to regional
electricity reserves.

8. No federal, state, or local laws, ordinances, regulations, or standards apply to
the efficiency of this project.

CONCLUSION OF LAW

We therefore conclude that the OGS Project will not create adverse effects upon
energy supplies or resources, require additional sources of energy supply, or
consume energy in a wasteful or inefficient manner. No Conditions of
Certification are required for this topic.
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C. POWER PLANT RELIABILITY

We must determine whether the OGS Project will be designed, sited, and
operated to ensure safe and reliable operation. [Pub. Res. Code, § 25520(b);
Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20 § 1752(c) (2).] However, there are no laws, ordinances,
regulations, or standards (LORS) that establish either power plant reliability
criteria or procedures for attaining reliable operation. Therefore, we look to
typical industry norms for reliability of power generation as a benchmark against
which to evaluate this proposal. Where a power plant compares favorably to
industry norms, it is not likely to degrade the overall reliability of the electric
system it serves. The evidence on this topic was uncontested. (3/15/11 RT 67-
77; Exs. 1, § 2.5; 46, 50; 55; 300, § 5.4.)

As a state control area operator, the California Independent System Operator
(CAISO) bears responsibility for maintaining system reliability. How the CAISO
and other control area operators ensure system reliability is an evolving process
and new protocols are being developed and put in place to ensure sufficient
reliability in the competitive market system. “Must run” power purchase
agreements and “participating generator” agreements are two mechanisms that
ensure an adequate supply of reliable power.

The CAISO also requires that power plants selling ancillary services, as well as
those holding reliability must-run power purchase agreements, fulfill certain
requirements, including:

e filing periodic reports on plant reliability.
e reporting all outages and their causes.

e scheduling all planned maintenance outages with the California 1ISO. (Ex.
300, p. 5.4-2.)

CAISO criteria are designed to maintain system-wide reliability. However, it is
possible that, if numerous power plants operated at reliability levels sufficiently
lower than historical levels, the assumptions used by CAISO to ensure system
reliability would prove invalid. As a result, the Energy Commission must ensure
that individual power plant owners continue to build and operate their projects to
the traditional level of reliability reflected in the power generation industry.
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SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EVIDENCE

The 624-MW OGS Project is designed to have operating flexibility; meaning, it
has the ability to start up, shut down, and provide peaking power when needed.
The Applicant expects the project to achieve an equivalent availability factor of
92 to 98 percent. The availability factor for a power plant is the percentage of
time that it is available to generate power. Both planned and unplanned outages
adversely affect a plant’s availability and in turn, availability affects reliability.
Thus, a reliable power plant is available when called upon to operate.

The evidence of record shows that a power plant's delivering acceptable
reliability entails:

adequate levels of equipment availability;

plant maintainability with scheduled maintenance outages;

fuel and water availability; and

resistance to natural hazards. (Ex. 300, pp. 5.4-2 —5.4-5.)

The Applicant predicts the OGS’s annual capacity factor to be in the range of 60
to 80 percent. (Ex. 1, pp. 2-2, 2-33.)

Staff evaluated these estimates against typical industry norms to assess OGS'’s
expected reliability. In other words, Staff evaluated whether OGS will be at least
as reliable as other power plants in the utility system to which it will connect.
When these factors compare favorably to industry norms, we can reasonably
infer that the power plant would be at least as reliable as other power plants on
the electric system and would therefore not degrade overall system reliability.

1. Equipment Availability

Equipment availability will be ensured for the OGS Project by its use of
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. To ensure these
measures are taken, we have incorporated Conditions of Certification in the
Facility Design section of this Decision that ensure that the project’s structures,
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systems, and equipment are designed and constructed in accordance with
applicable engineering LORS. (Exs. 1, pp. 2-42 - 2-43; 300, p. 5.4-3.)

2. Plant Maintainability

Because OGS is intended to operate in base-load service for long periods of time
(24 hours a day, seven days per week), it must be capable of being maintained
while in operation. This can be achieved, for instance, by the project providing
redundancy in the equipment most likely to require service or repair.

The evidence shows that the project incorporates an appropriate redundancy of
function. It consists of two combined-cycle combustion turbine generators
operating in parallel as independent equipment trains. A single equipment failure
cannot disable more than one train, thus allowing the plant to continue to
generate (albeit at reduced output). In addition, all plant ancillary systems are
designed with adequate redundancy to ensure continued operation if there is
equipment failure.

The evidence further indicates that the project owner will base its maintenance
program on recommendations from the various equipment manufacturers. This
course of action will encompass both preventive and predictive maintenance
techniques. Maintenance outages will be planned for periods of low electricity
demand. The evidence establishes that the planned maintenance measures will
ensure acceptable reliability. (Exs. 1, pp. 2-38 - 2-39, Table 2.5-1; 300, p. 5.4-3.)

3. Fuel and Water Availability

For any power plant, the long-term availability of water for cooling and process
use and fuel is necessary to ensure reliability. The project will burn natural gas
supplied by PG&E. This fuel will be supplied by one or two new natural gas
pipelines. One line — 300-feet long - will connect to PG&E’s Line #303. The
other line — 410-feet long — will connect to PG&E Line 400. The evidence
establishes that the lines offer access to adequate supplies of gas and pipeline
capacity to meet the project’s needs. (Ex. 1, p. 5.4-4.)

As discussed in the Soil and Water Resources section of this Decision, the
project will use dry-cooled technology. However, it will still require water for its
general process needs and cooling when necessary. OGS will use water from
the Diablo Water District for potable, process, and possible plant cooling
purposes and for fire suppression. The evidence establishes that the project’s
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water supply will be reliable. (Id.) The Soil and Water Resources section of
this Decision more fully discusses the mechanics and reliability of the project
water supply.

4. Natural Hazards

The evidence establishes that there are no natural forces (e.g., high winds,
tsunamis, seiches) likely to present hazards to the project. However, as
discussed in the Geology and Paleontology section of the Decision, there is
potential for seismic shaking (earthquakes) and flooding to threaten OGS’s
reliable operation. As discussed therein, any such threats will be reduced to less
than significant levels with implementation of the design and engineering
Conditions of Certification in the Facility Design section of the Decision. (Exs.
50 [Reliability]; 300, pp. 5.4-5 - 5.4-5.)

5. Comparison to Industry Norms

The North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) maintains statistics
for power plant availability factors and other related reliability data. NERC
published generating unit statistics for the years 2005 through 2009 for combined
cycle units of all MW sizes, demonstrating an availability factor of 89.54 percent.
The evidence shows that the gas turbines used by OGS have been commercially
available to several years and are demonstrated to have an availability factor of
92 to 98 percent, which appears reasonable compared to the NERC statistics
and further supports our finding that OGS will be reliable. (Ex. 300, p. 5.4-5.)

6. Noteworthy Public Benefits

The evidence indicates that the OGS Project will enhance power supply reliability
in the California electricity market by meeting the state’s growing energy
demand, contributing to electricity reserves in the region, and providing operating
flexibility (that is, the ability to start up, shut down, turn down, and provide load
following and spinning reserve, when needed). (Ex. 300, p. 5.4-5.)

7. Public and Agency Comments

No comments were received on the Preliminary Staff Assessment on the topic of
power plant reliability.
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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Based on the evidence, we make the following findings:

1.

2.

10.

11.

No federal, state, or local LORS apply to the reliability of OGS Project.

A project’s reliability is acceptable if it does not degrade the reliability of
the utility system to which it is connected.

The North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) reports that
for the years 2005 through 2009 combined cycle units of all MW sizes
exhibited an availability factor of 89.54 percent.

The evidence indicates that an availability factor of 92 to 98 percent is
achievable by OGS.

Implementation of Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) programs
during design, procurement, construction, and operation of the plant, as
well as adequate maintenance and repair of the equipment and systems,
will ensure the OGS Project is adequately reliable.

Appropriate Conditions of Certification included in the Facility Design
portion of this Decision ensure implementation of the QA/QC programs
and conformance with seismic design criteria.

The OGS Project’s fuel and water supply will be reliable.

The project will meet or exceed industry norms for reliability, including
reliability during seismic events, and will not degrade the overall electrical
system.

The project, as a base load unit, is expected to operate 24 hours per day,
seven days per week.

This project would enhance power supply reliability in the California
electricity market by meeting the state’s growing energy demand,
contributing to electricity reserves in the region, and providing operating
flexibility.

The use of two combustion turbine generators, configured as independent
equipment trains, provides the project inherent reliability.
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CONCLUSION OF LAW

We therefore conclude that the project will be constructed and operated in
accordance with typical power industry norms for reliable electricity generation
and will not degrade overall system reliability. No Conditions of Certification
other than those included in the Facility Design portion of this Decision are
required for this topic.
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D. TRANSMISSION SYSTEM ENGINEERING

The Energy Commission’s jurisdiction includes “...any electric power line carrying
electric power from a thermal power plant...to a point of junction with an
interconnected transmission system.” (Pub. Res. Code, § 25107.) The Energy
Commission assesses the engineering and planning design of new transmission
facilities associated with a proposed project to ensure compliance with applicable
law. The Commission also conducts an environmental review of the “whole of
the action” related to the power plant proposal. This may include examining the
environmental effects of facilities made necessary by the construction and
operation of the proposed power plant but not licensed by the Energy
Commission. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14 § 15378.)

Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) is responsible for ensuring electric system
reliability in the PG&E system with the addition of the proposed generating plant.
PG&E has provided its analysis and reports in the form of their Phase | and
Phase Il Interconnection Studies, and its approval for the facilities based upon
changes required in the PG&E system to accommodate the addition of the
proposed transmission modifications. (Ex. 300, p. 5.5-2.)

The California Independent System Operator (CAISO) is responsible for ensuring
electric system reliability for all participating transmission owners and is also
responsible for developing the standards necessary to achieve system reliability.
The CAISO will review the studies of the PG&E system to ensure adequacy of
the proposed transmission interconnection. The CAISO will also determine the
reliability impacts of the proposed and potential transmission modifications on the
PG&E transmission system in accordance with all applicable reliability criteria.
According to the CAISO tariffs, the CAISO will determine the need for
transmission additions or upgrades downstream from the interconnection point to
insure reliability of the transmission grid. The CAISO will review and complete
the Phase 2 Interconnection Study performed by PG&E and/or third party,
provide their analysis, conclusions, and recommendations. The CAISO would
execute a Large Generator Interconnection Agreement (LGIA) with the project
owner. (Id.)

The laws, ordinances regulations and standards (LORS) applicable to the OGS

Project’s transmission system engineering are summarized below and detailed in
Appendix A of this Decision:

1 Transmission System Engineering



e California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) General Order 95 (GO-95),
“Rules for Overhead Electric Line Construction;”

e California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) General Order 128 (GO-128),
“Rules for Construction of Underground Electric Supply and Communications
Systems;”

e The National Electric Safety Code, 2007 provides electrical, mechanical, civil
and structural requirements for overhead electric line construction and
operation;

e The Western Electric Coordinating Council (WECC) Regional System
Performance Criteria is similar to the system performance limits as defined in
NERC transmission planning standards;

e The North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Reliability
Standards define the plans, policies & procedures, methodologies & system
models, coordination & responsibilities, and performance criteria for reliable
planning, control and operation of the North American Bulk Electric System
(BES) over broad spectrum of system conditions and following a wide range of
probable disturbances;

e California ISO Planning Standards also provide standards and guidelines to
ensure the adequacy, security and reliability in the planning of the California
ISO grid transmission facilities; and

e California ISO/FERC Electric Tariff provides rules, procedures and guidelines
for construction of all transmission additions/upgrades (projects) within the
California ISO controlled grid. (Ex. 300, pp. 5.5-2 — 5.5-4.)

The evidence on this topic was undisputed. (3/15/11 RT 67-77, 3/25/11 RT 69,
Exs.1, § 3, Appendix 3, 2 [Responses 2, 3], 9, 10, 22, 28, 38, 43, 46, 50, 51, 55;
300, § 5.5, 302.)

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EVIDENCE
1. Project Description

The OGS is a natural gas-fired combined-cycle power generating facility that will
be located in Oakley, Contra Costa County, California. The OGS would consist of
two combustion turbine-generators (CTG) and a steam turbine generator (STG).
The OGS will have a nominal generating capacity of 624 MW. The OGS will
interconnect to the PG&E Contra Costa Substation. (Ex. 300, p.5, 5-4.)

The 2.4-mile long single circuit generation tie-line would be built with 1272 kcmil

ACSR bundled conductors and would be supported by both single-circuit steel
pole structures and double-circuit steel pole structures. The generator tie-line
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would be built using the existing Contra Costa — DuPont 60-kV line right-of-way.
The existing Contra Costa — DuPont 60-kV line will be removed and demolished.

South of Main Street of the OGS generator tie-line would be supported by single-
circuit steel poles. Generator tie-lines on North of Main Street would be
supported by double-circuit steel poles. Double-circuit steel poles will support the
OGS generator tie-line and the existing 60-kV line which taps the Contra Costa —
Balfour 60-kV line at the intersection of Bridgehead Road and Main Street.
Power would be distributed to the grid by existing transmission lines from the
Contra Costa Substation. (Exs. 1, § 3.2, Figure 2.1-5; 22; 43; 300, pp. 5.5-4 —
5.5-5.)

The evidence establishes that the configuration of the OGS switchyard, the
generator interconnection tie line and its termination at the PG&E Contra Costa
substation would be in accord with industry standards and good utility practices.
Conditions of Certification TSE-1 through TSE 7 ensure that the proposed
facilities are designed, built and operated in accordance with good utility
practices and applicable LORS.

In summary, TSE-1 requires the project owner to provide the Energy
Commission Compliance Project Manager (CPM) with a schedule of
transmission facility design submittals, a Master Drawing List, a Master
Specifications List, and a Major Equipment and Structure List. TSE-2 and TSE-5
collectively require the project owner to assign an electrical engineer and various
other subject-matter engineers to the project and hold them responsible for
design and review of TSE transmission facilities. Under TSE-3, if any
discrepancy in design and/or construction is discovered in any engineering work
that has undergone prior Chief Building Official (CBO) design review and
approval, the project owner shall document the discrepancy and recommend
corrective action for which CBO approval must be obtained. TSE-4 applies to the
power plant switchyard, outlet line and termination and prevents the project
owner from beginning any construction until plans for that increment of
construction have been approved by the CBO. Under TSE-6, the project owner
must provide give specified notice to CAISO prior to synchronizing the facility
with the California Transmission system. And, TSE-7 makes the project owner
responsible for the inspection of the transmission facilities during and after
project construction, and any subsequent CPM and CBO approved changes
thereto, to ensure conformance with CPUC GO-95 or NESC, Title 8, California
Code of Regulations, Articles 35, 36 and 37 of the, “High Voltage Electric Safety
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Orders,” applicable interconnection standards, NEC and related industry
standards.

2. Interconnection Studies and Results

PG&E and CAISO are responsible for ensuring grid reliability. CAISO (in
coordination with PG&E) conducted Phase | and Phase |l Interconnection studies
for OGS interconnection to the grid. These studies analyze the grid with and
without the OGS Project under conditions specified in the planning standards and
reliability criteria. The analysis considers the OGS Project for the first year of
operation based on a forecast of loads, generation, and transmission for calendar
year 2013. Generation and transmission forecasts are established by an
interconnection queue of the projects in the cluster. The studies focus on
thermal overloads, deliverability assessment, voltage deviations or reactive
power deficiency, system stability (excessive oscillations in generators and
transmission system, voltage collapse, loss of loads, or cascading outages),
short circuit duties and operational studies.

The Phase | study included 12 projects comprising a net output of 4,707 MW
from a project cluster identified as Group 1 (Greater Bay Area). The OGS
Project was included in this cluster. The evidence indicates that the Phase |
study did not provide an accurate forecast of impacts on the transmission grid.
As result, Staff relied on the Phase Il Interconnection Study Report completed in
November 2010 and the revision 2.0 of the Appendix A, Phase Il Interconnection
Study Report dated December 2010, to determine the impact on grid reliability
and identify transmission upgrades for reliable interconnection.

Thus, our evaluation of OGS interconnection is based on the Phase Il group
study, which modeled the OGS Project with a net output of 651 MW. The base
case for the study was developed from PG&E’'s 2009 base case series and
considered the 2013 summer peak load and 2013 summer off-peak load. The
base case series includes all pre-Grater Bay Area Transition Cluster generation
projects and the associated Network Upgrades and Special Protection System,
as well as planned CAISO approved transmission upgrade projects scheduled to
be in service by 2013. (Exs. 9; 38; 43; 300, p. 5.5-10.)
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a. Power Flow Study Results and Mitigation Measures

The power flow studies were conducted with and without the proposed Greater
Bay Area Transition Cluster Group Phase Il projects connected to the PG&E grid
at each project’s proposed interconnection point. The evidence describes the
study assumptions.

The studies identified the following pre-project overload criteria violations under
2013 Summer Peak and Off-Peak study conditions caused by existing system
conditions or projects with higher positions in the PG&E’s generator
interconnection queue as summarized below. (Ex. 300, pp. 5.5-7 — 5.5-8.)

Normal Overloads (N-0) Conditions

e Contra Costa PP — Delta Pumps 230- kV line (Contra Costa — Windmaster
section)

e Contra Costa PP — Delta Pumps 230-kV line (Windmaster — Delta Pumps
section)

o Kelso — Tesla 230-kV line (Kelso — USWP Ralph section)
e Kelso — Tesla 230-kV line (USWP Ralph — Tesla section)
e Las Positas - Newark 230-kV line.

Category B (N-1) Conditions

e Birds Landing — Contra Costa 230-kV line

e Contra Costa PP — Contra Costa Sub 230-kV line

e Lone Tree — Cayetano 230-kV line (Lone Tree — USWP JW Ranch section)
e Lone Tree — Cayetano 230-kV line (USWP JW Ranch — Cayetano section)
o Kelso — Tesla 230-kV line (Kelso — USWP Ralph section)

e Kelso — Tesla 230-kV line (USWP Ralph — Tesla section)

Category C (N-2) Conditions

e Kelso — Tesla 230-kV line (Kelso — USWP Ralph section)
e Kelso — Tesla 230-kV line (USWP Ralph — Tesla section)
e Lone Tree — Cayetano 230-kV line (Lone Tree — USWP JW Ranch section)
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e Lone Tree — Cayetano 230-kV line (USWP JW Ranch — Cayetano section)
e Lambie — Birds Landing 230-kV line
e Vaca Dixon — Lambie 230-kV line

The study identified two mitigation categories to address the overloads: (1)
reliability network upgrades and (2) delivery network upgrades. Reliability
network upgrades are required in order to meet system reliability standards for
the interconnection of the projects in the studied cluster. Delivery network
upgrades are required only when an interconnecting generator requests full
delivery interconnection service. The OGS Project will be a full delivery
generator.

The reliability network upgrades options for which the OGS will be primarily
financially responsible include re-rating the Lone Tree — Cayetano 230-kV line
from two feet/second wind speed to four feet/second wind speed. The network
upgrades also require OGS to bear primary financial responsibility for installation
of a special protection scheme/system (SPS) on the Contra Costa PP — Contra
Costa Sub 230-kV line, Birds Landing — Contra Costa 230-kV line, Vaca —
Lambie 230-kV line, and Lambie — Birds Landing 230-kV line. Installing SPS will
allow the lines to drop the OGS generation to mitigate overloads.

Under the delivery network upgrades category of mitigation, the following
overloaded lines must be reconductored to allow for the full delivery of
generation:

e 18.3 mile-long Contra Costa PP — Delta Pumps 230-kV line (Contra Costa —
Windmaster: 16.5 miles and Windmaster — Delta Pumps: 1.8 miles);

e 8 mile-long Kelso — Tesla 230-kV line (Kelso — USWP Ralph: 3.3 miles and
USWP Ralph — Tesla: 4.7 miles);

e 21 mile-long Las Positas - Newark 230-kV line (Ex. 300, p. 5.5-9).

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) must license the
reconductoring of these PG&E lines. The CPUC licensing process, which must
comply with CEQA, will identify environmental impacts and impose feasible
mitigation where necessary. However, because reconductoring is a reasonably
foreseeable impact that comprises “part of the whole” of the OGS Project, the
Applicant and Staff conducted planning-level environmental analyses of
reconductoring impacts. (Exs. 51; 302.) Their analyses are summarized below
under “Environmental Impacts of Downstream Upgrades.”
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b. Short Circuit Study

Short Circuit studies were performed to determine the degree to which the
addition of the Greater Bay Area Transition Cluster Group Phase Il projects
increase fault duties at PG&E’s substations, adjacent utility substations, and the
other 70-kV, 115-kV, 230-kV and 500-kV busses within the study area. The fault
duties were calculated with and without the Greater Bay Area Transition Cluster
Group Phase Il projects to identify any equipment overstress conditions.

The study shows that the OGS Project contributes more than the threshold value
of 100 Amps to the circuit breaker 672 in the Pittsburg PP 230-kV Switching
Station. This impact can be mitigated by replacing circuit breaker 672 with a
higher rating circuit breaker. (Exs. 38; 43; 300, p. 5.5-10.)

C. Transient Stability Study

Transient stability studies were conducted using the 2013 summer peak full loop
base cases to ensure that the transmission system remains in operating
equilibrium, as well as operating in a coordinated fashion, through abnormal
operating conditions after the Phase Il Transition Cluster projects became
operational.

The study results indicate that the OGS Project would not cause adverse impacts
on the stable operation of the transmission system following the selected
Category “B” and Category “C” outages. (Exs. 43, § 7; 300, p. 5.5-10.)

d. Reactive Power Deficiency Analysis

Reactive power deficiency analysis was performed to determine the system
performance according to the NERC/WECC planning criteria. The reactive
power deficiency analysis indicated that the addition of the Transition Cluster
projects including the OGS would not contribute to any reactive power margin
violations at PG&E buses following selected Category “B” and Category “C”
contingencies (Exs. 43, § 6; 300, p. 5.5-10.)

3. Environmental Impacts of Downstream Upgrades
The transmission line segments to be reconductored are shown in Figures 1

through 3B at the end of this Transmission System Engineering section. The
reconductoring project would involve replacing the conductors on one or more

7 Transmission System Engineering



transmission line segments with new conductors that would increase current-
carrying capacity of the segment.

As discussed above, the reconductoring recommended by the Phase Il study is a
reasonably foreseeable project impact that comprises “part of the whole” of the
OGS Project. [See, Cal Code Regs., tit. 20. §1702, subd. (u).] We note,
however, that the Energy Commission’s direct jurisdiction extends only to the first
point of interconnection with the electrical transmission system at the Contra
Costa Substation. (Pub. Res. Code, § 25107; Cal. Code. Regs., tit 20, § 1702,
subd. (n), Ex. 302, p. A-2.) As a result, the Applicant’s and Staff's analyses of
downstream potential serve to inform the Commission and the general public of
the potential direct and indirect effects of reconductoring. These analyses provide
planning-level project description of required reconductoring facilities and
activities with an extensive discussion of potential environmental impacts. The
analyses also describe the potential impacts and recommended mitigation to
reduce impacts to less than significant levels. The Applicant and Staff
considered each technical area that must be analyzed under CEQA. (Exs. 51;
302.)

Our discussion below provides an overview of identified potential impacts and
suggested mitigation.  The evidence more fully identifies recommended
avoidance and impact minimization measures. Ultimately the CPUC will
determine appropriate mitigation measures for impacts identified during the
CPUC approval process.

a. Project Location and Description

The 18.3 mile—long Contra Costa PP to Delta Pumps transmission line consists
of a single 230-kV circuit with three conductors mounted on the existing double-
circuit lattice towers in an existing right-of-way (ROW). The line begins at the
Contra Costa PP switching station. The Contra Costa PP switching station at the
northern end of the reconductoring project area is located in the northeastern
corner of the City of Antioch, south of the San Joaquin River and approximately
one mile west of the City of Oakley. The Delta Pumps Substation is at the
southern end of the project area and is located approximately five miles south of
the town of Byron and two miles southwest of Clifton Court Forebay. These
sections of the reconductoring project are located within eastern Contra Costa
County. (Exs. 51; 302.)
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The Las Positas to Newark 230-kV line extends from the Las Positas Substation
to the Newark Substation in Newark. The Las Positas Substation is located in
the City of Livermore just south of I1-580. This reconductoring project runs south
from the substation for approximately three miles then turns in a southwest
direction to travel the remaining 18 miles in a southwest direction to terminate at
the Newark Substation. The Newark substation is located approximately 3.5
miles from downtown Newark and one mile southwest of Interstate-880. This
section of the reconductoring project is in Alameda County within an existing right
of way. (Ex. 302, pp. A-3 - A-4.)

The Kelso-Tesla transmission line consists of a single 230-kV circuit with three
conductors mounted on the existing lattice towers in an existing right-of-way
ROW). Both the Applicant and Staff deferred to Staff's reconductoring analysis
of the Kelso-Tesla transmission line in the Mariposa Energy Project (MEP)
Supplemental Staff Assessment Transmission System Engineering Appendix A.
Staff incorporated the analysis by reference into the OGS Project analysis. (Exs.
51, p. 1-1; 301, p. A-2.) Our discussion refers to MEP Appendix A as Exhibit
MEP 301.

Segment A of the Kelso-Tesla line begins at the Kelso Substation, then travels
west for approximately 200 feet to Bruns Road, continuing south for
approximately 4,000 feet to Christensen Road, and then continues west along
Christensen Road for approximately 6,000 feet. The line continues approximately
8,000 feet south to the USWP RLF Substation. Segment A then meets with
Segment B, which continues cross country for 4.7 miles southeast to the Tesla
Substation, crossing Interstate 580 (I-580). This project includes a total of 39
existing towers. (Ex. MEP 301, p. A-3.)

b. Analysis of Reconductoring Impacts

In general, reconductoring is accomplished by disconnecting the old conductor
and using it like a rope to pull the new conductor through the temporary pulleys,
called “travelers” or “sheave blocks,” that are mounted on each tower, until it
reaches the other end. The evidence details the reconductoring process and
generally explains that reasonable measures would be taken to reduce impacts
to the environment. (Exs. 302, pp. A-4 — A-6; MEP 301, pp. A-3 - A-4.)

i. Air Quality

Reconductoring activities for the three lines would generate temporary (short-
term) emissions similar to the construction-phase impacts discussed in Air

9 Transmission System Engineering



Quality section of this Decision. Construction equipment and vehicle exhaust
emissions would include carbon monoxide (CO), ozone precursors including
nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOC), nitrogen dioxide
(NOy), sulfur dioxide (SO,), fine particulate matter (PM2.5), and inhalable
particles (PM10), including diesel particulate matter.

Impacts from exhaust emissions from heavy-duty diesel-fueled construction
equipment can be reduced by using the newest available engines and other
practices such as idle time restrictions and appropriate engine maintenance,
similar to those adopted for the OGS construction phase. With the
implementation of the recommended minimization measures similar to those
adopted in the Air Quality section of this Decision for the OGS Project’s
construction phase, the reconductoring emissions would likely comply with
applicable LORS, and the emissions would not likely cause or contribute to a
violation of the ambient air quality standards or otherwise result in a potential for
a significant air quality impact. Therefore, the reconductoring activities would not
be expected to result in air quality impacts greater than those discussed in the Air
Quiality section of this Decision. (Exs. 302, pp. A-6 —A-8; MEP 301, pp. A-5 — A-
6.)
ii. Biological Resources

Regarding all of the lines, the evidence indicates that several vegetation
communities and wildlife currently exist in the reconductoring areas. The
vegetation communities include California annual grassland, ruderal vegetation,
non-native woodland, agricultural and pasture land, chapparal, and freshwater
marshes. There is moderate to high potential for large-flowered fiddleneck,
palmate-bracted  bird's-beak, Contra Costa goldfields, caper-fruited
tropidocarpum, and potentially other special-status plants to occur in the project
area. Rare plant surveys must be performed during the appropriate blooming
period to identify the distribution of potentially affected special-status plants.

The Contra Costa PP to Delta Pumps 230-kV and Las Positas to Newark 230-kV
lines are within California red-legged frog critical habitat and there is potential for
several special-status wildlife species to occur in the project corridors for all of
the lines, including vernal pool branchiopods, California tiger salamander,
California red-legged frog, tricolored blackbird, golden eagle, western burrowing
owl, Swainson’s hawk, and San Joaquin kit fox. In addition, breeding birds
protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act are likely to be present within the
project area. Focused biological surveys have not yet been conducted but
subsequent, expected environmental review and consultation under the federal
and California Endangered Species acts will ensure adequate protocol-level or
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focused surveys for burrowing owl, vernal pool branchiopods and Swainson’s
hawk as well as the performance of other surveys relating to wetland delineation.

Potential impacts to special-status wildlife include direct mortality from
encounters with construction equipment, burrow/nest destruction during
equipment staging, entombing adults, eggs, or young, and disruption or
harassment. In addition, short and long-term habitat loss, modification, and
fragmentation, as well as the potential spread of noxious weeds could decrease
local and regional wildlife habitat values. Consultation with resource agencies
(USFWS and CDFG) would be required to identify appropriate impact avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures and ensure compliance with the federal
and California Endangered Species acts. (Exs. 302, pp. A-8 — A-18, MEP 301,
pp. A-6 - A-18.)

iii.  Cultural Resources

The literature research conducted for the Contra Costa PP to Delta Pumps 230-
kV and Las Positas to Newark 230-kV lines revealed eleven prehistoric or
historic-period cultural resources within the proposed reconductoring project
area. One of these resources, the Contra Costa Canal (P-07-0002695), has
previously been determined eligible for listing on the NRHP. An additional 65
resources are located within a one-half mile of the buffer area.

The literature search for the Kelso-Tesla line identified one previously recorded
cultural resource, the historic Pittsburg-Tesla Transmission Line (P-01-010947/P-
07-002956), within the project corridor. Three other cultural resources were
identified within the one-quarter mile project buffer zone, but outside of the
proposed reconductoring project area. The cultural resources include a historic
ranch complex with associated ranch debris (P-01-000163); the historic Vaca
Dixon-Tesla and Table Mountain-Tesla transmission lines (P-01-010499); and
the historic Midway Road segment (P-01-010614). No new historic or prehistoric
cultural resources were identified as a result of the pedestrian field survey. One
previously identified resource, the Pittsburg-Tesla Transmission Line (P-01-
010947/P-07-002956), was observed during the survey. This resource was
previously recorded and evaluated in 2008 and was recommended not eligible
for either the National Register of Historic Places or the California Register of
Historical Resources.

There are no known sacred Native American lands in the vicinity of the
reconductoring areas.
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Reconductoring activities are not expected to result in impacts to the canal. And,
because the reconductoring activities are not expected to involve anticipate tower
replacements or other excavation, the activities are not likely to have a significant
and unavoidable impact on buried cultural resources. The project could
encounter surface archaeological resources, built-environment resources, or as-
yet-unknown buried archaeological resources. With implementation of mitigation
measures similar to those adopted in the Cultural Resources section of this
Decision, any corresponding impacts would be reduced to less than significant
levels and likely comply with LORS. (Exs. 302, pp. A-20 — A-21, MEP 301, pp.
A-18 — A-21.)

iv.  Geology and Paleontology

The evidence shows that potential for strong ground shaking from an earthquake
is the most significant geologic hazard regarding all of the lines is the. The Las
Positas to Newark 230-kV line project area has previously experienced seismic
activity with strong ground motion during past earthquakes, and it is likely that
strong earthquakes causing seismic shaking will occur in the future.

The potential impacts to geologic and paleontological resources would be limited
to temporary construction sites. These sites would not require grading or other
disturbance of surface soils, other than construction vehicle disturbance. Should
new or replacement tower foundations be required as part of reconductoring,
then compliance with the LORS and conditions similar to those adopted in the
Geology and Paleontology section of the Decision would reduce the potential
impacts to a less than significant levels. (Exs. 302, pp. A-22 — A-24; MEP 301,
pp. A-21 - A-23.)

V. Land Use

The proposed reconductoring would replace transmission conductors within
existing transmission line ROWs. This transmission system upgrade would not
involve changing existing or planned land uses in the affected local jurisdictions.
Any impacts to land use would be isolated and short term while construction
crews reconductor the existing transmission lines. Because the stockpile areas
would be temporary and would not displace any existing use, the impact would
not be significant.

Construction activities would also require access to the existing transmission line
ROWSs by construction vehicles and equipment. These activities are not
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expected to disturb existing surrounding land uses but if damage occurs as a
result of construction vehicles or equipment, the PG&E would be responsible for
repairs or replacement.

The evidence further indicates that the proposed reconductoring project would
not cause a change in existing land uses. Also, because the reconductoring
would be entirely within existing and established high voltage transmission line
rights of way the act of reconductoring the transmission line (i.e., placing new
wires on existing structures) would not disrupt or divide the physical arrangement
of an established community, and is expected to be consistent with applicable
land use LORS. (Ex. 302, pp. A-25-A-26; Ex. MEP 301, pp. A-23 — A-25.)

Vi. Noise and Vibration

The transmission line right-of-way is in a rural agricultural with few residences
and no sensitive receptors. Noise levels above existing ambient levels during
reconductoring may be noticeable beyond areas immediately adjacent to the
rights-of-way; however, they would be temporary and no additional mitigation
measures are proposed. The reconductored transmission line routes would not
result in potential impacts greater than those analyzed for the OGS Project itself
and would be consistent with applicable LORS. Therefore, any potential noise
and vibration impacts would be less than significant. (Exs. 302, pp. A-26 — A-27,
MEP 301, pp. A-25 -A-26.)

Vii. Public Health and Socioeconomics

The reconductoring activities are not expected to significantly increase the toxic
air contaminant emissions estimates previously analyzed in this Decision.
Therefore, the downstream reconductoring is not expected to result in impacts
greater than those discussed in the Public Health and Socioeconomics
sections of the Decision. The evidence also indicates that the reconductoring
project will comply with applicable LORS. (Exs. 302, p. A-27, MEP 301, p. A-26.)

viii.  Soil and Water Resources

Vegetation clearing and trimming would be required at the pulling and tensioning
sites. The main impact to soils would be related to soil disturbance and
compaction by construction vehicles and equipment at the pull and tension sites.
Soil disturbance and compaction could result in a short-term increase in wind and
water erosion until work areas are stabilized. Soil compaction could also impact
the reestablishment of vegetation along the route. However, disturbed areas
along the route would be allowed to revegetate following construction activities.
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During construction, implementation of erosion and dust control best
management practices (BMPs) as outlined in a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) would limit impacts to soil and water resources associated with
erosion. Standard BMPS including the use of filter fences or straw bales to trap
eroded sediments, would prevent release offsite. Special consideration would be
required for any work adjacent to existing ephemeral creeks or drainage
channels. Dust control through watering would limit wind erosion impacts. Over-
compacted soils could be reconditioned through ripping or tilling, and disturbed
soils could be revegetated through hydroseeding.

Overall, the construction impacts to soils along the project corridor are not
expected to be significant. With implementation of the appropriate BMPs,
potential impacts to soil and water would be less than significant. The project is
not expected to result in significant impacts, and would comply with the
applicable LORS. (Ex. 302, pp. A-27 — A-28, MEP 301, pp. A-26 - A-27.)

ix.  Traffic and Transportation

The existing Contra Costa PP to Delta Pumps 230-kV transmission line corridor
begins at the existing Contra Costa PP switching station in Antioch, California,
and passes through industrial and residential areas before heading south along
the Highway 4 Bypass toward Brentwood. It runs through rolling hills and
primarily traverses grazing land, agricultural lands, and wind farms until it
reaches the Delta Pumps Substation.

The Las Positas to Newark 230-kV line runs south from the Las Positas
Substation, which is located south of I-580 northeast of Livermore, California.
The line then travels through residential areas and turns to run in a generally
southwesterly direction through agricultural areas near the intersection of Tesla
and Mines roads. It then crosses the Coast Range and begins to run in a
southwesterly direction south of I1-680 near Sunol. It continues roughly parallel to
and south of 1-680 and eventually enters the southern San Francisco Bay Area,
crosses 1|-680 and 1-880, and ends at the Newark Substation in Newark,
California.

Reconductoring could cause potential traffic impacts where the lines cross over
roadways. During reconductoring, there would be a small chance of a conductor
breaking and falling across these roads, which could create hazards and block
traffic. Furthermore, reconducturing activities could require brief temporary
closures of travel lanes or roadways as well as encroachment. To mitigate
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potential impacts, PG&E would likely implement a traffic control plan prepared in
accordance with the California Department of Transportation Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices and the Work Area Traffic Control Handbook.
Implementation of the traffic control plan for the affected area for the short
duration of construction in that area would likely be adequate to minimize the
traffic impacts to less than significant levels.

The Kelso-Tesla transmission line segments to be reconductored are located in
northeastern Alameda County, mostly in undeveloped areas comprised of
grazing land, agricultural land, and wind farms. The affected transmission line
segments stretch between the PG&E Kelso Substation less than a mile north of
the proposed OGS site to the Tesla Substation less than 2 miles south of the
junction of [-205 and 1-580. The work would involve a maximum of 20 workers,
who would have an insignificant effect on traffic and would not cause a significant
loss of service (LOS) on existing roads. However, if reconductoring occurs at the
same time as construction on the OGS itself, work-related trips should occur in
off-peak hours to avoid commute impacts. (Exs. 302, pp. A-29 — A-31; MEP 301,
p. A-28.)

With implementation of mitigation measures similar to the Conditions of
Certification TRANS-1 and TRANS-3 in the Traffic and Transportation section
of this Decision, any potential impacts to traffic and transportation that would be
less than significant.

X.  Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance

Because the reconductored lines would remain within the rights-of-way (ROW)
for the existing PG&E conductors to be replaced, the potential safety and
nuisance impacts in the operational phase would occur within the existing rights
of way. Line voltage would remain the same and consequently the voltage-
dependent noise, corona and other field impacts would remain at existing levels
when the reconductored lines are operating. Because these electric field impacts
would be as expected for PG&E lines of similar design, the reconductoring would
not pose significant noise or other electric field-related problems.

In addition, the magnetic filed is the only field component that would increase
from the power additions from the proposed OGS and other area sources. The
evidence explains that the strength of such magnetic fields is inversely
proportional to the distance from the conductors. Given that the transmission line
upgrade route is sited in proximity to residential areas according to CPUC

15 Transmission System Engineering



requirements, long-term residential field exposures would not be a significant
concern. The magnetic field strengths of most significance in this regard would
be as encountered at the edge of the existing rights-of-way. (Ex. 302, pp. A-30 —
A-32; MEP 301, p.A-29.)

xi.  Transmission System Engineering

Conformance with applicable construction standards, safety and reliability LORS
is expected and such conformance would mitigate any safety or reliability
implications of reconductoring the transmission line. (Ex. 302, pp. A-32- A-33;
MEP 301, pp. A-29 - A-30.)

xii.  Visual Resources

The lines would be similar in appearance with the existing transmission line, and
adjacent transmission lines. No changes to the existing transmission towers are
anticipated. Therefore the new conductors would not degrade the visual quality
of the viewed landscape. Once construction is complete, this change to the
transmission line would be undetectable to most viewers of the line, including
motorists and residents living near the area, thus the project would not have any
significant impacts on visual resources. The project would comply with
applicable LORS. (Exs. 302, pp. A-34- A-35, MEP 301, pp. A-30 — A-31.)

xiii.  Waste Management and Hazardous Materials

The downstream reconductoring would not result in hazardous material use
beyond activities documented in the Waste Management and Hazardous
Management sections of this Decision. Construction of the downstream
reconductoring would not result in a significant increase in waste. Therefore, any
potential hazardous materials management impacts and waste management
would be less than significant. The reconductoring would comply with all
applicable LORS regulating the management of hazardous and non-hazardous
wastes during both project construction and operation. In addition, the sites are
expected to should be managed to prevent contaminants from posing a
significant risk to humans or the environment. These steps will avoid impacts to
workers and the environment. (Exs. 302, pp. A-35 — A-36; MEP 301, pp. A-31 -
A-36.)

xiv.  Worker Safety and Fire Protection

Implementation of worker safety plans and protocols would be the same for the
downstream reconductoring as those described in the Worker Safety and Fire
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Protection section of this Decision. If the recommended mitigation measures
are implemented, the reconductoring activities would not result in potential
impacts greater than those analyzed in this Decision and would comply with
applicable LORS if recommended mitigation measures were implemented.
Therefore, any potential worker safety and fire protection impacts would be less
than significant. (Exs. 302, p. A-36; MEP 301, pp. A-32 — A-33.)

4. Cumulative Impacts

Potential cumulative impacts on the transmission network are identified through
the CAISO and utility generator interconnection process. For this reason we do
not expect the OGS Project to create any cumulative adverse impacts in the
network. Where a significant number of proposed generation projects could affect
a particular portion of the transmission grid, the interconnecting utility or the
CAISO can study the cluster of projects in order to identify the most efficient
means to interconnect all the proposed projects. (Ex. 300, p. 5.5-10.)

5. Compliance with LORS

Evidence establishes that the OGS Project, including the proposed switchyard,
and interconnection facilities including the OGS 230 kV switchyard, a single 230
kV overhead generator tie-lines, and termination to the proposed PG&E Contra
Costa Substation are adequate and in accordance with industry standards and
good utility practices, and are acceptable to staff according to engineering LORS
identified above and presented in Appendix A to this Decision. (Ex. 300, pp.
5.5-10.) Compliance with Conditions of Certification TSE-1 through TSE-7 will
help ensure that construction and operation of the transmission facilities for the
proposed OGS would comply with applicable LORS.

Furthermore, as discussed above, the Phase Il Interconnection Study indicates
that OGS interconnection would comply with all NERC/WECC planning
standards and California ISO reliability criteria as long as the identified Reliability
Network Upgrades are implemented.

6. Agency and Public Comments
Staff received comments from the California Department of Water Resource —
State Water Project (CDWR) regarding reconductoring of the existing PG&E

Contra Costa PP — Delta Pumps 230-kV line. CDWR is concerned that the
reconductoring could impact the operation of its Banks Pumping Plant and
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proposed a condition of certification that would provide uninterrupted electric
service for the CDWR pumping plant during reconductoring. Staff responded
that (1) the reconductoring of existing transmission lines owned by PG&E would
be licensed by the California Public Utilities Commission and any licensing
conditions or mitigation measures placed on reconductoring would be done by
the CPUC, and (2) CDWR’s proposed condition of certification should, be
considered in the CPUC’s licensing process. (Ex. 300, p. 5.5-11.)

During the March 25, 2011 continued evidentiary hearing, a representative of
CDWR stated that CDWR is generally supportive of the Staffs Final Staff
Assessment analysis but indicated the CDWR would like to see more substantive
conditions of certification regarding PG&E’s proposed plan for downstream
reconductoring. Applicant’s legal counsel offered a responsive comment during
the hearing, explaining that coordination between PG&E and CDWR to
implement the proposed reconductoring will occur only if the Energy Commission
approves the the OGS Project. (3/25/11 RT 93 - 97.)

As we discussed above in this section under “Environmental Impacts of
Downstream Upgrades,” downstream reconductoring will be undertaken by
PG&E and is subject to the CPUC licensing and environmental review process.
These activities are not within the Energy Commission’s jurisdiction. We
nonetheless evaluated the potential impacts of reconductoring and find that the
Applicant's and Staffs information-level analyses establish that the
reconductoring can be carried out in a manner consistent with applicable LORS
and that impacts would likely be mitigated to less than significant levels.

FINDINGS OF FACT

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

1. The OGS Project will consist of two natural gas-fired combustion turbine
generator (CTG) units operating in combined cycle mode with a total 624
MW nominal output.

2. The 2.4-mile long single circuit generation tie-line would be built with 1272
kemil ACSR bundled conductors and would be supported by both single-
circuit steel pole structures and double-circuit steel pole structures. The
generator tie-line would be built using the existing Contra Costa — DuPont
60-kV line right-of-way.

3. The evidence establishes that the configuration of the OGS switchyard,
the generator interconnection tie line and its termination at the PG&E
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10.

Contra Costa substation would be in accord with industry standards and
good utility practices. Conditions of Certification TSE-1 through TSE 7
ensure that the proposed facilities are designed, built and operated in
accordance with good utility practices and applicable LORS.

Power would be distributed to the grid via existing transmission lines from
the Contra Costa Substation.

The interconnection of the OGS Project will cause new transmission line
overloads under normal conditions on five identified 230-kV transmission
lines; under Category B (N-1) conditions on six identified 230-kV
transmission lines, and, under Category C (N-2) conditions on six
identified 230-kV transmission lines. The Phase Il Interconnection study
recommends adequate mitigation for these impacts.

The California Independent System Operator concludes in the Phase Il
Group Study assigns the OGS Project a proportionate portion of the cost
responsibility for reliability and delivery network upgrades to mitigate the
overloads.

The mitigation options for which the OGS is responsible include re-rating
of the Lone Tree-Cayetano 230-kV line, replacing the circuit breaker at
Pittsburg PP Switching Station, and reconductoring the following lines:

e 18. 3 mile-long Contra Costa PP — Delta Pumps 230-kV transmission
line reconductoring;

e 8 mile-long Kelso — Tesla 230-kV line transmission line reconductoring;

e 21 mile-long Las Positas - Newark 230-kV transmission line
reconductoring

The reconductoring of the three identified lines is a reasonably
foreseeable consequence of the interconnection of the OGS Project.
Therefore, a general environmental analysis of the reconductoring,
designed to meet the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
requirements, was performed by the Applicant and is included in the
record as Exhibit 51. A similar analysis performed by Energy Commission
Staff is found as Exhibit 302.

The evidence  establishes that project-related  downstream
reconductorings can be carried out in a manner to meet all applicable
LORS.

Downstream reconductoring will be undertaken by PG&E and is subject to
the CPUC licensing and environmental review process.
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1.

We therefore conclude that with the implementation of the various mitigation
measures specified in this Decision, the proposed transmission
interconnection for the project will not contribute to significant direct,
indirect, or cumulative impacts.

The Conditions of Certification below ensure that the transmission-related
aspects of the project will be designed, constructed, and operated in
conformance with the applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards identified in the record.

CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

TSE-1  The project owner shall furnish to the CPM and to the CBO a schedule

of transmission facility design submittals, a Master Drawing List, a
Master Specifications List, and a Major Equipment and Structure List.
The schedule shall contain a description and list of proposed submittal
packages for design, calculations, and specifications for major
structures and equipment. To facilitate audits by Energy Commission
staff, the project owner shall provide designated packages to the CPM
when requested.

Verification: Prior to the start of construction of the transmission facilities, the
project owner shall submit the schedule, a Master Drawing List, and a Master
Specifications List to the CBO and to the CPM. The schedule shall contain a
description and list of proposed submittal packages for design, calculations, and
specifications for major structures and equipment (see a list of major equipment
in Table 1: Major Equipment List below). Additions and deletions shall be made
to the table only with CPM and CBO approval. The project owner shall provide
schedule updates in the Monthly Compliance Report.

Table 1: Major Equipment List
Breakers

Step-up transformer
Switchyard

Busses

Surge arrestors
Disconnects

Take-off facilities

Electrical control building
Switchyard control building
Transmission pole/tower
Grounding system
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TSE-2  Before the start of construction of the transmission facilities, the project
owner shall assign to the project an electrical engineer and at least one
of each of the following:

a) a civil engineer;

b) a geotechnical engineer or a civil engineer experienced and
knowledgeable in the practice of soils engineering;

c) a design engineer who is either a structural engineer or a civil
engineer and fully competent and proficient in the design of power
plant structures and equipment supports; or

d) a mechanical engineer (Business and Professions Code Sections
6704 et seq. require state registration to practice as either a civil
engineer or a structural engineer in California).

The tasks performed by the civil, mechanical, electrical, or design
engineers may be divided between two or more engineers as long as
each engineer is responsible for a particular segment of the project,
e.g., proposed earthwork, civil structures, power plant structures, or
equipment support. No segment of the project shall have more than
one responsible engineer. The transmission line may be the
responsibility of a separate California registered electrical engineer.
The civil, geotechnical, or civil and design engineer, assigned as
required by Facility Design Condition GEN-5, may be responsible for
design and review of the TSE facilities.

The project owner shall submit to the CBO, for review and approval,
the names, qualifications, and registration numbers of all engineers
assigned to the project. If any one of the designated engineers is
subsequently reassigned or replaced, the project owner shall submit
the name, qualifications, and registration number of the newly
assigned engineer to the CBO for review and approval. The project
owner shall notify the CPM of the CBO’s approval of the new engineer.
This engineer shall be authorized to halt earth work and require
changes; if site conditions are unsafe or do not conform with the
predicted conditions used as the basis for design of earth work or
foundations.

The electrical engineer shall:

1. be responsible for the electrical design of the power plant
switchyard, outlet, and termination facilities; and

2. sign and stamp electrical design drawings, plans, specifications,
and calculations.

Verification: Prior to the start of rough grading of the transmission facilities,
the project owner shall submit to the CBO for review and approval, the names,
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qualifications, and registration numbers of all the responsible engineers assigned
to the project. The project owner shall notify the CPM of the CBO’s approvals of
the engineers within five days of the approval.

If the designated responsible engineer is subsequently reassigned or replaced,
the project owner has five days in which to submit the name, qualifications, and
registration number of the newly assigned engineer to the CBO for review and
approval. The project owner shall notify the CPM of the CBQO’s approval of the
new engineer within five days of the approval.

TSE-3 If any discrepancy in design and/or construction is discovered in any
engineering work that has undergone CBO design review and
approval, the project owner shall document the discrepancy and
recommend corrective action (2001 California Building Code, Chapter
1, section 108.4, approval required; Chapter 17, section 1701.3, Duties
and Responsibilities of the Special Inspector; Appendix Chapter 33,
section 3317.7, Notification of Noncompliance). The discrepancy
documentation shall become a controlled document and shall be
submitted to the CBO for review and approval and refer to this
condition of certification.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit a copy of the CBQO’s approval or
disapproval of any corrective action taken to resolve a discrepancy to the CPM
within 15 days of receipt. If disapproved, the project owner shall advise the CPM,
within five days, the reason for the disapproval, along with the revised corrective
action required to obtain the CBO’s approval.

TSE-4  For the power plant switchyard, outlet line and termination, the project
owner shall not begin any construction until plans for that increment of
construction have been approved by the CBO. These plans, together
with design changes and design change notices, shall remain on the
site for one year after completion of construction. The project owner
shall request that the CBO inspect the installation to ensure
compliance with the requirements of applicable LORS. The following
activities shall be reported in the monthly compliance report:

A. receipt or delay of major electrical equipment;
B. testing or energization of major electrical equipment; and

C. the number of electrical drawings approved, submitted for approval,
and still to be submitted.

Verification: Prior to the start of each increment of construction, the project
owner shall submit to the CBO for review and approval the final design plans,
specifications and calculations for equipment and systems of the power plant
switchyard, and outlet line and termination, including a copy of the signed and
stamped statement from the responsible electrical engineer verifying compliance
with all applicable LORS, and send the CPM a copy of the transmittal letter in the
next monthly compliance report.
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TSE-5 The project owner shall ensure that the design, construction, and
operation of the proposed transmission facilities will conform to all
applicable LORS, and the requirements listed below. The project
owner shall submit the required number of copies of the design
drawings and calculations, as determined by the CBO. Once approved,
the project owner shall inform the CPM and CBO of any anticipated
changes to the design, and shall submit a detailed description of the
proposed change and complete engineering, environmental, and
economic rationale for the change to the CPM and CBO for review and
approval.

a) The power plant outlet line shall 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 ISO standards,
National Electric Code (NEC) and related industry standards.

b) Breakers and busses in the power plant switchyard and other
switchyards, where applicable, shall be sized to comply with a
short-circuit analysis.

c) Outlet line crossings and line parallels with transmission and
distribution facilities shall be coordinated with the transmission line
owner and comply with the owner’s standards.

d) The project conductors shall be sized to accommodate the full
output of the project.

e) Termination facilities shall comply with applicable PG&E
interconnection standards.

f) The project owner shall provide to the CPM:

i) The Special Protection System (SPS) sequencing and timing if
applicable,

ii) A letter stating that the mitigation measures or projects selected
by the transmission owners for each reliability criteria violation,
for which the project is responsible, are acceptable,

iii) A copy of the executed LGIA signed by the California ISO and
the project owner and approved by the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission.

Verification: Prior to the start of construction or start of modification of
transmission facilities, the project owner shall submit to the CBO for approval:

a) Design drawings, specifications, and calculations conforming with 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, CA ISO standards, National Electric Code
(NEC) and related industry standards, for the poles/towers, foundations,
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b)

f)

anchor bolts, conductors, grounding systems, and major switchyard
equipment;

For each element of the transmission facilities identified above, the submittal
package to the CBO shall contain the design criteria, a discussion of the
calculation method(s), a sample calculation based on “worst case conditions”’
and a statement signed and sealed by the registered engineer in responsible
charge, or other acceptable alternative verification, that the transmission
element(s) will conform with 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
ISO standards, National Electric Code (NEC), and related industry standards;

Electrical one-line diagrams signed and sealed by the registered professional
electrical engineer in charge, a route map, and an engineering description of
the equipment and configurations covered by requirements TSE-5 a) through
f);

The Special Protection System (SPS) sequencing and timing if applicable
shall be provided concurrently to the CPM;

A letter stating that the mitigation measures or projects selected by the
transmission owners for each reliability criteria violation, for which the project
is responsible, are acceptable;

A copy of the executed LGIA signed by the California ISO and the project
owner and approved by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.

Prior to the start of construction of or modification of transmission facilities, the
project owner shall inform the CBO and the CPM of any anticipated changes to
the design that are different from the design previously submitted and approved
and shall submit a detailed description of the proposed change and complete
engineering, environmental, and economic rationale for the change to the CPM
and CBO for review and approval.

TSE-6  The project owner shall provide the following Notice to the California

Independent System Operator (California 1SO) prior to synchronizing
the facility with the California Transmission system:

1. At least one week prior to synchronizing the facility with the grid for
testing, provide the California ISO a letter stating the proposed date
of synchronization; and

! Worst-case conditions for the foundations would include for instance, a dead-end or angle pole.
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2. At least one business day prior to synchronizing the facility with the
grid for testing, provide telephone notification to the California ISO
Outage Coordination Department.

Verification:  The project owner shall provide copies of the California 1SO
letter to the CPM when it is sent to the California ISO one week prior to initial
synchronization with the grid. The project owner shall contact the California ISO
Outage Coordination Department, Monday through Friday, between the hours of
0700 and 1530 at (916) 351-2300 at least one business day prior to
synchronizing the facility with the grid for testing. A report of conversation with
the California ISO shall be provided electronically to the CPM one day before
synchronizing the facility with the California transmission system for the first time.

TSE-7 The project owner shall be responsible for the inspection of the
transmission facilities during and after project construction, and any
subsequent CPM and CBO approved changes thereto, to ensure
conformance with CPUC GO-95 or NESC, Title 8, CCR, Atrticles 35, 36
and 37 of the, “High Voltage Electric Safety Orders”, applicable
interconnection standards, NEC and related industry standards. 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.

Verification:  Within 60 days after first synchronization of the project, the
project owner shall transmit to the CPM and CBO:

A. “As built” engineering description(s) and one-line drawings of the electrical
portion of the facilities signed and sealed by the registered electrical engineer
in responsible charge. A statement attesting to conformance with CPUC GO-
95 or NESC, Title 8, California Code of Regulations, Articles 35, 36 and 37 of
the “High Voltage Electric Safety Orders”, and applicable interconnection
standards, NEC, related industry standards.

B. An “as built” engineering description of the mechanical, structural, and civil
portion of the transmission facilities signed and sealed by the registered
engineer in responsible charge or acceptable alternative verification. “As built”
drawings of the electrical, mechanical, structural, and civil portion of the
transmission facilities shall be maintained at the power plant and made
available, if requested, for CPM audit as set forth in the “Compliance
Monitoring Plan”.

A summary of inspections of the completed transmission facilities, and

identification of any nonconforming work and corrective actions taken, signed
and sealed by the registered engineer in charge.

25 Transmission System Engineering



ROFSIAM NOLLO3LOML ToLNSIWNOMAN 3 ONY NOISSINS NVELL "DNLLES - NOISSINNGD ADMEINS YMINYOITYD

risenbay e of esucdsey HEJ FIUNOS

0

2%

[vonmsans sasmupum [

E:mn_.__i_.am._:z
p_-EE EEDD B

uopEg u...n.cUEﬂ fapien —_Sswo] w
= /IE

tom> ]
o

O Ol o Y

T T T L —

A OFGE LR ] D B e

T L )

QM3

spebid BULDNPUDIBY ANOEE HJEMEN 0} SEISOd 5878 Sdwnd B18q o dd 1800 BiuoD - Aupip pekid - vones Guneeuss A pro

¥ XIONIddY - SNIHIINEDNT W3LSAS NOISSINSHNYHL

L 3HMM4

TRAMSMISSION SYSTEM ENGINEERING

26

Transmission System Engineering



P penbey B of seucdey BE] FONN0S
NIDS1A0 NOLLOZL0M TrLNSNNOLIANS ONY NOISSIWENTSL 'DNLLIS - NOBSINNOD ADMING VINNOSTYD

9]

. _'_1 o] | B | LY - F
= B & Y
TRANSMISSION SYSTEM ENGINEERING

Il uonels Bu usE) sy e = EEY - 30 R T T T —
vonEis Bupiwe ' -] SAnCz Ve g v

wed Beod . AN O B P W0 SR o

fkIE .mm. B0 B UOD i o2 ) U

A
N = 3 s Jigen
BUI W SSIWSUR] SN BYS( 0} dd BSOD oD - UopEoo pebld - wiels fupeieuss fepen
V XION3ddY - SNIHIINIONT WILSAS NOISSINSNYHL
Ve 3HNOId

Transmission System Engineering

27



P penbey B of seucdey BE] FONN0S
NDS1A0 NOLLOZL0M ToLNSNNOLIANS ONY NOISSIWENTSL 'DNLLIS - NOBSINNOD ADMIING VINNOSTYD

ke F s |
e MJJ Ly
SN ),
=3 i \x&.‘.xﬁf,
= 5
P i s
A )F_m.m .rI
ey 1
: ...w. e .v..__ﬂ ..J.er
L V7 H:.... PG
T AR PRIANG
o e m
o
flur
g .,. 2 .J.. r_r.Mu
_ [ e m ) ..n.._:lr.r._
= l.-...ﬂ,uun.. .r_ . e
\0 J m,,,”...,..t ]
[
YRy, e .
\ o /...f
N

1 06T, S SR G S Y
O i
- R T p—
i 0 ppal g,

oN3BeET

TRAMSMISSION SYSTEM ENGINEERING

BUI U0 SSILISUR) Sdwnd BYeQ o} dd BS0D BuD - uoieoo Pelbld - woels bugeisues Aepieo
¥ XIONIddVY - DNIHIINIONT WILSAS NOISSINSNYHL
62 JHNDId

28

Transmission System Engineering



P penbey B of seucdey BE] FONN0S
NIDS1A0 NOLLOZL0M ToLNSNNOLIANS ONY NOISSIWENTSL 'DNLLIS - NOBSINNOD ADMINS VINNOSTYD

= T %
2 xL.. t-.h....—..hl.

I.., . r.u T ,, L__.r. x ;_,J., P
<. Ve ) s B3 : 2 U N U2 _A‘u.._.vwﬁ

B
g

TRAMSMISSION SYSTEM ENGINEERING

I£ X L T
= e Ny
/1 5 5 tumaal |1 5 ) A
i i T o el b — .r.__”.\. e _,.M i |
SRl = iy N
1 s g = Pt _ fl.,r. J-r.-,.. s 5 y i
,,?.( ) 6 ﬁ._..._m..r.,.lrL A = rJL _Hr _n. ==t -
S EARAT % | ] L ] L% = y o %
= ul ....”._."1 - = b —
- Y ..n....h: Lo -
TN R — . —
ALHNOD WY - b L . i I
_”...rﬂ i z i —
e i g )
b @ N - \
.. \J W b ﬁf.f.ua/z_ r|
T A 16 ol =
- e — - 5 = (s = FADEE NG SRR R —
LMD VLS00 FILLNOD 5 L N L ! oy .o A (R AR )
..::.-‘..mlh_r__ .. Jr. o = C F = EET - o ST TTYRRET T LY T pe—
LM f ofl _. 500 O i A,
[ 1 anNsoa

Dot o . |
BUI U0 SSILSUR) Sdwngd BYeQ o) dd BS0D BIUD - uoieoo ekl - woels Bugeisues Aepieo
¥ XIONIddVY - DNIHIINIONT WILSAS NOISSINSNYHL

22 JHNOIS

Transmission System Engineering

29



RO 1AM NOLLD3LOMG ToL NSWNOMEAN S ONY NOISSING
_ = = LR

P penbey B of seucdey BE] FONN0S

b
=

ERLEELECELL LS ]

Pl

Nl DINLLES - NOIESINNOD ADMSING VINNOSTYD

ﬂh\w)....... o

PO i R —
A4 (BTN AR U
N O T A A SO N

L L ]
ONEDET

TRAMSMISSION SYSTEM ENGINEERING

BU UDISSILISURI| YJEMBN O} SE)IS0 SE7 - UoleooT oelold - uoels Guneisuss Aspieo

¥ XIONIddY - SNIHIINEDNT NILSAS NOISSINSNYHL
¥ HMDIH

30

Transmission System Engineering



FIGURE 3B
TRANSMISSION SYSTEM ENGINEERING - APPENDIX A
Oakley Generating Station - Project Location - Las Positas to Newark Transmission Ling

Tranamisson Linss ’y‘
L — . £ - |
Lan Posfie-Mreait 733 6 - A b | = : MRS Lo R SO T
— i rster-Coate Pumga 230 60 i : : . i
o= r. 1 = __\_._-_’

= -_"*.
. ﬁb S =5 Lo e ]
. " i ., -
- a 3T
b ; z - _ ==, = 1 J
” & ik i Y ] e S RN
. ? 25 Sada T R T I
A e E
' T N - .
e A ¢t W ;I \
: # 30 HAH (e
S ¢ AL 2his
o -\..... ] i - 1 -
R T W LR ¥ !_,
T e = r,'_ 'f:: ; -
O T Pt g

i
ML

&
i
i
L
L 5
ed]
4
f
i

DNILFINIONT NELSAS NOISSINSNYEL
|
'|I
e
1 F

CALIFORNLA ENERGY COMMISSION - SITING, TRANSMISSION AND ENVIRDNMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION
SOURCE: Data Response o Data Request 74

31 Transmission System Engineering



E. TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE

The project’s transmission lines must be constructed and operated in a manner
that protects environmental quality, assures public health and safety, and
complies with applicable law. This section summarizes the analysis of record
concerning the potential impacts of the transmission tie-line on aviation safety,
radio-frequency interference, audible noise, fire hazards, nuisance shocks,
hazardous shocks, and electromagnetic field exposure. The evidence presented
was undisputed. (3/15/11 RT 67-77; Exs. 1, § 3.0, Appendix 3B, 55; 300, §
4.11.)

Laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS) have been established to
ensure that transmission line impacts are below levels of potential significance.
Our evaluation below assesses the project’s compliance with LORS.

Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance Table 1 below identify the applicable
LORS.

TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE (TLSN) Table 1
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS)

Applicable LORS Description

Aviation Safety

Federal

Title 14, Part 77 of the Code of Federal | Describes the criteria used to determine the need for a Federal
Regulations (CFR),”Objects Affecting Aviation Administration (FAA) “Notice of Proposed Construction

the Navigable Air Space” or Alteration” in cases of potential obstruction hazards.

FAA Advisory Circular No. 70/7460-1G,
“Proposed Construction and/or
Alteration of Objects that May Affect

the Navigation Space” an obstruction hazard.

FAA Advisory Circular 70/460-1G,

Obstruction Marking and Lighting criteria in Title 14, Part 77 of the CFR.

Interference with Radio Frequency Communication

Federal

Title 47, CFR, section 15.2524, Federal | Prohibits operation of devices that can interfere with radio-
Communications Commission (FCC) frequency communication.

State

California Public Utilities Commission Governs the construction and operation of power and
(CPUC) General Order 52 (GO-52 ) communications lines to prevent or mitigate interference.
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Addresses the need to file the “Notice of Proposed Construction
or Alteration” (Form 7640) with the FAA in cases of potential for

Describes the FAA standards for marking and lighting objects
that may pose a navigation hazard as established using the




Applicable LORS

Description

Audible Noise

Local

City of Oakley General Plan.

Establishes plans for ensuring compatibility between noise
levels and land uses.

City of Oakley Municipal Code.

Includes quantitative limits on allowable noise for various land
uses.

City of Antioch General Plan

Establishes plans for ensuring compatibility between noise
levels and land uses.

City of Antioch Municipal Code

Includes noise regulations associated with construction and
operation of various land uses, among other noise-related
regulations.

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.

Title 8, California Code of Regulations
(CCR) 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.

National Electrical Safety Code

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

Industry Standards

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

Specifies the guidelines for grounding-related practices within
the right-of-way and substations.

Electric and Magnetic Fields

State

CPUC GO-131-D, "Rules for Planning
and Construction of Electric Generation
Line and Substation Facilities in
California”

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

CPUC Decision 93-11-013

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

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

Specifies standard procedures for measuring electric and
magnetic fields from an operating electric line.

Fire Hazards

State

14 CCR 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.

TLSN




SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EVIDENCE

The OGS Project will connect to the area’s electric power grid by way of a 2.4-
mile-long single-circuit 230-kV line from the project’'s new on-site switchyard to
Pacific Gas & Electric’s (PG&E) 230-kV Contra Costa Substation. The line will
be located within an existing 80-foot-wide right-of way in which there is an
existing 60-kV PG&E transmission line. The existing 60-kV line is carried on
steel lattice towers. The replacement 230-kV project line will be carried on new
monopole structures. The OGS line will exit the project site on 20-foot-high take-
off structures and then be routed on support structures up to 95 feet in height.

The transmission line route will traverse land within the City of Oakley and the
City of Antioch. The affected Oakley land is zoned for agricultural and industrial
uses and the affected Antioch land is designated for office and residential
development.

The 80-foot-right of way will separate the transmission line from nearby
residences within the Sandy Point Trailer Park.

Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance Figure 1 below shows the proposed
transmission route.
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TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE FIGURE 1
Oakley Generating Station — Vicinity Map
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The OGS transmission line and switchyard will be located in the PG&E service
area and connect to the PG&E power grid. As a result, their respective designs
will be according to PG&E’s guidelines on safety and field management. (Ex.
300, p. 4.11-4.)

1. Potential Impacts
a. Aviation Safety

When transmission lines or their support structures intrude into the navigable air
space there is potential for aircraft to collide with these structures. In this case,
the record shows that the project’s transmission line and support structures are
neither near nor within restricted air space. Nor are there airports or runways in
the area around the OGS site. The nearest airport is the Funny Farm Airport
approximately seven miles southeast of the project site and facilities. There are
no heliports within 5,000 feet of the project site and facilities.

Further, because the OGS transmission line supports are not expected to exceed
a maximum height of 95 feet, the project will not trigger the Federal Aviation
Administration’s requirement for a Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration.
This Notice is required when lines or supports reach 200 feet in height and are
within restricted airspaces in the approaches to public or military airports. Even
so, the evidence indicates that the Applicant will follow industry practice and file
the related FAA notification. (Exs. 1, p. 3-16; 300, pp. 4.11-4 - 4.11-5.) .

Based on the evidence, we find that the project does not pose an aviation hazard
under FAA criteria and there are no impacts requiring mitigation.

b. Interference with Radio-Frequency Communication

Radio-frequency interference is an indirect effect of line operation. This
interference is due to radio noise produced by the action of electric fields on the
surface of the energized conductor. This process is known as corona discharge.
The noise caused by this discharge causes interference with radio or television
signal reception or interference with other forms of radio communication.

The level of any such interference usually depends on the magnitude or the
electric fields involved and the distance from the line. As a result, the potential
for such impacts is minimized by reducing the line electric fields and locating the
line away from inhabited areas. And, as discussed above, because of the
absence of residences in the immediate vicinity of the OGS transmission line
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there would no residential electric and magnetic field exposures to trigger
concern about human health effects.

The evidence shows that the OGS Project’s transmission line will be built and
maintained in accordance with standard PG&E practices that minimize surface
irregularities and discontinuities. The low-corona design proposed for the OGS
Project is consistent with the designs used for other PG&E lines of similar voltage
ratings to reduce surface-field strengths and the related potential for corona
effects.

Furthermore, as explained by the evidence, potential for corona-related
interference typically occurs when lines of 345-kV and above are involved.
Because the project proposes use of a 230-kV line, the potential for such
interference is minimal. (Exs. 1, pp. 3-15; 300, p. 4.11-5.)

Although the project is not likely to cause corona-related radio-frequency
interference, we have adopted Staff-proposed Condition of Certification TLSN-5,
which requires the project owner to ensure that every reasonable effort will be
made to identify and correct on a case-specific basis, any complaints of
interference with radio or television signals from operation of the project-related
line and associated switchyard. With implementation of TLSN-5, impacts to
radio-frequency communication will be less than significant.

c. Audible Noise

The record includes an evaluation of the causes of audible radio noise and
methods of reduction. Audible noise usually results from the action of the electric
field at the surface of the line conductor and could be perceived as a
characteristic crackling, frying, or hissing sound or hum, especially in wet
weather. Because OGS will implement low-corona designs to minimize field
strengths, the project’'s transmission line operation should not significantly
contribute to existing background noise levels in the project area. (Exs. 1, p. 3-
15; 300, pp. 4.11-5 - 4.11-6.) The Noise and Vibration section of this Decision
more fully evaluates project-induced noise and discusses the project’s
compliance with applicable noise LORS.

d. Fire Hazards

The applicable LORS address fire hazards, including those caused by sparks
from conductors of overhead lines and resulting from direct contact between a
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line and nearby trees and other combustible objects. The evidence establishes
that the OGS Project’s transmission line is subject to standard fire prevention and
suppression measures for similar PG&E lines. (Exs. 1, p. 3-16; 300, p. 4.11-6.)
And, as required by Condition of Certification TLSN-3, the project owner will
ensure that the transmission line right-of-way is kept free of combustible material
as specified by Public Resources Code section 4262 and Title 14, California
Code of Regulations, Section 1250.

e. Hazardous Shocks

Hazardous shocks can result from direct or indirect contact between an individual
and an energized line. These shocks can cause serious physiological harm or
death and remain a motivating force in the design and operation of transmission
and other high-voltage lines. However, no design-specific federal or state
regulations exist to prevent hazardous shocks from overhead power lines.
Instead, safety is ensured within the industry by compliance with requirements
specifying the minimum national safe operating clearances applicable in areas
where the line might be accessible to the public. (Ex. 300, p. 4.11-6.)

As required by Condition of Certification TLSN-1, the project owner must
construct the transmission line according to the requirements of California Public
Utility Commission’s GO-95, GO-52, GO-131-D, Title 8, and Group 2, High
Voltage Electrical Safety Orders, sections 2700 through 2974 of the California
Code of Regulations, and PG&E’s EMF-reduction guidelines. Compliance with
TLSN-1 will mitigate any risk of hazardous shock to a less than significant level.

f. Nuisance Shocks

Nuisance shocks, which are caused by current flow, primarily result from direct
contact with metal objects electrically charged by fields from the energized line.
These shocks are generally incapable of causing significant physiological harm.

There are no design-specific federal or state regulations to limit transmission line-
related nuisance shocks. But, as the evidence shows, these shocks are
effectively minimized for modern overhead high-voltage lines through
implementation of standard grounding procedures. The procedures are set forth
in the National Electrical Safety Code (NESC) and in guidelines jointly
promulgated by the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) and the
Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE). (Exs. 1, pp. 3-15 — 3-16;
300, p. 4.11-7.) The project owner's compliance with these procedures as
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required by Condition of Certification TLSN-4 will minimize the potential for
nuisance shocks. TLSN-4 specifically tasks the project owner to ensure that all
permanent metallic objects within the right-of-way of the project-related line are
grounded according to industry standards.

g. Electric and Magnetic Field Exposure

Possible adverse health effects from exposure to electric and magnetic fields
(EMF) raise public health concerns for people living near high-voltage lines.
However, there is no clear evidence establishing that EMF fields pose a
significant health hazard to exposed humans. Indeed, even the short-term
exposures of plant workers, regulatory inspectors, maintenance personnel, and
individuals in the immediate vicinity of lines, are not significantly related to the
above-stated health concern. (Ex. 300, p. 4.11-7.)

Even though there is considerable uncertainty about EMF health effects, current
policies and practices are informed by the available information showing that:

e Any exposure-related health risk to the exposed individual will likely be small.

e The most biologically significant types of exposures have not been
established.

e Most health concerns are about the magnetic field.

e The measures employed for such field reduction can affect line safety,
reliability, efficiency, and maintainability, depending on the type and extent of
such measures.

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) regulates the installation and
operation of high-voltage lines and has determined that only no-cost or low-cost
measures are justified in any effort to reduce power line fields to address EMF-
related health concerns, and that these measures should be made only in
connection with new or modified lines. In this regard, the CPUC requires each
utility within its jurisdiction to establish EMF-reducing measures and incorporate
them into the design of new or modified powerlines for each service area.

The CPUC requires each new transmission line in California to be designed
according to the EMF-reducing guidelines of the electric utility in the service area
involved. EMF fields produced by new lines must be similar to the fields of
comparable lines in that service area. To comply with CPUC requirements for
EMF management, PG&E’s specific field strength-reducing measures will be
incorporated into the project line’s design and include:
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e Increasing the distance between the conductors and the ground to an
optimal level,

e Reducing the spacing between the conductors to an optimal level,
e Minimizing the current in the line; and

e Arranging current flow to maximize the cancellation effects from the
interacting of conductor fields. (Ex. 300, p. 4.11-9.)

The evidentiary record contains the Applicant’'s estimate of field strengths for
locations or line configurations potentially related to maximum human exposures.
The Applicant estimates the maximum electric field strength at the edge of the
80-foot right-of-way at 3.03-kV/m and the maximum magnetic field at 122.89 mG.
The evidence establishes that these field strengths are consistent with PG&E
lines of the same voltage and current-carrying capacity and in turn, are compliant
with CPUC requirements for safe field management. (Exs. 1, Appendix 3B; 300,
p.4.11-9.)

By designing the proposed project line according to existing PG&E field strength-
reducing guidelines, OGS would comply with CPUC requirements for line field
management. However, to verify that the Applicant’s estimates are the same as
or similar to actual OGS field strength measurements during plant operation, we
require implementation of Condition of Certification TLSN-2. This condition tasks
the project owner to measure (according to accepted procedures) the strengths
of the electric and magnetic fields, from the line at the points of maximum
intensity along its route after line energization, to verify that field intensities are
the same as or similar to those of other PG&E lines.

2. Cumulative Impacts

When field intensities are measured or calculated for a specific location, they
reflect the interactive effects (cumulative effects) of fields from all contributing
conductors. As discussed above, the OGS transmission line would be designed
and constructed according to applicable field-reducing PG&E guidelines as
currently required by the CPUC for effective field management. As a
consequence, any contribution by OGS to cumulative area exposures should be
at levels expected for PG&E lines of similar voltage and current-carrying
capacity. We therefore find that with implementation of the Conditions of
Certification below, any potential cumulative impacts resulting from the OGS
project would be less than significant. (Ex. 300, p. 4.11-10.)
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3. Compliance with LORS

The evidence establishes that the OGS transmission line and switchyard will be
designed according to the requirements of the LORS identified above in
Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance Table 1, and operated and
maintained according to current PG&E guidelines for line safety and field
strength management. (Exs. 1, pp. 3-13 — 3-19; 300, § 4.11.) The project’s
compliance with local LORS regarding audible noise is further discussed in the
Noise and Vibration section of this Decision.

4. Public and Agency Comments

The City of Antioch Community Development Department commented on
Preliminary Staff Assessment Part A, pertaining to Transmission Line Safety and
Nuisance (TLSN). The City noted the following items: (1) that its LORS relating
to audible noise were not included in Staff's analysis; (2) the portion of the
transmission line corridor located in the City have land use designations of
medium low density residential and business park but potential impacts on these
designations were not evaluated; (3) the record should include a map showing
the location of OGS monopoles and the Applicant should submit a final site plan
to the City showing construction and laydown areas for the transmission line
work; and (4) OGS should obtain an encroachment permit from the City for work
within City right-of-ways.

Staff responded to or acted on each concern as follows: (1) Staff updated TLSN
Table 1 to reference applicable City LORS and ensured that the FSA TLSN and
Land Uses analyses address City land uses potentially affected by the
transmission corridor (see, e.g., Ex. 300, pp. 4.11-3 — 4.11-4, Land Use Table 1,
pp. 4.5-4 — 4.5-6, 4.5-10, 4.5-14 — 4.5-18, 4.5-21 — 4.5-22); and (2) Staff noted
that the City’s concerns pertaining to monopole and laydown area locations and
encroachment permits are adequately addressed by Conditions of Certification
TRANS-1 and TRANS-4 in the Traffic and Transportation section of the FSA.
(Ex. 300, pp. 4.11-10 - 4.11-11.)

We find that the City’s concerns have been adequately addressed by Staff in the
FSA and incorporated into this Decision.
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FINDINGS OF FACT
Based on the evidence, we find that:

1. Long-term electromagnetic field exposure is insignificant in this case
because of the general absence of residences along the proposed route.
On-site worker or public exposure will be short-term and at levels
expected for lines of similar design and current-carrying capacity. This
type of exposure has not been established as posing a significant human
health hazard.

2. The potential for nuisance shocks will be minimized through grounding
and other field-reducing measures performed in accordance with PG&E
guidelines.

3. The potential for hazardous shocks will be minimized with compliance with

the height and clearance requirements of CPUC General Order 95.

4. There are no potential fire hazards associated with the project's
transmission lines. However, compliance with Title 14, California Code of
Regulations, section 1250, will minimize possible fire hazards.

5. Neither the project location nor the proposed related lines and line
supports poses a significant aviation hazard.

6. Building and maintaining the project’s lines in accordance with standard
PG&E practices minimizes the potential for corona noise and its related
interference with radio-frequency communication.

7. The Conditions of Certification reasonably ensure that the project’s
transmission line will not have significant direct, indirect, or cumulative
adverse environmental impacts on public health and safety, nor cause
impacts in terms of aviation safety, radio/TV communication interference,
audible noise, fire hazards, nuisance or hazardous shocks, or
electromagnetic field exposure.

CONCLUSION OF LAW

We therefore conclude that, with implementation of the Conditions of Certification
below, the project will conform to all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards relating to Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance as identified in the
pertinent portion of Appendix A of this Decision.
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CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

TLSN-1 The project owner shall construct the proposed 230-kV transmission
line according to the requirements of California Public Ultility
Commission’s GO-95, GO-52, GO-131-D, Title 8, and Group 2, High
Voltage Electrical Safety Orders, sections 2700 through 2974 of the
California Code of Regulations, and PG&E’s EMF-reduction
guidelines.

Verification: At least 30 days before starting construction of the transmission
line or related structures and facilities, the project owner shall submit to the
Compliance Project Manager (CPM) a letter signed by a California registered
electrical engineer affirming that the line will be constructed according to the
requirements stated in the condition.

TLSN-2 The project owner shall use a qualified individual to measure the
strengths of the electric and magnetic fields from the line at the points
of maximum intensity along its route. The measurements shall be
made after energization according to the American National Standard
Institute/Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers (ANSI/IEEE)
standard procedures. These measurements shall be completed not
later than six months after the start of operations.

Verification: @ The project owner shall file copies of the post-energization
measurements with the CPM within 60 days after completion of the
measurements.

TLSN-3 The project owner shall ensure that the rights-of-way of the proposed
transmission line is kept free of combustible material, as required
under the provisions of section 4292 of the Public Resources Code
and section 1250 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations.

Verification: During the first five years of plant operation, the project owner
shall provide a summary of inspection results and any fire prevention activities
carried out along the right-of-way and provide such summaries in the Annual
Compliance Report.

TLSN-4 The project owner shall ensure that all permanent metallic objects
within the right-of-way of the proposed lines are grounded according
to industry standards.

Verification: At least 30 days before the line is energized, the project owner
shall transmit to the CPM a letter confirming compliance with this condition.

TLSN-5 The project owner shall ensure that every reasonable effort will be
made to identify and correct, on a case-specific basis, any complaints
of interference with radio or television signals from operation of the
project-related line and associated switchyards. The project owner
shall maintain written records for a period of five years, of all
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complaints of radio or television interference attributable to line
operation together with the corrective action taken in response to each
complaint. This record shall be submitted in an Annual Report to the
CPM on transmission line safety and nuisance-related requirements.

Verification:  All reports of line-related complaints shall be summarized for the
project-related lines and included during the first five years of plant operation in
the Annual Compliance Report.

13 TLSN



V. PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY

Operation of the OGS Project 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 discusses the regulatory programs,
standards, protocols, and analyses pertaining to these issues.

A. GREENHOUSE GAS (GHG) EMISSIONS
1. Introduction and Summary

The generation of electricity using fossil fuels, such as the natural gas that the
OGS Project will consume, produces both “criteria pollutants” and greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions. Criteria pollutants are emissions that are known to
adversely affect public health and for which regulatory agencies have established
legal “criteria” which limit both the amount of the pollutants that may be emitted
as well as the concentrations of the pollutants in the air. The project’s criteria
pollutant emissions and its compliance with applicable air quality laws are
discussed in the Air Quality section of this Decision. This section assesses the
GHG emissions that are likely to result from the construction and the operation of
the project.

The GHG'’s consist of carbon dioxide (CO3), nitrous oxide (N2O), methane (CH,),
sulfur hexafluoride (SFg), hydrofluorocarbons (HFC), and perflurocarbons (PFC).
CO; emissions are far and away 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
CO,-equivalent” (MTCOe) 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. (Ex. 300, p. 4.1-77.)
Adding GHG to the atmosphere increases the insulating power of the air and
thereby traps more heat at and near the earth’s surface. 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.” [Health & Saf. Code, § 38501(a).]
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In this part of the Decision we determine that:

e The OGS Project’'s construction-produced GHG emissions will be
insignificant;

e From a physical standpoint, the GHG emissions from a power plant’s
operation should be assessed not by treating the plant as a standalone facility
operating in a vacuum, but rather in the context of the operation of the entire
electricity system of which the plant is an integrated part;

e From a policy and regulatory standpoint, the GHG emissions from a power
plant’s operation should be assessed in the context of the state’s GHG laws
and policies, such as AB 32; and

e The OGS Project’s operation will be consistent with the state’s GHG policies
and will help achieve the state’s GHG goals, by (1) causing a decrease in
overall electricity system GHG emissions; and (2) fostering the addition of
renewable generation into the system, which will further reduce system GHG
emissions.

As discussed below, we find that the OGS’s GHG emissions will comply with all
applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS) identified below
in Greenhouse Gas Table 1 and will not result in any significant environmental
impacts. We also find that the project is consistent with California’s ambitious
GHG goals and policies.

The evidence on this topic was undisputed. (3/15/11 RT 67-77, Exs. 1, §5.1,
Appendix 5.1, 2, 3, 7, 10, 12, 15, 16, 22, 25, 26, 32, 35, 36, 37, 39, 45, 46, 49,
50, 55, 57, 300, § 4.1 - Air Quality Appendix AIR-1, 301, 406.)

2. Policy and Regulatory Framework

As the Legislature stated about 35 years ago, “it is the responsibility of state
government to ensure that a reliable supply of electrical energy is maintained at a
level consistent with the need for such energy for protection of public health and
safety, for promotion of the general welfare, and for environmental quality
protection.” (Pub. Res. Code, § 25001.) Today, as a result of legislation, the
most recent aspect of “environmental quality protection” is the reduction of GHG
emissions. Several laws and statements of policy are applicable as shown below
by Greenhouse Gas Table 1.
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Greenhouse Gas Table 1

Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS)

Applicable Law

Description

Federal

Mandatory Reporting of
Greenhouse Gases (40
CFR 98, Subpart D)

The mandatory reporting rule requires mandatory
reporting of GHG emissions for facilities that emit more
than 25,000 metric tonnes of CO»-equivalent emissions
per year.

Prevention of
Significant
Deterioration Program
(40 CFR 51 & 52)

Any new source of GHG exceeding 100,000 tons per
year COz-equivalent and commencing construction
after July 1, 2011 would be considered to be a major
stationary source and subject to PSD permitting
requirements including review of Best Available Control
Technology.

State

California Global
Warming Solutions Act
of 2006, AB 32 (Stats.
2006; Chapter 488;
Health and Safety
Code sections 38500 et

seq.)

California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. This
act requires the California Air Resources Board (ARB)
to enact standards that will reduce GHG emissions to
1990 levels. Electricity production facilities will be
regulated by the ARB.

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

ARB regulations implementing mandatory GHG
emissions reporting as part of the California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Stats. 2006; Chapter
488; Health and Safety Code sections 38500 et seq.)

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

The regulations prohibit 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 Ib CO,/MWh). Known as SB
1368 (Perata, Chapter 598, Statutes of 2006) Emission
Performance Standard.

Source: Ex. 300, p. 4.1-77

3 GHG




a. AB32

The organizing framework for California’s GHG policy is set forth in the California
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. [Assembly Bill 32, codified in Health &
Saf. Code, § 38560 et seq. (hereinafter AB 32).] AB 32 requires the California
Air Resources Board (“CARB”) to adopt regulations that will reduce statewide
GHG emissions, by the year 2020, to the level of statewide GHG emissions that
existed in 1990. Gubernatorial Executive Order S-3-05 (June 1, 2005) requires a
further reduction, to a level 80 percent below the 1990 GHG emissions, by the
year 2050.

The CARB adopted early action GHG reduction measures in October 2007,
adopted mandatory reporting requirements and the 2020 statewide target in
December 2007, and adopted a statewide scoping plan in December 2008 to
identify how reductions in GHG will be achieved from significant sources of GHG.
On December 16, 2010 ARB adopted structural requirements for a GHG cap and
trade program and by October 2011 must adopt all enabling regulations,
including several provisions that will affect new power plants. These regulations
must be submitted to California’s Office of Administrative Law for approval so
that they could become operational by January 2012. ARB is developing the
rules and regulations to implement its plan and holds ongoing public workshops
on key elements of the recommended GHG reduction measures. Many of the
regulations implementing the scoping plan are already effective. The mandatory
reporting requirements are effective for electric generating facilities over 1
megawatt (MW) capacity, and the due date for initial reports by existing facilities
was June 1, 2009.

Along with all other regulatory agencies in California, the Energy Commission
recognizes that meeting the AB 32 goals is vital to the state’s economic and
environmental health. While AB 32 goals have yet to be translated into
regulations that limit GHG emissions from generating facilities, the scoping plan
adopted by ARB relies heavily on cost-effective energy efficiency and demand
response, renewable energy, and other priority resources in the loading order
(discussed below) to achieve significant reductions of emissions in the electricity
sector by 2020. Even more dramatic reductions in electricity sector emissions
would likely be required to meet California’s 2050 greenhouse gas reduction
goal. Facilities under our jurisdiction, such as the OGS Project, must be
consistent with these policies. (Ex. 300, p. 4.1-78).

In addition to AB 32, there are several other important components of the GHG
policy and regulatory structure.
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b. Renewable Portfolio Standard

California statutory law requires the state’s utilities to provide at least 20 percent
of their electricity supplies from renewable sources by the year 2020. (Pub. Util.
Code, § 399.11 et seq.) Recent gubernatorial Executive Orders increase the
requirement to 33 percent and require CARB to adopt regulations to achieve the
goal. [Governor's Exec. Orders Nos. S-21-09 (Sept. 15, 2009), S-14-08 (Nov.
17, 2008).] (Ex. 300, pp 4.1-77.)

c. Emissions Performance Standard

Senate Bill (SB) 1368 was enacted in 2006, and regulations adopted by the
Energy Commission and the Public Utilities Commission pursuant to the bill,
prohibit utilities from entering into long-term commitments with any facilities
having a capacity factor greater than or equal to a 60 percent that exceed an
Emission Performance Standard (EPS) of 0.500 metric tonnes of CO, per
megawatt-hour. This is the equivalent of 1,100 pounds CO,/MWh.  Currently,
the EPS is the only LORS that limits power plant GHG emissions. (Ex. 300, p.
4.1-79, Pub. Util. Code, § 8340 et seq.; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, § 2900 et seq.;
CPUC D0701039.).)

d. Loading Order

In 2003, the Energy Commission and the CPUC agreed on a “loading order” for
meeting electricity needs: the first resources that should be added are energy
efficiency and demand response (at the maximum level that is feasible and cost-
effective); followed by renewables and distributed generation, and combined heat
and power (also known as cogeneration); and finally efficient fossil sources and
infrastructure development. (California  Energy Commission 2008, 2008
Integrated Energy Policy Report Update, (IEPR) (CEC-100-2008-008-CMF).
CARB’s AB 32 Scoping Plan reflects these policy preferences. (California Air
Resources Board, Climate Change Scoping Plan, December 2008).

e. Energy Commission Policy on New Gas-Fired Power Plants

Implementation of the state and Energy Commission policies discussed above
should result in increasing availability and flexibility of renewable generation.
Gas-fired power plants such as OGS currently play a vital role in advancing the
state’s climate and energy goals by displacing less-efficient generation resources
and facilitating the integration of renewables into the system. However, as the
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Energy Commission observed in its recent decision on the Avenal Energy Plant
project (08-AFC-1)", the ability of gas-fired generation to contribute to the State’s
climate and energy goals is limited. The availability of renewable generation will
increase as new projects are licensed and built and the technology develops.
Efficiency and conservation measures have already had a substantial impact on
California’s energy consumption, and new measures continue to be
implemented. We therefore expect that the proportion of gas generation in the
state’s generation mix will gradually diminish. Accordingly, we must evaluate the
consistency of each proposed gas-fired power plant with these policies in order
to ensure that we license only those plants which will help to reduce GHG.

In the Avenal Decision, the Energy Commission established a three-part test to
aid in its analysis of a proposed gas-fired plant’s ability to advance the goals and
policies described above. Gas-fired plants must:

1. not increase the overall system heat rate for natural gas plants;

2. not interfere with generation from existing renewable facilities nor with the
integration of new renewable generation; and

3. reduce system-wide GHG emissions and support the goals and policies of
AB 32.

We now turn to a discussion of whether, and how well, the OGS Project would
comply with the above-stated policies.

3. Construction Emissions

Power plant construction involves increases in vehicle and equipment emissions
that include GHG. The OGS Project’s construction emissions are projected at
12,387 metric tons of COj-equivalent GHG during the 33-month construction
period as shown below in Green House Gas Table 2. By way of comparison, as
discussed in the next section, the project's GHG emissions from operations are
estimated to be 1,884,810 metric tons annually, which is over 150 times the
construction emissions. (Ex. 300, pp. 4.1-81 — 4.1-82.)

! California Energy Commission, 2009 Final Commission Decision for the Avenal Energy Plant
(CEC-800-2009-006-CMF, December 2009).
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Greenhouse Gas Table 2
OGS, Estimated Potential Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Construction-Phase GHG
Construction Source Emissions
(MTCO2e)?
Onsite construction equipment 10,524
Worker travel to/from construction site ° 1,013
Deliveries to construction site ° 806
Rail deliveries to construction site 44
Construction Total 12,387

Source: Ex. 1 Appendix 5.1E (CH2MHILL2010d); DR32, DR33 (CH2MHILL2010a); WSQ4-1
(CH2MHILL2010m).

Notes:

a. One metric tonne (MT) equals 1.1 short tons or 2,204.6 pounds or 1,000 kilograms.

b. Motor vehicle emissions of CO2-equivalent are approximately 95% CO,

There are no adopted, enforceable federal or state LORS applicable to the
project’s construction emissions of GHG. Nor is there a quantitative threshold
over which GHG emissions are considered “significant” under CEQA.
Nevertheless, there is guidance from regulatory agencies on how the significance
of such emissions should be assessed.

We understand that “best practices” include the implementation of all feasible
methods to control construction-related GHG emissions. As the “best practices”
approach is currently recommended by CARB (i.e., the state agency primarily
responsible for air quality standards and GHG regulation), we use it here to
assess the GHG emissions from the OGS Project’s construction.

In order to limit vehicle emissions of both criteria pollutants and GHG during OGS
construction, the project owner will use operational measures, such as limiting
vehicle idling time and using equipment that meets the latest criteria emissions
standards. These are the current “best practices” for limiting emissions from
construction equipment; no party suggested otherwise. (Ex. 300, p. 4.1-94, See,
e.g., Air Quality Condition of Certification AQ-SC5.)

We find that the measures described above to directly and indirectly limit the
emission of GHGs during the construction of the OGS Project are in accordance
with current best practices. We also note that the GHG emissions anticipated
from construction are minimal compared with anticipated operational emissions.
GHG emissions will be intermittent and mitigated during that time due to the
implementation of the best practices incorporated into Air Quality Condition of
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Certification AQ-SC5. We therefore find that the GHG emissions from short-term
construction activities will not result in a significant adverse impact.

4. Emissions During Operation of the Facility
a. OGS Project Emissions

OGS will be a combined-cycle power plant providing a nominal capacity of 624
MW through two stationary combustion turbine-generators and a steam turbine
generator. The facility will be available for either base load or load following duty,
and will be allowed to operate at an annual capacity factor of 97 percent.

The primary sources of GHG emissions during the OGS project’s operation will
be the natural gas-fired combustion turbines. There will also be a small amount
of GHG emissions from sulfur hexafluoride leaking from electrical equipment. In
operation, the project is expected to produce 1,884,810 metric tons of CO,
equivalent annually as shown below in Green House Gas Table 3, if the facility
operates at its maximum capacity factor. (Ex. 300, pp. 4.1-81 - 4.1-82.)

Greenhouse Gas Table 3
OGS, Estimated Potential Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions

Operational GHG

Emissions Source Emissions
(MTCO2elyr)?

Combustion Turbine Generators (Two CTGs) ° 1,873,220

Auxiliary Boiler 11,569

Diesel Fire Water Pump Engine 10

Worker Commutes (Off-Site) ° 58

Material Deliveries (Off-Site) ° 20

Equipment Leaks (SFs) 11

Total Project GHG Emissions, 1.884.810

excluding Off-Site Emissions (MTCO2e/yr) U

Estimated Annual Energy Output (MWh/yr) ° 5,281,000

Estimated Annualized GHG Performance 0.357

(MTCO2/MWHh) ¢

Sources: AFC Supplement Table 5.1A-11 (CH2MHILL2010d); Response to DR28
(CH2MHILL2010a); (BAAQMD 2011a).

Notes:

a. One metric tonne (MT) equals 1.1 short tons or 2,204.6 pounds or 1,000 kilograms.

b. Motor vehicle emissions of CO2-equivalent are approximately 95% CO..

c. Based on maximum permitted capacity of up to 624 MW at 8,463 hours annually (97% annual
capacity factor).

d. This rate does not depend on capacity factor or hours of operation per year
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The project’s annual GHG emissions from operation are projected to equate to
an annualized emissions performance factor of 0.357 metric tons of CO, per
megawatt hour, which meets the Emission Performance Standard (EPS) of 0.500
metric tons of CO, per megawatt-hour described above. (Ex. 300, p. 4.1-82.)

As we also noted above, the EPS is the only GHG LORS currently applicable to
the OGS Project’s operation emissions and determining compliance was readily
calculated. = Assessing whether the project's operational emissions are
“significant” under CEQA is a more complicated matter.

b. Determining Significance: the Necessity of a System Approach

The process of electricity generation, production, and consumption is unique
compared to other industrial projects. As a result, assessing the GHG impacts of
power plants requires an approach that is different from the approach taken to
analyze any other type of project, whether the analysis is scientific or legal.

In general, when an agency conducts a CEQA analysis of a project such as a
proposed factory, shopping mall, or residential subdivision, it does not need to
analyze how the operation of the proposed project will affect the larger system or
group of factories, malls, or houses in a large multistate region. Rather, such
projects are generally analyzed and evaluated on a stand-alone basis. The
analysis and evaluation for power plants is, by necessity, different.

California’s electricity system — which is actually a system serving the entire
western region of the U.S., Canada, and Mexico — is large and complex.
Hundreds of power plants, thousands of miles of transmission and distribution
lines, and millions of points of electricity demand operate in an interconnected,
integrated, and simultaneous fashion. Because the system is integrated, and
because electricity is produced and consumed instantaneously, and will be
unless and until large-scale electricity storage technologies are available, any
change in demand and, most important for this analysis, any change in output
from any generation source, is likely to affect the output from all generators.
(Committee CEQA Guidance (Committee Guidance on Fulfilling California
Environmental Quality Act Responsibilities for Greenhouse Gas Impacts in
Power Plant Siting Applications), CEC-700-2009-004.)

2 The report was issued in March 2009 and is found on the Commission website at:

http://www.energy.ca.qov/2009publications/CEC-700-2009-004/CEC-700-2009-004.PDF
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Not only is the electricity system integrated physically, but it also operates as
such. The California Independent System Operator (CAISO) is responsible for
operating the system so that it provides power reliably and at the lowest cost.
Thus, the CAISO dispatches generating facilities generally in order of cheapest
to operate (i.e., typically the most efficient) to most expensive (i.e., typically the
least efficient). (Id.) Because operating cost is correlated with heat rate (the
amount of fuel that it takes to generate a unit of electricity), and, in turn, heat rate
is directly correlated with emissions (including GHG emissions), when one power
plant runs, it usually will take the place of another facility with higher emissions
that otherwise would have operated. (Committee CEQA Guidance, 2007 IEPR.)

In sum, the unique way power plants operate in an integrated system means that
we must assess their operational GHG emissions on a system-wide basis rather
than on a stand-alone basis.

We now turn to the specifics of the project’s operation.
c. OGS’s Effects on the Electricity System
1)  Providing Capacity and Ancillary Services

Power plants serve a variety of functions. Most obviously, they provide energy to
keep lights shining and machinery working (typically referred to as “load”). But in
order to keep the system functioning properly, they must also meet local needs
for capacity and for the “ancillary services” of regulation, spinning reserve, non-
spinning reserve, voltage support, and black start capability.

Even as more renewable generation is introduced into the system, new and
efficient gas-fired power plants such as OGS will be necessary to provide
intermittent generation support, grid operations support, extreme load and
system emergencies support, and general energy support, as well as meet local
capacity requirements. At this time, gas-fired plants are better able to provide
such services than are most renewables because they can be called upon when
they are needed (i.e., dispatchable). (Ex. 300, pp. 4.1-90-4.1-83.)

2) Displacement of More-Costly, Less-Efficient, and Higher-Emitting
Power Plants

The OGS project will have a heat rate of 6,779 Btu/kWhr, which leads to a
maximum estimated GHG performance factor of 0.36 MTCO2/MWh. (Ex. 300, p.
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4.1-84.) This heat rate is lower than the heat rates of the other peaking and base
load generating units in the Greater Bay Area and would thus be more efficient
and emit fewer GHG per MWh of generation that those other units. Greenhouse
Gas Emission Table 4 below compares the OGS plant’'s heat rate to other

power plants in the Greater Bay Area.

Greenhouse Gas Table 4
Greater Bay Area, Local Generation Heat Rates and 2009 Energy Outputs

Heat Rate 2009 Energy | GHG

Plant Name (Btu/kWh) ® Output Performance
(GWh) (MTCO2/MWh)

Gateway Generating Station
(became commercial in 2009) 7123 2,490.2 0.378
Los Medanos Energy Center 7,184 3,394.7 0.381
Delta Energy Center 7,308 5,013.5 0.387
Contra Costa Power Plant, Unit
6 13,499 211 0.716
Contra Costa Power Plant, Unit
7 11,182 176.9 0.593
Pittsburg Power Plant, Unit 5 11,461 103.3 0.608
Pittsburg Power Plant, Unit 6 11,918 84.4 0.632
Pittsburg Power Plant, Unit 7 14,629 29.3 0.776
Proposed OGS 5,300
(at permitted limit) 6,779 (max est.) 0.357

Source: Energy Commission staff based on Quarterly Fuel and Energy Report (QFER); shows
the proposed OGS capacity of up to 624 MW at 8,463 hours annually (97% annual capacity
factor).

Notes: a. Based on the Higher Heating Value or HHV of the fuel.

As explained by the evidence, local generating units with the best (lowest) heat
rate or lowest GHG performance factor generally operate more than other units
with higher heat rates, as shown by the relative amount of energy (GWh)
produced in 2009 from the local units. Dispatch order generally follows economic
or efficiency dispatch, although it can deviate during any one year or due to other
concerns such as permit limits, contractual obligations, droughts, heat waves,
local reliability needs or emergencies. These deviations, however, are likely to
occur infrequently and are unplanned. Dispatch can also be determined by
factors such as ability to quickly start and come up to full load.
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Significantly, the flexibility of OGS ensures that it would not increase the overall
system heat rate for natural gas-fired power plants because it would provide
reliability service without running during times when less flexible units would
otherwise be starting. The flexibility of OGS to quickly respond to changing grid
conditions should make it preferential to other local units in the dispatch order.
(Ex. 300, p. 4.1-84.)

3) Fostering Renewables Integration

Most new renewable generation in California will be wind and solar generated
power. But the wind and the sun are not continuous, on-demand resources. As
a result, in order to rely on such intermittent sources of renewable-generated
power, utilities must have available other, nonrenewable generating resources or
significant storage that can fill the gap when renewable generation decreases.
Indeed, because of this need for backup generation, or if and when utility-scale
storage becomes feasible and cost-effective, nonrenewable generation must
increase in order for the state to meet the 20 percent renewable portfolio
standard.

OGS would provide flexible, highly dispatchable power. The “Rapid Response”
capability of OGS allows each of the combustion turbine generators to start up
and reach full load in less than 90 minutes for all cases, and hot/warm startups
would occur in less than 30 minutes. OGS would provide short-starting and fast-
ramping power under the CAISO use of these terms, which set a fast start as
under 10 minutes. OGS would also provide a wide range of turndown operation,
and is deemed fast starting in our evaluation because of its ability to come to full
load in less than two hours. OGS would not obstruct penetration of renewable
energy due to its ability to turn down to low loads and to achieve startups in less
than two hours. OGS is likely to serve as an important firming source for
intermittent renewable resources in support of California’s RPS and GHG goals.
(Ex. 300, pp. 4.1-85 — 4.1-86.)

d. The Limited Benefits of Natural Gas Power Plants

At present, the California electricity system needs new efficient gas-fired
generation to displace and replace less efficient generation, and to help integrate
additional intermittent renewable generation. But as new gas plants are built to
meet those needs, the system will change; moreover, the specific location, type,
operation, and timing of each plant will be different. As a result, each plant will
have somewhat different impacts. Furthermore, future implementation of
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efficiency and demand response measures, and new technologies such as
storage, smart grid, and distributed generation, may also significantly change the
physical needs and operation of the electrical system.

Therefore, we cannot and should not continue adding gas-fired plants ad
infinitum. Here the evidence establishes that the OGS project will not increase
the system heat rate as it has a lower heat rate than the other generators in the
Greater Bay Area. (Compare the OGS heat rate of 6,779 Btu/kWhr with those in
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Table 4 above). As we describe above, it will
support, rather than interfere with, existing and new renewable generation.
Finally, it will reduce system-wide GHG emissions and otherwise support the
goals of AB 32.

We therefore find that GHG emissions from operation activities will not be
significant.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The GHG emissions from the OGS project construction are likely to be
12,387 MTCO; equivalent (“MTCO2E”) during the 33-month construction
period.

2. There is no numerical threshold of significance under CEQA for

construction-related GHG emissions.

3. Construction-related GHG emissions will be less than significant if they
are controlled with best practices.

4. The project will use best practices to control its construction-related GHG
emissions.

5. State government has a responsibility to ensure a reliable electricity
supply, consistent with environmental, economic, and health and safety
goals.

6. California utilities are obligated to meet whatever demand exists from any

and all customers.
7. The maximum annual CO, emissions from the OGS project’s operation

will be 1,884,810 MTCO.E, which constitutes an emissions performance
factor of 0.357 MTCOLE / MWh.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

GHG

Under SB 1368 and implementing regulations, California’s electric utilities
may not enter into long-term commitments with base load power plants
with CO, emissions that exceed the Emissions Performance Standard
(“EPS”) of 0.500 MTCO,/MWh.

The EPS in SB 1368 is the only LORS that limits power plant GHG
emissions.

The OGS project does not exceed the EPS of 0.500 MTCO/MWh.

The California Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) requires the state’s
electric utilities obtain at least 33 percent of the power supplies from
renewable sources, by the year 2020.

California’s power supply 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.

Even as more renewable generation is added to the California electricity
system, gas-fired power plants such as the OGS will be necessary to meet
local capacity requirements and to provide intermittent generation support,
grid operations support, extreme load and system emergencies support,
and general energy support.

There is no evidence in the record that construction or operation of the
OGS will be inconsistent with the loading order.

When it operates, OGS will have a heat rate of 6,779 Btu/kWh.
When it operates, OGS will displace generation from less-efficient (i.e.,
higher-heat-rate and therefore higher-GHG-emitting) power plants in the

Greater Bay Area.

The OGS Project’s operation will reduce overall GHG emissions from the
electricity system.

Intermittent solar and wind generation will account for most of the
installation of renewables in the next few decades.

Intermittent generation needs dispatchable generation, such as the OGS,
in order to be integrated effectively into the electricity system.
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20.

21.

The OGS Project's operation will foster the addition of renewable
generation into the electricity system, which will further reduce system
GHG emissions.

The addition of some efficient, dispatchable, natural-gas-fired generation
will be necessary to integrate renewables into California’s electricity
system and meet the state’s RPS and GHG goals, but the amount is not
without limit.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1.

10.

11.

The OGS Project’s construction-related GHG emissions will not cause a
significant adverse environmental impact.

The GHG 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.

The OGS Project’s operational GHG emissions will not cause a significant
environmental impact.

The OGS Project is a combined-cycle power plant, designed and
intended, for base load generation and will be available for load following
duty.

The OGS Project’s operation will help California utilities meet their RPS
obligations.

The OGS'’s construction and operation will be consistent with California’s
loading order for power supplies.

The OGS Project’s operation will foster the achievement of the GHG goals
of AB 32 and Executive Order S-3-05.

The GHG emissions of any power plant must be assessed within the
system on a case-by-case basis.

The OGS Project will not increase the overall system heat rate for natural
gas plants.

The OGS Project will not interfere with generation from existing
renewables or with the integration of new renewable generation; and

The OGS Project will reduce system-wide GHG emissions.
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12. Any new natural-gas-fired power plant that we certify must:

a) not increase the overall system heat rate for natural gas plants;

b) not interfere with generation from existing renewables or with the
integration of new renewable generation; and

c) have the ability to reduce system-wide GHG emissions.

The OGS Project meets these requirements.
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B. AIR QUALITY

Construction and operation of OGS Project 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
OGS will likely comply with applicable state and federal air quality laws,
ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS), whether it will likely result in
significant air quality impacts, and whether the proposed mitigation measures will
likely reduce potential impacts to insignificant levels.

We specifically evaluate air quality impacts under the CEQA Guidelines, which
identify significance criteria to determine whether a project will: (1) conflict with or
obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; (2) violate any air
quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing violation; (3) result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant that is already in
nonattainment; (4) expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations; or (5) create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number
of people. (Cal Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15000 et seq., Appen. G.) The Guidelines
note that the significance criteria established by the applicable Air District may be
applied in a significance determination under CEQA review.

The applicable LORS are identified in Air Quality Table 1 below. The evidence
examines the project’'s compliance with the LORS.

Air Quality Table 1
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS)

Applicable Law

Description

Federal

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1990 (CAAA),
Title 40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 50

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

Clean Air Act (CAA) § 160-169A
and implementing regulations,
Title 42 United State Code (USC)
§7470-7491, 40 CFR 51 & 52
(Prevention of Significant
Deterioration Program)

Requires prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) review and facility

permitting for construction of new or modified major stationary sources of
pollutants that occur at ambient concentrations attaining the NAAQS. A PSD
permit would not be required for OGS because it would be subject to
federally-enforceable operating limitations to emit less than 100 tons per year
of NO, and CO (BAAQMD 2011a). The BAAQMD implements the PSD

program for U.S. EPA within the San Francisco Bay Area.
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Applicable Law

Description

CAA 8171-193, 42 USC 87501 et
seq.,

40 CFR 51 Appendix S

(New Source Review)

Requires new source review (NSR) facility permitting for construction or
modification of specified stationary sources. Federal NSR applies to sources
of designated nonattainment pollutants. This requirement is addressed
through compliance with BAAQMD Regulation 2 Rule 1.

40 CFR 60, Subpart Dc

Standards of Performance for Small Industrial-Commercial-Institutional Steam
Generating Units. Requires monitoring of the natural gas fuel source for the
proposed auxiliary boiler.

40 CFR 60, New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) for Stationary Compression

Subpart I Ignition Internal Combustion Engines. Requires the diesel fire water pump
engine to achieve U.S. EPA Tier 3 emission standards.

40 CFR 60, New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) for Stationary Combustion

Subpart KKKK Turbines. Requires each proposed combustion turbine to achieve 15 parts per

million (ppm) NOx or 0.43 pounds NOXx per megawatt-hour (Ib/MWh), achieve
fuel sulfur standards, and provide reporting.

CAA 8401 (Title IV), 42 USC
§7651, 40 CFR 72
(Acid Rain Program)

Requires reductions in NOx and SO, emissions for electrical generating units
greater than 25 MW, implemented through the Title V Federal Operating
Permit program. This program is within the jurisdiction of the BAAQMD with
U.S. EPA oversight [BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 7].

CAA 8501 (Title V), 42 USC
§7661, 40 CFR 70

(Federal Operating Permits
Program)

Establishes comprehensive federal operating permit program for major
stationary sources. Title V permit application required within one year
following start of operation. This program is within the jurisdiction of the
BAAQMD with U.S. EPA oversight [BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 6]

State

California Air Resources Board and Energy Commission

California Health & Safety Code
(H&SC) 841700
(Nuisance Regulation)

Prohibits discharge of such quantities of air contaminants that cause injury,
detriment, nuisance, or annoyance.

H&SC §40910-40930

Permitting of source needs to be consistent with approved clean air plan. The
BAAQMD New Source Review program is consistent with regional air quality
management plans.

California Public Resources
Code §25523(a); 20 CCR 81752,
2300-2309 (Memorandum of
Understanding)

Requires that Energy Commission decision on AFC include requirements to
assure protection of environmental quality consistent with Air Resources
Board (ARB) programs.

Airborne Toxic Control Measure
for Idling (ATCM, 13 CCR §2485)

ATCM to Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling — Generally
prohibits idling longer than five minutes for diesel-fueled commercial motor
vehicles.
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Applicable Law

Description

Airborne Toxic Control Measure
for Stationary Compression
Ignition Engines (ATCM,

ATCM for Stationary Compression Ignition (Cl) Engines. Establishes
operating requirements and emission standards for emergency standby
diesel-fueled Cl engines [17 CCR 93115.6]. The emission standard is 0.15

17 CCR §93115.6) g/bhp-hr diesel particulate matter for emergency engines used fewer than 50
hours per year for maintenance and engine testing.
Local Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)

BAAQMD Regulation 1 —
General

Limits releases of air contaminants to not “cause injury, detriment, nuisance
or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or the public.” Prohibits
contaminants that may endanger “the comfort, repose, health or safety of any
such persons or the public, or cause injury or damage to business or

property.”

BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 1 -
Permits

General Requirements — Specifies requirements for issuance or denial of
permits, exemptions, and appeals against BAAQMD decisions. An Authority
to Construct (ATC) is required for any non-exempt source. Natural gas-fired
heaters with a heat input rate of less than 10 million Btu per hour are exempt,
and stationary internal combustion engines and gas-fired combustion turbines
with an output rating of less than 50 horsepower (hp) are exempt.

BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 2

New Source Review — Requires preconstruction review including Best
Available Control Technology (BACT) for sources with the potential to emit
more than 10 pounds per day (NOx, POC, PM10, CO, or SO). Requires
surrendering offsets for facilities with the potential to emit more than 35 tons
per year of NOx or POC, or 100 tons per year of PM10 or SOx.

BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 3

Permits — Power Plants — Requires Preliminary Determination of Compliance
(PDOC) and Final Determination of Compliance (FDOC) by the BAAQMD Air
Pollution Control Officer with public notice and public comment prior to ATC.
The BAAQMD would issue the ATC after the Energy Commission certifies the
project.

BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 5

NSR of Toxic Air Contaminants — Requires preconstruction review for new
and modified sources of toxic air contaminants. Contains project health risk
limits and requirements for Toxics BACT. See Public Health.

BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 6

Major Facility Review — Requires an application be submitted for the federal
operating permit within 12 months after commencing operation, as specified
by Title V federal Clean Air Act.

BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 7

Acid Rain — Requires monitoring, recordkeeping, and holding of allowances
for pollutants that contribute to the formation of acid rain, as specified by Title
IV of the federal Clean Air Act.
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Applicable Law

Description

BAAQMD Regulation 6

Particulate Matter — Limits particulate matter and visible emissions to less
than 20% opacity. Prohibits emissions from any activity for more than 3
minutes in any one hour that result in visible emissions as dark or darker than
Number 1 on the Ringlemann Chart.

BAAQMD Regulation 7

Odorous Substances — Prohibits the discharge of any odorous substances
which remain odorous at the property line after dilution with four parts of odor-
free air. Limits the emissions of ammonia to no more than 5,000 parts per
million (ppm).

BAAQMD Regulation 8

Organic Compounds - Requires use of architectural coatings and solvents
meeting POC limits and compliant coatings. Emissions from solvent use must
not exceed 5 tons annually.

BAAQMD Regulation 8, Rule 40

Aeration of Contaminated Soil and Removal of Underground Storage Tanks —
Prohibits aeration of soil contaminated with organic chemical or petroleum
chemical spills except through a control device that is at least 90% effective.
However, no remediation activities are currently proposed in conjunction with
preparing the site for the OGS. See Public Health.

BAAQMD Regulation 9, Rule 1

Sulfur Dioxide — Prohibits emissions causing SO2 ground level concentrations
exceeding 0.5 ppm averaged continuously for three minutes or 0.25 ppm over
60 minutes, consistent with the California Ambient Air Quality Standard.

BAAQMD Regulation 9, Rule 7

Industrial, Institutional, and Commercial Boilers, Steam Generators, and
Process Heaters — Specifies emission limits of 9 ppm NOx and 400 ppm CO,
applicable to the auxiliary boiler.

BAAQMD Regulation 9, Rule 7

Stationary Gas Turbines — Specifies emission limits of 5 ppmvd NOx or 0.15
pounds NOx per megawatt-hour (Ib/MWh), applicable to the proposed
combustion turbines.

The evidence on this topic was undisputed. (3/15/11 RT 67-77, 78-94, Exs. 1 §
5.1, Appendix 5.1, 2 [Responses 4 — 8], 3, 7, 10 [Responses 1 -23]; 12; 15; 16;
22; 25; 26; 32; 35; 36; 37; 39; 45; 46; 49; 50; 55; 57; 300; § 4.1; 301; 406.)

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EVIDENCE

1. Project Setting and Meteorology

The project site is located in the City of Oakley, Contra Costa County, California.
The project is within the Carquinez Strait region of the San Francisco Bay Area.
The region has hot dry summers and mild winters, with precipitation occurring
almost exclusively in the winter. The annual rainfall at the project site is around
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13 inches and most precipitation (80 percent) occurs from November through
March. (Ex. 300, p. 4.1-6.)

Wind speeds are generally higher in spring, summer, and autumn and are
typically westerly. Wind directions are more variable during the winter months.

(1d.)
2. Project Features

The OGS Project includes the following new stationary sources of emissions:

e Two General Electric (GE) 7FA natural gas-fired combustion turbine
generators (CTG) with dry low-NOx (DLN) combustion and evaporative inlet
air cooling with a nominal capacity of 213 MW and a heat input capacity of up
to 2,150 MMBtu/hr for each gas turbine (higher heating value), in a combined
cycle configuration.

e Two non-fired Heat Recovery Steam Generators (HRSGs) capable of
643,000 Ib/hr nominal steam production rating, coupled to a single GE D11
condensing steam turbine generator capable with a nominal rating of
218 MW.

e Auxiliary boiler rated at 50.6 MMBtu/hr, fired on pipeline quality natural gas
and estimated steam production of 34,000 Ib/hr.

e Three cell evaporative cooler for inlet air cooling with water circulation rate of
5,880 gallons/minute, expected total dissolved solids (TDS) of 1,500 parts per
million (ppm), and mist eliminator efficiency of 0.003 percent.

e Fire water pump engine fueled on ultra low sulfur diesel, rated at 400 brake
horse-power (bhp) and certified to achieve ARB Tier 3 emission standards.

The project is expected to operate as a base load power plant up to
approximately 8,463 hours per year (annual capacity factor of 97percent), with an
expected actual capacity factor at 60 to 80 percent.

3. Bay Area Air Quality Management District Jurisdiction

The project is within the jurisdiction of the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD or District). BAAQMD released its Final Determination of
Compliance (FDOC) in January 2011 stating that the project is expected to
comply with applicable District rules, which incorporate state and federal
requirements. The FDOC discusses how the project will comply with applicable
federal, state, and local LORS. (Ex. 301.)
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The BAAQMD'’s permit conditions for the project are specified in the FDOC and
incorporated into this Decision as as Conditions of Certification AQ-1 through
AQ-50.

4. Ambient Air Quality Standards

The federal Clean Air Act ' and the California Clean Air Act® both impose ambient
air quality standards (AAQS) for the maximum allowable concentrations of
“criteria air pollutants.” Criteria air pollutants are defined as air contaminants for
which the state and federal governments have established an ambient air quality
standard to protect public health. The criteria air pollutants analyzed in this
Decision include nitrogen dioxide (NOy), sulfur dioxide (SO), carbon monoxide
(CO), ozone (0O3), inhalable particulate matter (PM10), and fine particulate matter
(PM2.5).

The primary health effects of the criteria air pollutants on humans are as follows:

e Ozone (0Og3): Aggravation of respiratory and cardiovascular diseases;
impairment of cardiopulmonary function; and eye irritation.

e PM10 and PM2.5: Increased risk of chronic respiratory disease such as
bronchitis, emphysema, and asthma; reduced lung functions, increased
chough and chest discomfort. Particulates may lodge in or irritate the lungs.

e CO: Impairment of oxygen transport in the bloodstream; aggravation of
cardio-vascular disease; impairment of central nervous system function,
fatigue, headache, confusion, and so on.

e NO,: Risk of acute and chronic respiratory disease.

e SO, Aggravation of respiratory diseases, reduced lung function, and
irritation of eyes. (Ex. 300, pp. 4.1-6 - 4.1-7.)

In view of these potential health effects, ambient air quality standards are
designed to protect public welfare, with particular focus on individuals susceptible
to respiratory distress such as asthmatics, the elderly, very young children,
people already weakened by disease or illness, and people engaged in
strenuous work or exercise.

! Title 42, United States Code, section 7401 et seq.

2 California Health and Safety Code, section 40910 et seq.
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The California AAQS established by the California Air Resources Board (CARB)
are typically more protective and therefore more stringent than the National
AAQS (NAAQS) established by the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (U.S. EPA). Air Quality Table 2 below identifies the current federal and
state ambient air quality standards. (Ex. 300, pp. 4.1-7 —4.1-8.)

Air Quality Table 2

Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

Averaging

Pollutant Time California Standard Federal Standard

1 Hour 0.09 ppm (180 pg/m?) None
Ozone (0O3) 3 "

8 Hour 0.070 ppm (137 pg/m~) [0.075 ppm (147 pg/m>)
Respirable 24 Hour 50 ug/m? 150 pg/m?®
(Psl\r/lt;cg)late Matter Annual 20 pg/m? None
Fine Particulate 24 Hour None 35 pg/m’
Matter (PM2.5) Annual 12 pg/m? 15 pg/m®
Carbon Monoxide 1 Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) 35 ppm (40 mg/m3)
(CO) 8 Hour 9 ppm (10 mg/m®) 9 ppm (10 mg/m?®)
Nitrogen Dioxide 1 Hour 0.18 ppm (339 pg/m?®) 0.100 ppm”®
(NO2) Annual 0.030 ppm (57 ug/m®) | 0.053 ppm (100 pg/m®)
Sl Biasdde 1 Hour 0.25 ppm (655 ug/m®) |0.075 ppm (196 ug/m>)°
(SO2) 24 Hour 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m®) None®

Source: ARB (http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aags/aaqgs2.pdf), September 2010.
http://hank.baagmd.gov/pin/air_quality/ambient air _quality.htm. Accessed November 2010.

Notes:

a. On January 6, 2010, the U.S. EPA proposed revising the federal 8-hour ozone standard to a range of 0.06 to 0.07 ppm.
b. The 1-hour NO, NAAQS is based on the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the yearly distribution of 1-hour daily

maximum concentrations.

c. On June 2, 2010, the U.S. EPA established a new federal 1-hour SO, standard.
d. On August 23, 2010, the U.S. EPA revoked both the existing Federal 24-hour SO, standard of 0.14 ppm and the annual
primary SO, standard of 0.030 ppm.

The federal and state AAQS consist of two parts: an allowable pollutant
concentration and an averaging time over which the concentration is measured.
The averaging times are based on whether the damage caused by the pollutant
is more likely to occur during exposures to a high concentration for a short time
(one hour, for instance), or to a relatively lower average concentration over a

longer period (8 hours, 24 hours, or 1 month).

The standards are read as a

concentration in parts per million (ppm) or as a weighted mass of material per
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unit volume of air, in milligrams (mg or 10° g) or micrograms (ug or 10 g) of
pollutant in a cubic meter (m®) of ambient air, drawn over the applicable
averaging period. (Ex. 300, p. 4.1-7.)

Nitrogen oxides (NOx, consisting of nitric oxide [NO] and NO,), sulfur oxides
(SOx), and volatile organic compounds (VOC) are considered precursor organic
compounds to criteria pollutants (POC) and are also discussed in this evaluation.

5. Existing Ambient Air Quality

Air Quality Table 3 below summarizes the federal and state attainment status of
criteria pollutants in the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.

Air Quality Table 3
Attainment Status of Bay Area Air Quality Management District

Pollutants

State Classification

Federal Classification

Ozone (1-hr)

Nonattainment

No Federal Standard

Ozone (8-hr)

Nonattainment

Nonattainment (Marginal)

PM10 Nonattainment Unclassified
PM2.5 Nonattainment Nonattainment
CO Attainment Attainment
NO, Attainment Attainment
SO, Attainment Attainment

Source: http://hank.baagmd.gov/pin/air_quality/ambient_air_quality.htm. Accessed July 2010.

The evidence describes in detail the composition and significance of each of the
attainment and nonattainment criteria pollutants. We note that the current
CAAQS for NO, became effective in early 2008, and the U.S. EPA adopted a
new 1-hour standard of 0.100 ppm (188 pg/m®) in early 2010. Although
attainment designations have not yet been established for the new, more
stringent standards, the evidence indicates that the San Francisco Bay Area air
basin (including areas near the project site) would attain all current state and
federal NO; standards. (Exs. 1, pp. 5.1-20 — 5.1-24, 300, pp. 4.1-9 — 4.1-17.)
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6. Impacts and Mitigation

Our environmental impacts analysis is guided by the above-described CEQA
significance criteria and Staff's air quality characterizations and baselines.
According to Staff, all project emissions of nonattainment criteria pollutants and
their precursors (NOx, VOC, PM10, PM2.5, SOx, and NH3) are significant and
must be mitigated. (Ex. 300, p. 4.1-25.) We agree.

In addition, Staff established a baseline for evaluating the Applicant’s and Staff's
respective modeling results and analyses. Staff explained that it calculated the
background values using the highest criteria pollutant concentrations. (Ex. 300,
pp. 4.1-17 - 4.1-18.) Staff's recommended background concentrations are
shown below in Air Quality Table 4.°

Air Quality Table 4
Staff-Recommended Background Concentrations (ug/m?®)

. . Limiting Percent of
Pollutant | Averaging Time Background Standard Standard
24 hour 78.2 50 156
PM10 Annual 23.6 20 118
24 hour 60.3 35 172
PM2.5 Annual 9.3 12 78
co 1 hour 6,440 23,000 28
8 hour 1,667 10,000 17
1 hour 105.7 339 31
NO; 1 hour Federal 83.0 188 44
Annual 20.9 57 37
1 hour 123.1 655 19
SO, 1 hour Federal 122.8 196 63
24 hour 21 105 20

Source: ARB 2010 and EPA 2010.

Note that an exceedance is not necessarily a violation of the standard, and that only persistent
exceedances lead to designation of an area as nonattainment. Federal 1-hour NO, value is
preliminarily provided by the California Air Resources Board. Federal 1-hour SO, data represents
the maximum concentrations monitored using federal methods, not adjusted for statistical basis of
2010 federal standard.

3 Staff states that attainment with limiting standards for PM2.5 and NO, is based on a statistical
form and multi-year averaging, which, if applied to the recommended background concentrations,
would result in lower concentrations. (Ex. 300, p. 4.1-17.)
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The evidence further establishes that the Applicant performed the air dispersion
modeling analysis using the U.S. EPA Guideline on Air Quality Models and the
American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory
Model (AERMOD) (version 09292). For impacts during inversion breakup
fumigation and shoreline fumigation conditions, the U.S. EPA SCREEN3 model
was used. Dispersion models allow for complex, repeated calculations that
consider emission in the context of various ambient meteorological conditions,
local terrain, and nearby structures that affect airflow. The Contra Costa Power
Plant and Oakland International Airport monitoring stations provided
meteorological input data.

Staff independently conducted air dispersion modeling for NO, impacts using
Plume Volume Molar Ratio Method and the Applicant used the Ozone Limiting
Method in AERMOD for modeling NO, impacts. Both methods are appropriate
for the OGS Project. (Exs. 1, § 5.1.5; 300, pp. 4.1-25 - 4.1-26.)

a. Construction Impacts and Mitigation

The temporary construction phase will occur over a 33-month period. Onsite
construction activities include site preparation, foundation work, construction of
installation of major equipment and structures. Fugitive dust emissions will result
from site preparation, grading and excavation activities, vehicle travel on paved
and unpaved roads, and soil erosion. Combustion-related emissions will result
from sources such as diesel construction equipment and exhaust from vehicles
and machines. (Ex. 300, p. 4.1-19, see also FSA Tables 9 and 10.)

The modeling analysis results for construction-phase maximum impacts are
shown below in Air Quality Table 5.

* The figures in the “Total Impact” column of the table represent the sum of the existing
background conditions (as calculated by Staff) and the maximum impacts predicted by the
modeling analysis. (Ex. 300, p. 4.1-27.) The values shown in bold type are equal to or exceed
the corresponding air quality standard.
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Air Quality Table 5
OGS, Construction-Phase Maximum Impacts (ug/m?)

Averaging | Modeled Total Limiting | Percent of
Pollutant | Time Impact | Background | Impact | Standard | Standard
78.2
M0 24 hour 122.0 200.2 o0 400
Annual 23.6 20
2.3 25.9 130
60.3
PM2.5 24 hour 25.8 86.1 35 246
' 9.3
Annual 0.6 9.9 12 83
6,440
8 hour 1,667 10,000
18 1,685 ) 17
105.7
NO, 2 1 hour 89.9 195.6 188 58
2
20.9
Annual 19.5 40.4 o7 71
123 1
so, 1 hour 0.11 1232 655 19
21
24 hour 0.02 21.0 105 20

Source: Appendix 5.1B Table 5.1B-5 (CH2MHILL 2010d), with independent staff assessment for
PM10/PM2.5.

Note: a. The maximum 1-hour NO, concentration is based on AERMOD OLM output, and the
ambient ratio method (ARM) is applied for annual NO,, using national default 0.75 ratio.

The direct impacts of NO,, in conjunction with worst-case background conditions,
would not create a new violation of the applicable NO, ambient air quality
standards.® Similarly, the direct impacts of CO and SO, would not be significant
because construction of the project would neither cause nor contribute to a
violation of these standards.

However, as demonstrated by the table above and the evidence, particulate
matter emissions will contribute to existing violations of PM10 and PM2.5
ambient air quality standards and therefore cause a significant impact. The
evidence also indicates that significant secondary impacts will occur for PM10,
PM2.5, and ozone because construction-phase emissions of particulate matter
precursors (including SOx) and ozone precursors (NOx and VOC) will contribute
to existing violations of these standards. (Ex. 300, p. 4.1-27.)

® We note that the federal NO, standard was not modeled for construction-related impacts
because the standard is based upon a 3-year average, and construction is expected to be
completed within three years.
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The evidence also shows that the maximum modeled 24-hour PM10 dust
impacts will occur at the northeastern site boundary. The highest diesel exhaust
combustion-related impact for both 24-hour PM10 and 24-hour PM2.5 will occur
at the southwestern site boundary. In addition, the construction-phase modeled
impact would be greater than 50 pg/m3 within a 1/4 mile radius (1,320 feet) of the
site, with the highest concentrations being north and east of the project site. (ld.)

The nearest residential receptors are located approximately 900 feet southwest
of the site, 2,350 feet east of the site, and approximately 3,280 feet northeast of
the project boundary (near Big Break Marina). In the vicinity of the nearest
residential receptors located approximately 900 feet southwest of the site, the
modeled construction impact for PM10 would be about 40 percent (20 pg/m3) of
the limiting standard (50 pg/m3). In the vicinity of Big Break Marina and Big
Break Road, the modeled construction impact for PM10 would be about 10
percent (5 uyg/m3) of the limiting standard (50 pg/m3). (I1d.)

Both the Applicant and Staff proposed mitigation measures to reduce the
construction-related impacts to less than significant levels. In summary, the
Applicant proposes to reduce construction-related emissions of PM10 and
PM2.5, particulate matter precursors (including SOx) and ozone precursors
(including NOx and VOC) by implementing applicable BAAQMD requirements
limiting visible emissions and nuisance. The Applicant also proposes to
implement controls for construction activities that require the use of water or
chemical dust suppression to minimize PM10 emissions and prevent visible
particulate emissions, consistent with measures adopted in similar, prior Energy
Commission decisions. (Ex. 300, p. 4.1-28.)

In addition to the project implementing the Applicant's measures, Staff
recommends the project’'s use of oxidizing soot filters as a viable emissions
control technology for all heavy diesel-powered construction equipment that does
not use an ARB-certified low emission diesel engine. Staff also proposes that
the project owner provide an Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan - prior to the
start of construction - that identifies specific mitigation measures to limit air
quality impacts. Staff incorporated its recommendations and the Applicant’s
proposed mitigation measures into Staff-proposed Conditions of Certification AQ-
SC1 through AQ-SC5. (Ex. 300, pp. 4.1-28, 4.1-43 - 4.1-48.) We find that
implementation of these conditions will mitigate impacts to less than significant
levels.
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Conditions AQ-SC1 and AQ-SC2 require the project owner to prepare and
implement an Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan (AQCMP) and to employ
an Air Quality Construction Mitigation Manager to monitor compliance with the
AQCMP. Condition AQ-SC3 includes fugitive dust control requirements, which
include frequently watering unpaved roads in disturbed areas, maintaining
specified speed limits, using wind erosion control techniques. Condition AQ-SC4
limits potential off-site impacts from visible dust plumes. Condition AQ-SC5
requires the project owner to reduce diesel-fueled construction equipment
emissions by using EPA/ARB Tier 3 engine compliant equipment for engines
between 50 and under 750 horsepower (hp) and Tier 2 emission standards for
engines over 750 hp. Condition AQ-SC5 also includes equipment idle time
restrictions and engine maintenance provisions.

b. Routine Operation Impacts and Mitigation

The evidence evaluates and summarizes the maximum (worst-case) criteria
pollutants emissions for the project’s normal and routine operation and details the
maximum hourly emissions, maximum daily emissions, and maximum annual
emissions. Data for annual off-site emission are also provided. (Ex. 300, p. 4.1-
22 — 4.1-25 [see also FSA Tables 12 — 15].)

The Applicant performed a refined dispersion modeling analysis to identify off-
site criteria pollutant impacts. The worst-case one-hour impacts, as presented

below in Air Quality Table 6, include startup, transient, or combustor tuning
activities.®

1

I

® The figures in the “Total Impact” column of the Table represent the sum of the existing
background conditions (as calculated by Staff) and the maximum impacts predicted by the
modeling analysis for project activity. The values shown in bold type are equal to or exceed the
corresponding air quality standard.

13 Air Quality



Air Quality Table 6
OGS, Routine Operation Maximum Impacts (ug/m?)

Averaging | Modeled Total Limiting | Percent of
Pollutant | Time Impact | Background | Impact | Standard | Standard
PM10 24 hour 4.2 78.2 82.4 50 165

Annual 0.5 23.6 241 20 120

24 hour 4.2 60.3 64.5 35 184
PM2.5 Annual 0.5 9.3 9.8 12 81
co 1 hour 763.0 6,440 7,203.0 23,000 31

8 hour 95.0 1,667 1,762.0 10,000 18

1 hr State 154.7 105.7 260.3 339 77
NO,? 1 hr Federal |--paired--| --paired-- 136.9 188 73

Annual 0.4 20.9 21.3 57 37

1 hr State 10.1 123.1 133.2 655 20
SO, 1 hr Federal 10.1 122.8 132.9 196 68

24 hour 2.00 21 23.0 105 22

Source: AFC Supplement Table 5.1-19 (CH2MHILL2010d).

Note: a. The maximum 1-hour NO, concentration is based on staff AERMOD PVMRM output,
and the ambient ratio method (ARM) is applied for annual NO,, using national default 0.75 ratio.
NO, impacts do not show the effects of occasional emergency fire pump engine testing. For a 30-
minute test of the fire pump engine, maximum impacts caused by the fire pump engine would be
approximately: 86 pg/m® 1-hour NO, without background, at the OGS fence-line.

As shown, project operation will cause no new violations of NO;, CO, SOy,
ambient air quality standards nor will it contribute to existing violations. As a
result, direct NO,, CO, and SO, impacts are less than significant. (Ex. 300, pp.
4.1-28 — 4.1-30.)

In contrast, operation emissions will contribute to the existing violations of PM10
and PM2.5 standards and result in significant impacts. Significant secondary
emissions will also occur for PM10, PM2.5, and ozone because operational
emissions of particulate matter precursors (including SOx) and ozone precursors
(NOx and VOC) will contribute to existing violations of these standards.

The evidence further shows that the maximum 24-hour PM10/PM2.5 impact
occurs about 1,600 feet (500 meters) southeast of the OGS combustion turbines,
in the largely undeveloped area north of Highway 4 and west of Big Break Road.
Staff suggests that because of the high exhaust temperature and velocity, project
impacts would be about one-half the maximum level (or less than 2.2 ug/m3) for
the nearest residences at 900 feet (275 meters) southwest of the site and 2,350
feet (720 meters) east of the site. For all other nearby residences, including those
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approximately 3,280 feet (1,000 meters) northeast of the project boundary near
Big Break Marina and those east of Big Break Road, the evidence shows that
highest modeled impacts of PM10/PM2.5 would be less than four percent (2
Mg/m3) of the limiting standard (50 ug/m3) and less than three percent of the
background concentration. The highest NO, impacts occur during startup of the
two CTGs and are not substantially influenced by weekly 30-minute testing of the
fire water pump engine because they tend to not impact the same downwind
locations. (Ex. 300, p. 4.1-29.)

The project will mitigate operation impacts to less than significant levels by
implementing emission controls with the Best Available Control Technology,
providing emission reduction credits (ERCs) to offset emissions, and making a
monetary contribution to the Bay Area Clean Air Foundation administered by
BAAQMD. Regarding emission controls, the combustion turbines will include a
dry low-NOx burner system, the SCR to reduce NOx, and the oxidation catalyst
system to reduce CO and VOC. (Ex. 300, pp. 4.1-32 - 4.1-33.)

OGS has option contracts that would enable it to obtain ERCs necessary to
comply with BAAQMD offset requirements summarized in Air Quality Table 7
below. The table also presents CEQA offset requirements as previously applied
by the Energy Commission and OGS’s actual and potential offset holdings. (Ex.
300, p. 4.1-34.)

I

I

I
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Air Quality Table 7

OGS, BAAQMD Offset Requirements and OGS Offset Holdings (tpy)

PM10/
Source NOx vVOC PM2.5 co SOx
Total Two CTGs Maximum Annual 98.626 29.274 63.715 98.000 12.524
Auxiliary Boiler 0.099 0.217 0.060 0.803 0.024
Diesel Fire Water Pump Engine 0.057 0.003 0.003 0.015 0.0001
Evaporative Inlet Air Cooler -- -- 0.099 -- --
Oil Water Separator -- 0.105 -- -- --
OGS Potential to Emit 98.78 29.60 63.88 98.82 12.55
Offset Requirements
BAAQMD Offset Requirements 113.60° | 29.49° 0° 0¢° 0°
OGS Offset Holdings
Certificate, Site of Reduction
#1241 New United Motor . 20.79 . . .
Manufacturing, Inc., Fremont '
#1242 New United Motor . 18.47 . - -
Manufacturing, Inc., Fremont )
#1245, NeV\_/ United Motor . 103.84 . . .
Manufacturing, Inc., Fremont
Separate Mitigation Agreement
with BAAQMD per AQ-SC8 0 0 63.88 0 12.55
OGS Mitigation Total 143.1 63.88. 0 12.55
Staff Recommended
Mitigation for CEQA Only 98.78 29.60 63.88 - 12.55
Fully Offset? Yes Yes Yes --- Yes

Source: Independent staff assessment, FDOC Appendix C, Response to 1.1 (BAAQMD 2011a).

Notes:

a. BAAQMD offset requirements for NOx for OGS include an offset ratio of 1.15-to-1. In BAAQMD, VOC
(POC) offsets may be used to offset emission increases of NOx.

b. BAAQMD offset requirements for VOC (POC) for OGS are at a ratio of 1-to-1. The fire water pump engine
and oil water separator are exempt from BAAQMD offset requirements, but it would be offset with staff
recommended mitigation.

c. Offsets are not required by BAAQMD for PM10 or PM2.5 since OGS would not exceed 100 tons per year.

d. Offset are not required by BAAQMD for CO since the area is designated as an area that attains the CO
ambient air quality standards and OGS would not be subject to PSD review for CO. This Staff Assessment
demonstrates that OGS would not cause or contribute to a violation of the CO ambient air quality standards.

e. Offsets are not required by BAAQMD for SO, since OGS would not exceed 100 tons per year.

BAAQMD Rule 2-2-302 establishes an offset ratio for OGS of 1.15 to 1 for NOx.
BAAQMD allows VOC offsets to be used to offset emission increases of NOx.
BAAQMD offset requirements for VOC for OGS are at a ratio of one—to-one. (Ex.
300, p. 4.1-34.) The District’s offset ratios are in accord with Energy Commission
Staff's opinion recognizing the necessity of reducing emission reductions for all
nonattainment pollutants and their precursors at a minimum overall one-to-one
ratio. (Ex. 300, pp. 4.1-33 - 4.1-34, 4.1-36.)
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As shown by Air Quality Table 7 above, BAAQMD does not require offsets for
particulate matter or SOx. However, as discussed above, we find that operation
emissions will contribute to the existing violations of PM10 and PM2.5 standards
and result in significant impacts requiring mitigation.  Significant secondary
emissions will also occur for PM10, PM2.5, and ozone because operational
emissions of particulate matter precursors (including SOx) and ozone precursors
(NOx and VOC) will contribute to existing violations of these standards. (Ex. 300,
p. 4.1-30.)

Implementation of Conditions of Certification AQ-SC7 and AQ-SC8 will ensure
the mitigation of impacts of ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 precursors. AQ-SC-7
requires the project owner to provide ERCs in the form required by BAAQMD and
in quantities of at least 98.78 tons per year (tpy) of NOx and 29.60 tpy of VOC
emissions. AQ-SC8 requires the project owner to mitigate 63.88 tpy of
PM10/PM2.5 and 12.55 tpy of SOx emissions by entering into an agreement with
the Bay Area Clean Air Foundation by which the project owner will contribute
$32,750 per tpy of PM10/PM2.5 and SOx emissions to be mitigated to be used
for emission reduction projects in the Oakley and the surrounding community.

In addition, Staff has proposed measures to ensure that OGS’s license is
amended as necessary to incorporate future changes to the air quality permits
and to ensure ongoing compliance during commissioning and routine operation
through quarterly reports. Conditions of Certification AQ-SC6, AQ-SC7, and AQ-
SC9 (which we have adopted) incorporate these requirements.

The evidence also shows that project operation will result in ammonia emissions.
Although ammonia (NH3) is not a criteria pollutant, unmitigated emissions of
ammonia could result in higher PM10 and PM2.5 levels in the region. The
BAAQMD is evaluating the relationship of the ammonia emission inventory to
ambient particulate levels. This evaluation suggests that restricting ammonia
emissions could be a useful part of a regional strategy to reduce particulate
matter formation. The evidence also indicates that restricting ammonia emissions
from new sources will likely reduce potential deposition of nitrogen-containing
compounds on area soils and vegetation. The project's compliance with FDOC
condition AQ-15 (incorporated in the Conditions of Certification below) will
ensure that OGS ammonia emission concentrations at each identified exhaust
point do not exceed 5 ppmv on a dry basis, corrected to 15 percent O,, averaged
over any rolling 3-hour period. (Exs. 301, p. 31, Appendix C, 300, p. 4.1-30.)
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C. Fumigation Impacts and Mitigation

The evidence includes an evaluation of fumigation impacts. Shoreline fumigation
occurs when dense, cool air over water moves onshore and falls, displacing
warmer, lighter air over land. Thermal inversion breakup fumigation occurs when
a stable layer of air lies a short distance above the release point of a plume and
unstable air lies below.

The analysis of fumigation impacts considers the maximum allowable hourly
emissions from the combination of both CTGs simultaneously under any mode of
routine operation using the SCREEN3 Model (version 96043). The maximum
impacts under shoreline fumigation conditions would occur during startups at
approximately 2.2 km from the project site, and the maximum impacts under
inversion breakup fumigation conditions would occur more than 16 km away.
These short-term fumigation impacts for NO, shown below in Air Quality Table 8
below will not create any new violation of the limiting standard. Thus, no
mitigation is required. (Ex. 300, p. 4.2-31.)

Air Quality Table 8
OGS, Maximum Impacts During Shoreline Fumigation (ug/m°)

Averaging | Modeled Total Limiting | Percent of
Pollutant | Time Impact | Background | Impact | Standard | Standard
CO 1 hour 700 6,440 7,140 23,000 31
NO- 1 hour 195.3 105.7 301.0 339 89
SO, 1 hour 14.6 123.1 137.7 655 21
Source: AFC Supplement Table 5.1-23 and 5.1-24 (CH2MHILL2010d).
d. Commissioning-Phase Impacts and Mitigation

New electrical generation facilities must go through initial commissioning phases
before they can become commercially available. Initial firing during
commissioning causes greater emissions than those that occur during normal
operations. This is due to combustor tuning, conducting numerous startups and
shutdowns, operating under low loads, and testing before emission control
systems are functioning or fine-tuned for optimum performance. (Ex. 300, pp.
4.1-20-4.1-21.)

Commissioning impacts would occur over short-term periods within a window of
90 days allowed for completing the commissioning period. (Air Quality Table 9
below shows that under this condition the commissioning-phase impacts of CO
and NO;, would be somewhat higher than those during routine operations.
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However, these impacts would not create any new violation of the limiting
standards, and they would be limited to only the 90-day window before
commercial operation of each CTG. Ex. 300, pp. 4.1-31- 4.1-32, see also
Conditions of Certification AQ-7, AQ-25, and AQ-26.)

Air Quality Table 9
OGS, Commissioning-Phase Maximum Impacts (ug/m®)

Averaging | Modeled Total | Limiting |Percent of
Pollutant |Time Impact | Background | Impact | Standard | Standard
co 1 hour 1,136.0 6,440 7,576 23,000 33

8 hour 477.0 1,667 2,144 10,000 21
NO,*? 1 hour 198.5 105.7 304.2 339 90

Source: AFC Supplement Table 5.1-19 (CH2MHILL2010d).

Note: a. The maximum 1-hour NO, concentration is based on AERMOD OLM output.

Commissioning-phase impacts to particulate matter and ozone concentrations
will be adequately addresses and mitigated to less than significant levels with
implementation of the Conditions of Certification below.

7. Visibility Impacts

A visibility analysis of the project's gaseous emissions is not required because
the OGS Project would not qualify as a new major stationary source under the
federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permitting program. (Ex.
300, p. 4.1-32.)

8. Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts may result from the project’s incremental effect, together
with other closely related past, present and reasonably foreseeable future
projects whose impacts may compound or increase the incremental effect of the
proposed project. (Pub. Res. Code § 21083; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §§
15064(h), 15130, 15355.)

The air quality analysis focuses on criteria air pollutants, which have impacts that
are typically cumulative by nature. Although a project by itself would rarely cause
a violation of a federal or state criteria pollutant standard, a new source of
pollution may contribute to violations of criteria pollutant standards in the context
of existing background pollutant sources or foreseeable future projects. Air
districts attempt to reduce background criteria pollutant levels by adopting
attainment plans, which are multi-faceted programmatic approaches to
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attainment. Attainment plans typically include new source review requirements
that provide offsets and use BACT, combined with more stringent emissions
controls on existing sources. (Ex. 300, pp. 4.1-36 - 4.1-37.)

The evidence includes analysis of the project’s potential cumulative air quality
impacts, including a description of the air quality background, a summary of
BAAQMD’s projections for criteria pollutants and its programmatic efforts to
abate such pollution, and an analysis of the project’s predicted localized
cumulative impacts.

As explained above, BAAQMD is currently designated as attainment for the
federal PM10 standard but nonattainment for the federal PM2.5 standard. The
California Clean Air Act does not require any local air district to provide a plan for
attaining state PM10 or PM2.5 standards. As a result, BAAQMD has no adopted
implementation plan for particulate matter but, by December 2012 BAAQMD
must submit to ARB and the U.S. EPA a separate plan demonstrating how the
region will comply with the federal PM2.5 standard by no later than 2019. (Ex.
300, p. 4.1-38.)

In addition, in response to state legislation (SB 656), the BAAQMD identified the
most readily available, feasible, and cost-effective control measures that could be
employed to reduce PM10 and PM2.5 precursor emissions and concentrations.
On November 9, 2005, the District issued a final staff report called the Particulate
Matter Implementation Schedule. The proposed measures included reducing
NOx and POC emissions from internal combustion engines and providing
additional outreach and educational resources. Compliance with BAAQMD rules
and regulations and implementing mitigation recommended by staff for offsetting
PM10/PM2.5 and SOx emissions (AQ-SC8) ensures that project PM10/PM2.5
and precursor impacts will be mitigated and consistent with the forecasted
BAAQMD trends. (Ex. 300, p. 4.1-38.)

In view of this background information, the Applicant and Staff evaluated possible
impacts from neighboring electric generating facilities and other reasonably
foreseeable local projects in combination with air quality impacts of the OGS.
Reasonably foreseeable future projects in the area are those that are either
currently under construction or in the process of being approved by a local air
district or municipality. 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. Stationary source projects located up
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to six miles from the proposed project site usually need to be included in the
analysis. Background conditions take into account the effects of non-stationary
(mobile and area) sources.

The evidence identifies the following present and proposed primary emissions
sources, along with other existing major electric generating facilities of concern
(although they are also included in the background concentrations):

Contra Costa Power Plant, Antioch — Existing natural gas fired boilers 9 and
10 stacks: Units 6 and 7.

Gateway Generating Station, Antioch — Existing power plant with two natural
gas-fired combustion turbines paired with heat recovery steam generators.

Marsh Landing Generating Station, Antioch — Future simple-cycle power plant
with four combustion turbines and fuel gas heaters, approved in 2010.

Pittsburg Power Plant, Pittsburg — Existing natural gas-fired boilers 5, 6, and
7.

Willow Pass Generating Station, Pittsburg — Proposed power plant with two
natural gas-fired combined cycle combustion turbines and one natural gas-
fired fuel gas heater. This power plant is under review for possible approval at
the Energy Commission.

Delta Energy Center, Pittsburg — Existing power plant with three combined
cycle combustion turbines.

Los Medanos Energy Center, Pittsburg — Existing power plant with two
combined cycle combustion turbines.

GWF Wilbur Avenue East Power Plant, Antioch — Existing combustion
turbines.

Silgan Containers Manufacturing Corporation, Antioch — Proposed thermal
oxidizer modification.

Ameresco Keller Canyon LLC, Bay Point — Proposed two landfill gas-fired
internal combustion engines and one waste gas flare.

United Spiral Pipe LLC Manufacturing Plant, Pittsburg — Proposed plant
welding, cleaning, miscellaneous particulate matter.

Freedom High School, Oakley — Proposed diesel generator set.

The maximum modeled cumulative impacts are presented below in Air Quality
Table 10, which reflects conservative estimates.
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Air Quality Table 10
OGS, Ambient Air Quality Impacts from Cumulative Sources (ug/m°)

Averaging | Modeled Total Limiting | Percent of
Pollutant | Time Impact | Background | Impact | Standard | Standard
PM10 24 hour 169.0 78.2 247.2 50 494

Annual 15.6 23.6 39.2 20 196
PM2.5 24 hour 169.0 60.3 229.3 35 655

Annual 15.6 9.3 24.9 12 208
co 1 hour 777.0 6,440 7,217 23,000 31

8 hour 105.0 1,667 1,772 10,000 18

1 hr State 170.2 105.7 275.9 339 81
NO,? 1 hr Federal |--paired--| --paired-- 136.9 188 73

Annual 3.9 20.9 24.8 57 43

1 hr State 10.8 123.1 133.9 655 20
SO, 1 hr Federal 10.8 122.8 133.6 196 68

24 hour 2.3 21 23.3 105 22

Source: Supplemental Response to DR23 (CH2MHILL 2010w).

Note: a. The maximum 1-hour NO, concentration is based on staff AERMOD PVMRM output,
and the ambient ratio method (ARM) is applied for annual NO,, using national default 0.75 ratio.
NO, impacts do not show the effects of occasional emergency fire pump engine testing. For a 30-
minute test of the fire pump engine, maximum impacts caused by the fire pump engine would be
approximately: 86 pg/m3 1-hour NO,, without background. The plume from the fire pump engine’s
exhaust tends to not impact the same locations as the main stack.

Compared with the impacts from the OGS Project alone, maximum cumulative
impacts caused by the above-identified would be substantially higher for PM10
and PM2.5. This is attributable to one cumulative source (BAAQMD Facility
#09029), a concrete batch plant, south of Wilbur Avenue and west of Highway
160, about 400 meters west of OGS. The areas impacted by the batch plant are
generally confined to the elevated highway, within a radius of 660 feet (200
meters). In the areas of modeled violation for 24-hour PM10/PM2.5, the OGS
would contribute less than 1 pug/m3, which would be less than the federal
Significant Impact Level (SIL) for PM10 of 5 ug/m3, which we deem to be
reasonable level for determining whether the contribution by OGS would be
cumulatively considerable. With OGS’s contribution to modeled concentrations
being below 5 uyg/m3 in the area of modeled exceedance, the local contribution
made by OGS would not be cumulatively considerable. (Ex. 300, pp. 4.1-38 —
4.1-40.)

However, because OGS would contribute to existing violations of the PM10 and
PM2.5 ambient air quality standards in the region, particulate matter emissions
from OGS would be cumulatively considerable. Secondary impacts would also be
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cumulatively considerable for PM10, PM2.5, and ozone because emissions of
particulate matter precursors (including SOx) and ozone precursors (NOx and
VOC) would contribute to existing violations of the PM10, PM2.5, and ozone
standards. However, implementation of the Conditions of Certification would
address the contribution caused by OGS to cumulative particulate matter and
ozone impacts and reduce the impacts to less than significant levels.

Thus, we find that with implementation of the Conditions of Certification the
project will not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to air quality.

9. Compliance with LORS

The project’s emissions and air quality impacts must comply with various local,
state, and federal LORS. As discussed above, the Applicant, Staff, and
BAAQMD have evaluated the project’s air quality impacts and determined that
the project will comply with applicable LORS with implementation of the
Conditions of Certification. Air Quality Table 1 above, the foregoing evaluation
and the Conditions of Certification describe how the project will comply with
applicable federal, state, and District LORS. (See, e.g., Exs. 300, pp. 4.1-41-4.1-
42, 301.)

10.  Public and Agency Comments

As discussed in the Public Health section of this Decision, several oral and
written comments were received from the public during and after the March 15,
2011, hearing relating to public health. (3/15/11 RT 29-32, 39-40, 146-147, 147-
150, 158.) Some comments questioned whether the project will adversely affect
community health by, for example, leading to higher asthma rates for children,
higher respiratory failure rates for elders, reproductive health issues, and higher
cancer rates. We addressed these concerns under Public Health “Agency and
Public Comments.” To the extent the comments more generally question whether
potential OGS air quality impacts have been adequately evaluated, we find that
the evidence of record and our discussion above extensively assess the potential
public health impacts of criteria pollutants and their precursors. As discussed,
the Applicant, Staff, and BAAQMD undertook independent analysis, modeling of
predicted construction phase, commissioning, fumigation, and operation impacts.

Applicant and Staff submitted .worst-case modeling results establishing that The

project would not cause new violations of any NO,, CO, or SO, ambient air
quality standards. Nor will it contribute to existing violations for these pollutants.
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Therefore, the project’'s direct NO,, CO, and SO, impacts are less than
significant.

In contrast, the evidence shows that the project NOx and VOC emissions would
contribute to existing violations of state and federal ambient air quality standard.
Compliance with Condition of Certification AQ-SC7 will mitigate the ozone impact
to a less than significant level. Similarly, the evidence shows that the PM10 and
PM2.5 emissions and the PM10/PM2.5 precursor emissions of SOx will
contribute to the existing violations of state PM10 and state and federal PM2.5
ambient air quality standards. Compliance with Condition of Certification AQ-
SC8 will ensure that a separate mitigation program administered by BAAQMD or
additional offsets beyond those required by BAAQMD would provide reductions
in sufficient quantities to offset these emissions at least a one-to-one ratio.
Finally, we note that compliance with BAAQMD Condition AQ-15 will limit
ammonia emissions to no more than 5 parts per million and thereby reduce to
less than significant levels any related impacts.

Thus, as discussed above, the totality of evidence establishes that there has
been a thorough evaluation of air quality impacts and compliance with all of the
Conditions of Certification will reduce impacts to less than significant levels and
ensure project compliance with applicable LORS.

In addition to the public comments received during and after the March 15, 2011,
hearing, oral and written comments were received by and on behalf of Lauritzen
Yacht Harbor and Driftwood Marina in connection with March 25, 2011 continued
hearing. (3/25/11 RT 73-84, 84-91, Letter dated March 24, 2011.) The
comments included pictures and actual portions of boat upholstery. The pictures
and upholstery shows signs of staining that Lauritzen Yacht Harbor and
Driftwood Marina attribute to existing power plants in the region. Their concern is
that approval of the OGS Project would likely result in air emissions that would
continue or exacerbate such boat damage. Because no evidence was presented
establishing a causal relationship between the air emissions of existing power
plants we cannot find or reasonably infer that the existing power plants are the
soles causes or contributors to this damage. Nor can we find or reasonably infer
that the OGS Project would cause contribute to the damage.

We are persuaded, however, that the Lauritzen Yacht Harbor/ Driftwood Marina
concerns warrant investigation and possible remediation but that such action
would need to be initiated by Lauritzen Yacht Harbor or Driftwood Marina.
During the March 25, 2011 the OGS Committee advised these entities of at least
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two possible courses of action to address the concerns: (1) approach the local
air district (BAAQMD) with the concern given that they enforce air quality-related
nuisance laws and (2) contact the Energy Commission’s compliance staff
regarding the operation of existing regional power plants under Commission
jurisdiction (including the Gateway project). (3/25/11 RT 83.)

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Based on the record, we find as follows:

1.

The OGS Project is located in the City of Oakley in Contra Costa County,
California and its transmission line will traverse portions of the City of Antioch,
California. The project is under the jurisdiction of the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD).

. BAAQMD released its Final Determination of Compliance (FDOC) in January

2011, stating that the OGS Project will comply with applicable District rules,
which incorporate state and federal requirements.

The San Francisco Bay Area, which includes the OGS Project, is designated
nonattainment for the state ozone (1-hour) standard, federal and state ozone
(8-hour) standards, state PM10 standard, and federal and state PM2.5
standards.

The project would not cause new violations of any NO,, CO, or SO, ambient
air quality standards. Nor will the project contribute to existing violations for
these pollutants. The project’s direct NO,, CO, and SO, impacts are less than
significant.

The project NOx and VOC emissions would contribute to existing violations of
state and federal ambient air quality standards for ozone. Compliance with
Condition of Certification AQ-SC7 will mitigate the ozone impact to a less
than significant level.

The PM10 and PM2.5 emissions and the PM10/PM2.5 precursor emissions of
SOx will contribute to the existing violations of state PM10 and state and
federal PM2.5 ambient air quality standards. Compliance with Condition of
Certification AQ-SC8 will ensure that a separate mitigation program
administered by BAAQMD would provide reductions in sufficient quantities to
offset these emissions at least a one-to-one ratio.

The mitigation measures contained in Conditions AQ-SC1 through AQ-SC-5

are designed to reduce the project’s construction-related air quality impacts to
less than significant levels.
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8.

9.

The record contains an adequate analysis of the project’'s potential
contributions to cumulative air quality impacts.

There is no evidence that project-related air emissions will result in significant
nuisance odors or any significant air quality impacts on soils, vegetation or
sensitive species that cannot be mitigated to less than significant levels.
Condition of Certification BIO-20 addresses mitigation for nitrogen deposition
impacts on species located at the Antioch Dunes National Wildlife Refuge.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1.

Implementation of the mitigation measures described in the record and
contained in the following Conditions of Certification are sufficient to ensure
that OGS Project will conform with all applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards relating to air quality as set forth in the pertinent
portions of Appendix A of this Decision.

Implementation of the mitigation measures described in the record and
contained in the Conditions of Certification ensures that the project will not
result in significant direct, indirect, or cumulative air quality impacts in
conformance with CEQA requirements.

CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

AQ-SC1 Air Quality Construction Mitigation Manager (AQCMM): The project

owner shall designate and retain an on-site AQCMM who shall be
responsible for directing and documenting compliance with conditions
AQ-SC3, AQ-SC4 and AQ-SC5 for the entire project site and linear
facility —construction. The on-site AQCMM may delegate
responsibilities to one or more AQCMM delegates. The AQCMM and
AQCMM delegates shall have full access to all areas of construction
on the project site and linear facilities, and shall have the authority to
stop any or all construction activities as warranted by applicable
construction mitigation conditions. The AQCMM and AQCMM
delegates may have other responsibilities in addition to those
described in this condition. The AQCMM shall not be terminated
without written consent of the compliance project manager (CPM).

Verification: At least 60 days prior to the start of ground disturbance, the
project owner shall submit to the CPM for approval and for consultation with the
Oakley City Engineer: the name, resume, qualifications, and contact information
for the on-site AQCMM and all AQCMM delegates. The AQCMM and all
delegates must be approved by the CPM before the start of ground disturbance.
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AQ-SC2 Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan (AQCMP): The project owner
shall provide, for approval, an AQCMP that details the steps to be
taken and the reporting requirements necessary to ensure compliance
with conditions of certification AQ-SC3, AQ-SC4 and AQ-SCS5.

Verification: At least 60 days prior to the start of any ground disturbance, the
project owner shall submit the AQCMP to the CPM for approval and for
consultation with the Oakley City Engineer. The CPM will notify the project owner
of any necessary modifications to the plan within 30 days from the date of
receipt. The AQCMP must be approved by the CPM before the start of ground
disturbance.

AQ-SC3 Construction Fugitive Dust Control: The AQCMM shall submit
documentation to the CPM in each monthly compliance report (MCR)
that demonstrates compliance with the following mitigation measures
for purposes of preventing all fugitive dust plumes from leaving the
project site and linear facility routes. Any deviation from the following
mitigation measures shall require prior CPM notification and approval.

a. All unpaved roads and disturbed areas in the project and linear
construction sites shall be watered as frequently as necessary to
comply with the dust mitigation objectives of AQ-SC4. The
frequency of watering may be either reduced or eliminated during
periods of precipitation.

b. No vehicle shall exceed 15 miles per hour within the construction
site.

c. The construction site entrances shall be posted with visible speed
limit signs.

d. All construction equipment vehicle tires shall be inspected and
washed as necessary to be free of dirt prior to entering paved
roadways.

e. Gravel ramps of at least 20 feet in length must be provided at the
tire washing/cleaning station.

f. All unpaved exits from the construction site shall be graveled or
treated to prevent track-out to public roadways.

g. All construction vehicles shall enter the construction site through
the treated entrance roadways unless an alternative route has been
submitted to and approved by the CPM.

h. Construction areas adjacent to any paved roadway shall be
provided with sandbags or other measures as specified in the
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to prevent run-off
to roadways.
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i. All paved roads within the construction site shall be swept at least
twice daily (or less during periods of precipitation) on days when
construction activity occurs to prevent the accumulation of dirt and
debris.

j- At least the first 500 feet of any public roadway exiting from the
construction site shall be swept as needed on days when
construction activity occurs or on any other day when dirt or run-off
from the construction site is visible on the public roadways.

k. All soil storage piles and disturbed areas that remain inactive for
longer than 10 days shall be covered or treated with appropriate
dust suppressant compounds.

[. All vehicles that are used to transport solid bulk material on public
roadways and that have the potential to cause visible emissions
shall be provided with a cover, or the materials shall be sufficiently
wetted and loaded onto the trucks to provide at least two feet of
freeboard.

m. Wind erosion control techniques (such as windbreaks, water,
chemical dust suppressants, and/or vegetation) shall be used on all
construction areas that may be disturbed. Any windbreaks installed
to comply with this condition shall remain in place until the soil is
stabilized or permanently covered with vegetation.

Verification:  The project owner shall include in the MCR: (1) a summary of all
actions taken to maintain compliance with this condition; (2) copies of any
complaints filed with the air district in relation to project construction; and (3) any
other documentation deemed necessary by the CPM and AQCMM to verify
compliance with this condition. Such information may be provided via electronic
format or disk at the project owner’s discretion.

AQ-SC4 Dust Plume Response Requirement: The AQCMM or an AQCMM
delegate shall monitor all construction activities for visible dust
plumes. Observations of visible dust plumes with the potential to be
transported off the project site, 200 feet beyond the centerline of the
construction of linear facilities, or within 100 feet upwind of any
regularly occupied structures not owned by the project owner indicate
that existing mitigation measures are not providing effective mitigation.
The AQCMM or delegate shall then implement the following
procedures for additional mitigation measures in the event that such
visible dust plumes are observed.

Step 1: Within 15 minutes of making such a determination, the
AQCMM or delegate shall direct more intensive application of the
existing mitigation methods.
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Step 2: If Step 1 specified above fails to result in adequate mitigation
within 30 minutes of the original determination, the AQCMM or
delegate shall direct implementation of additional methods of dust
suppression.

Step 3: If Step 2 specified above fails to result in effective mitigation
within one hour of the original determination, the AQCMM or delegate
shall direct a temporary shutdown of the activity causing the emissions.
The activity shall not restart until the AQCMM or delegate is satisfied
that appropriate additional mitigation or other site conditions have
changed so that visual dust plumes will not result upon restarting the
shutdown source. The owner/operator may appeal to the CPM any
directive from the AQCMM or delegate to shut down an activity,
provided that the shutdown shall go into effect within one hour of the
original determination, unless overruled by the CPM before that time.

Verification: = The AQCMP shall include a section detailing how additional
mitigation measures will be accomplished within the specified time limits.

AQ-SC5 Diesel-Fueled Engine Control: The AQCMM shall submit to the CPM,
in the MCR, a construction mitigation report that demonstrates
compliance with the following mitigation measures for purposes of
controlling diesel construction-related emissions. Any deviation from
the following mitigation measures shall require prior CPM notification
and approval.

a. All diesel-fueled engines used in the construction of the facility shall
have clearly visible tags, issued by the on-site AQCMM, showing
that the engine meets the conditions set forth herein.

b. All construction diesel engines with a rating of 50 hp or higher shall
meet, at a minimum, the Tier 3 California Emission Standards for
Off-Road Compression-Ignition Engines, as specified in California
Code of Regulations, Title 13, section 2423(b)(1), unless certified
by the on-site AQCMM that such engine is not available for a
particular item of equipment. This good faith effort shall be
documented with signed written correspondence by the appropriate
construction contractors, along with documented correspondence
with at least two construction equipment rental firms. In the event
that a Tier 3 engine is not available for any off-road equipment
larger than 50 hp, that equipment shall be equipped with a Tier 2
engine or an engine that is equipped with retrofit controls to reduce
exhaust emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and diesel particulate
matter (DPM) to no more than Tier 2 levels, unless certified by
engine manufacturers or the on-site AQCMM that the use of such
devices is not practical for specific engine types. For purposes of
this condition, the use of such devices is “not practical” for the
following, as well as other, reasons:
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f.

Air Quality

. There is no available retrofit control device that has been

verified by either the California Air Resources Board or U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency to control the engine in
question to Tier 2 equivalent emission levels and either a Tier 1
engine or the highest level of available control is being used; or

The construction equipment is intended to be on site for five
days or less.

The CPM may grant relief from this requirement if the AQCMM
can demonstrate a good faith effort to comply with this
requirement and that compliance is not possible.

Equipment owned by specialty subcontractors may be granted
an exemption, for single equipment items on a case-by-case
basis, if it can be demonstrated that extreme financial hardship
would occur if the specialty subcontractor had to rent
replacement equipment, or if it can be demonstrated that a
specialized equipment item is not available by rental.

The use of a retrofit control device may be terminated immediately,
provided that the CPM is informed within 10 working days of the
termination and the AQCMM demonstrates that one of the following
conditions exists:

1.

The use of the control device is excessively reducing the normal
availability of the construction equipment due to increased down
time for maintenance, and/or reduced power output due to an
excessive increase in back pressure.

The control device is causing or is reasonably expected to
cause significant engine damage.

The control device is causing or is reasonably expected to
cause a significant risk to workers or the public.

Any other seriously detrimental cause which has the approval of
the CPM prior to implementation of the termination.

All heavy earth-moving equipment and heavy duty construction-
related trucks with engines meeting the requirements of (b) above
shall be properly maintained and the engines tuned to the engine
manufacturer’s specifications.

All diesel heavy construction equipment shall not idle for more than
five minutes, to the extent practical.

Construction equipment will employ electric motors when feasible.
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Verification:  The project owner shall include in the MCR: (1) a summary of all
actions taken to maintain compliance with this condition; (2) a list of all heavy
equipment used on site during that month, including the owner of that equipment
and a letter from each owner indicating that the equipment has been properly
maintained; and (3) any other documentation deemed necessary by the CPM
and AQCMM to verify compliance with this condition. Such information may be
provided via electronic format or disk at the project owner’s discretion.

AQ-SC6 The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and approval
any modification proposed by the project owner to any project air
permit. The project owner shall submit to the CPM any modification to
any permit proposed by the District or U.S. EPA, and any revised
permit issued by the District or U.S. EPA, for the project.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit any proposed air permit
modification to the CPM within five working days of either: 1) submittal by the
project owner to an agency, or 2) receipt of proposed modifications from an
agency. The project owner shall submit all modified air permits to the CPM within
15 days of receipt.

AQ-SC7 The project owner shall provide emission reductions in the form of
emission reduction credits (ERCs) in the quantities of at least 98.78
tons per year (tpy) NOx and 29.60 tpy VOC. The project owner shall
demonstrate that the reductions are provided in the form required by
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.

The project owner shall surrender the ERCs from among Bay Area Air
Quality Management District Certificate Numbers 1241, 1242, and/or
1245, or a modified list, as allowed by this condition. If additional ERCs
are submitted, the project owner shall submit a modified list including
the additional ERCs to the CPM. The project owner shall request CPM
approval for any substitutions, modifications, or additions to the listed
credits.

The CPM, in consultation with the District, may approve any such
change to the ERC list provided that the project remains in compliance
with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards, and
that the requested change(s) will not cause the project to result in a
significant environmental impact. The District must also confirm that
each requested change is consistent with applicable federal and state
laws and regulations.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM records showing that
the project’s offset requirements have been met prior to initiating construction. If
the CPM approves a substitution or modification to the list of ERCs, the CPM
shall file a statement of the approval with the project owner and the Energy
Commission docket. The CPM shall maintain an updated list of approved ERCs
for the project.
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AQ-SC8 The project owner shall mitigate 63.88 tons per year (tpy) of
PM10/PM2.5 and 12.55 tpy of SOx emissions. The project owner shall
enter into an agreement with the Bay Area Clean Air Foundation for
the project owner to contribute $32,750 per tpy (which includes a Bay
Area Clean Air Foundation administration fee of 20 percent) of project
PM10/PM2.5 and SOx emissions to be mitigated. The funds
contributed by the project owner shall fund emission reduction projects
based on the proximity of the emissions reduction project to the
project site and the relative health benefit to the local community
surrounding the project site by including the following project-specific
conditions:

1. Diesel emission reduction projects funded by the Bay Area Clean
Air Foundation with the funds contributed by the project owner
shall be weighted for evaluation, qualification, and selection, in
accordance with the California Air Resources Board’s Carl Moyer
Program Guidelines. Other emission reduction projects with the
cost-effectiveness of $32,750 per tpy may be selected by the Bay
Area Clean Air Foundation.

2. Funding shall initially be made available to qualified projects
located preferentially within the boundaries City of Oakley, City of
Antioch, City of Brentwood, and City of Pittsburg. After twelve (12)
months from the date on which the administration funding has
been provided to the Bay Area Clean Air Foundation, the program
shall expand to include qualified projects located in Contra Costa
County and Alameda County, with priority given to those projects
located within areas designated by the BAAQMD as “priority
communities” in the Community Air Risk Evaluation (CARE)
program.

3. At all times, identified qualifying emission reduction projects
located within the City of Oakley will be given the highest priority.

The project owner shall provide initial funding for emission reduction
projects and administrative fees to the Bay Area Clean Air Foundation
in the amount of $500,000 within 90 days after the issuance of the
Authority to Construct (ATC). The project owner shall provide
additional funding to the Bay Area Clean Air Foundation on a monthly
basis as necessary to fund the qualifying emission reduction projects
selected for that month. The project owner shall make a final
demonstration of the quantity and schedule of all emission reductions
sponsored by the funding at least 30 days prior to first turbine fire..

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM confirmation that the
appropriate initial funding has been provided within 90 days after the issuance of
the ATC. Additionally, the project owner shall submit to the CPM confirmation
that the appropriate funding has been provided to the Bay Area Clean Air
Foundation at least 30 days prior to the first fire. The project owner shall provide
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quarterly summaries of the emission reduction project selection information to the
CPM for review until such time that all funds have been committed by the Bay
Area Clean Air Foundation to qualifying projects.

AQ-SC9 The project owner shall submit to the CPM quarterly operation reports
that include operational and emissions information as necessary to
demonstrate compliance with the conditions of certification. The
quarterly operation report shall specifically note or highlight incidences
of noncompliance.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit quarterly operation reports to the
CPM and APCO no later than 30 days following the end of each calendar
quarter. This information shall be maintained on site for a minimum of five years
and shall be provided to the CPM and District personnel upon request.

AQ-SC10 The facility shall be operated such that simultaneous commissioning
of the two combustion turbines without abatement of nitrogen oxide or
carbon monoxide emissions by its SCR system and oxidation catalyst
system will not occur. Operation of one combustion turbine during
commissioning without abatement shall be limited to times when the
second combustion turbine is either non-operational or in compliance
with emission limits for routine operation.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit a monthly compliance report to
the CPM during the commissioning period demonstrating compliance with this
condition.

BAAQMD PROPOSED PERMIT CONDITIONS

The following conditions would be applicable to the proposed OGS facility
(BAAQMD 2011a). This Final Staff Assessment reflects the BAAQMD Final
Determination of Compliance conditions, from January 2011. The BAAQMD
conditions are grouped as follows:

e AQ-1 through AQ-9 apply during the commissioning period.

e AQ-10 through AQ-30 apply to the two CTGs with unfired HRSGs (S-1 and S-
2) after the commissioning period has ended [Gas Turbine Generator #1 and
#2, GE Frame 7FA, Natural Gas-Fired, 213 MW, 2,150 MMBtu/hr (HHV)
maximum rated capacity with high-efficiency inlet air filter; abated by A-1 and
A-3 Selective Catalytic Reduction System (SCR) and A-2 and A-4 Oxidation
Catalyst].

e AQ-31 through AQ-38 apply to the auxiliary boiler (S-3) [Natural Gas-Fired,
50.6 MMBtu/hr (HHV) maximum rated capacity (abated by A-5 Oxidation
Catalyst if required)].

e AQ-39 through AQ-42 apply to the diesel fire water pump engine (S-4) [Fire
Pump Diesel Engine, Clarke JW6H-UFAD80, 400 hp, 2.78 MMBtu/hr
maximum rated heat input].

e Facility-wide conditions are AQ-43 to AQ-50.
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GE 7FA Combined-Cycle Gas Turbines

Applicability:

Conditions of Certification AQ-1 through AQ-9 of this condition shall only apply
during the commissioning period as defined below. Unless otherwise indicated,
AQ-10 through AQ-30 of these conditions shall apply after the commissioning
period has ended.

Conditions for the Commissioning Period for GE 7FA Gas Turbines (S-1
and S-2)

AQ-1 The owner/operator shall minimize emissions of carbon monoxide and
nitrogen oxides from S-1 and S-2 Gas Turbines to the maximum
extent possible during the commissioning period. (Basis: BACT, Regu-
lation 2, Rule 2, Section 409)

Verification: A summary of significant operation and maintenance events and
monitoring records required shall be included in the quarterly operation report
(AQ-SC9).

AQ-2 At the earliest feasible opportunity in accordance with the recommen-
dations of the equipment manufacturers and the construction con-
tractor, the owner/operator shall tune the S-1 and S-2 Gas Turbines
combustors to minimize the emissions of carbon monoxide and
nitrogen oxides. (Basis: BACT, Regulation 2, Rule 2, Section 409)

Verification: A summary of significant operation and maintenance events and
monitoring records required shall be included in the quarterly operation report
(AQ-SC9).

AQ-3 At the earliest feasible opportunity in accordance with the recommen-
dations of the equipment manufacturers and the construction con-
tractor, the owner/operator shall install, adjust, and operate the A-2
and A-4 Oxidation Catalysts and A-1 and A-3 SCR Systems to mini-
mize the emissions of carbon monoxide and nitrogen oxides from S-1
and S-2 Gas Turbines. (Basis: BACT, Regulation 2, Rule 2, Section
409)

Verification: A summary of significant operation and maintenance events and
monitoring records required shall be included in the quarterly operation report
(AQ-SC9).

AQ-4 The owner/operator shall submit a plan to the District Engineering
Division and the CEC CPM at least four weeks prior to first firing of
S-1 and S-2 Gas Turbines describing the procedures to be followed
during the commissioning of the gas turbines. The plan shall include a
description of each commissioning activity, the anticipated duration of
each activity in hours, and the purpose of the activity. The activities
described shall include, but not be limited to, the tuning of the Dry-
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Low-NOx combustors, the installation and operation of the required
emission control systems, the installation, calibration, and testing of
the CO and NOx continuous emission monitors, and any activities
requiring the firing of the Gas Turbines (S-1 and S-2) without abate-
ment or with partial abatement by their respective oxidation catalysts
and/or SCR Systems. The owner/operator shall not fire any of the Gas
Turbines (S-1 or S-2) sooner than 28 days after the District receives
the commissioning plan. (Basis: Regulation 2, Rule 2, Section 419)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit a commissioning plan to the
CPM and APCO for approval at least four weeks prior to first firing of the gas
turbine describing the procedures to be followed during the commissioning period
and the anticipated duration of each commissioning activity.

AQ-5

During the commissioning period, the owner/operator shall
demonstrate compliance with AQ-7, AQ-8, and AQ-9 through the use
of properly operated and maintained continuous emission monitors
and data recorders for the following parameters and emission
concentrations:

-firing hours

-fuel flow rates

-stack gas nitrogen oxide emission concentrations
-stack gas carbon monoxide emission concentrations
-stack gas oxygen concentrations

The monitored parameters shall be recorded at least once every 15
minutes (excluding normal calibration periods or when the monitored
source is not in operation) for the Gas Turbines (S-1 and S-2). The
owner/operator shall use District-approved methods to calculate heat
input rates, nitrogen dioxide mass emission rates, carbon monoxide
mass emission rates, and NOx and CO emission concentrations, sum-
marized for each clock hour and each calendar day. The
owner/operator shall retain records on site for at least 5 years from the
date of entry and make such records available to District personnel
upon request. (Basis: Regulation 2, Rule 2, Section 419)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO for
approval the commissioning plan as required in AQ-4.

AQ-6

The owner/operator shall install, calibrate, and operate the District-
approved continuous monitors specified in AQ-5 prior to first firing of
the Gas Turbines (S-1 and S-2). After first firing of the turbines, the
owner/operator shall adjust the detection range of these continuous
emission monitors as necessary to accurately measure the resulting
range of CO and NOx emission concentrations. The instruments shall
operate at all times of operation of S-1 and S-2 including start-up,
shutdown, upset, and malfunction, except as allowed by BAAQMD
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Regulation 1-522, BAAQMD Manual of Procedures, Volume V. If nec-
essary to comply with this requirement, the owner/operator shall install
dual-span monitors. The type, specifications, and location of these
monitors shall be subject to District review and approval. (Basis: Reg-
ulation 2, Rule 2, Section 419)

Verification: = The project owner shall make the site available for inspection by
representatives of the District, ARB, and the Commission upon request.

AQ-7 The owner/operator shall not fire S-1 and S-2 Gas Turbine without
abatement of nitrogen oxide emissions by the corresponding SCR
System A-1 and A-3 and/or abatement of carbon monoxide emissions
by the corresponding Oxidation Catalyst A-2 and A-4 for more than a
combined total of 831 hours during the commissioning period. Such
operation of any Gas Turbine (S-1, S-2) without abatement shall be
limited to discrete commissioning activities that can only be properly
executed without the SCR system and/or oxidation catalyst in place.
Upon completion of these activities, the owner/operator shall provide
written notice to the District Engineering Division and Compliance and
Enforcement Division and the unused balance of the 831 firing hours
without abatement shall expire. (Basis: BACT, Regulation 2, Rule 2,
Section 409)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO for
approval the commissioning plan as required in AQ-4. A summary of significant
operation and maintenance events and monitoring records required shall be
included in the quarterly operation report (AQ-SC9).

AQ-8 The total mass emissions of nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide,
precursor organic compounds, PM10, and sulfur dioxide that are
emitted by the Gas Turbines (S-1, and S-2) during the commissioning
period shall accrue towards the consecutive twelve-month emission
limitations specified in AQ-43. (Basis: Regulation 2, Rule 2, Section
409)

Verification: A summary of significant operation and maintenance events and
monitoring records required shall be included in the quarterly operation report
(AQ-SC9).

AQ-9 The owner/operator shall not operate the Gas Turbines (S-1 and S-2)
in a manner such that the pollutant emissions from each gas turbine
will exceed the following limits during the commissioning period.
These emission limits shall include emissions resulting from the start-
up and shutdown of the Gas Turbines (S-1, S-2). (Basis: BACT, Regu-
lation 2, Rule 2, Section 409)
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NOx 2,380.8 pounds per calendar day | 148.7 pounds per hour
(as NOy)

(610) 13,303 pounds per calendar day | 700 pounds per hour

Verification: A summary of significant operation and maintenance events and
monitoring records required shall be included in the quarterly operation report
(AQ-SC9).

Conditions for the GE 7FA Combined-Cycle Gas Turbines (S-1 and S-2)

AQ-10 The owner/operator shall fire the Gas Turbines (S-1 and S-2)
exclusively on PUC regulated natural gas with a maximum sulfur
content of 1 grain per 100 standard cubic feet. To demonstrate compli-
ance with this limit, the operator of S-1 and S-2 shall sample and
analyze the gas from each supply source at least monthly to deter-
mine the sulfur content of the gas. PG&E monthly sulfur data may be
used provided that such data can be demonstrated to be representa-
tive of the gas delivered to the OGS. (Basis: BACT for SO, and PM10)

Verification:  The result of the natural gas fuel sulfur monitoring data and
other fuel sulfur content source data shall be submitted to the District and CPM in
the quarterly operation report (AQ-SC9).

AQ-11 The owner/operator shall not operate the units such that the heat input
rate to each Gas Turbine (S-1 and S-2) exceeds 2,150 MMBtu (HHV)
per hour. (Basis: BACT for NOx)

Verification: A summary of significant operation and maintenance events and
monitoring records required shall be included in the quarterly operation report
(AQ-SC9).

AQ-12 The owner/operator shall not operate the units such that the heat input
rate to each Gas Turbine (S-1 and S-2) exceeds 51,600 MMBtu (HHV)
per day. (Basis: Cumulative Increase for PM10)

Verification: A summary of significant operation and maintenance events and
monitoring records required shall be included in the quarterly operation report
(AQ-SC9).

AQ-13 The owner/operator shall not operate the units such that the combined
cumulative heat input rate for the Gas Turbines (S-1 and S-2) exceeds
35,397,277 MMBtu (HHV) per year. (Basis: Offsets)

Verification: A summary of significant operation and maintenance events and
monitoring records required shall be included in the quarterly operation report
(AQ-SC9).
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AQ-14 The owner/operator shall ensure that each Gas Turbine (S-1, S-2) is
abated by the properly operated and properly maintained Selective
Catalytic Reduction (SCR) System A-1 or A-3 and Oxidation Catalyst
System A-2 or A-4 whenever fuel is combusted at those sources and
the corresponding SCR catalyst bed (A-1 or A-3) has reached mini-
mum operating temperature. (Basis: BACT for NOx, POC and CO)

Verification:

The project owner shall make the site available for inspection by

representatives of the District, ARB, and the Commission upon request. A
summary of significant operation and maintenance events and monitoring
records required shall be included in the quarterly operation report (AQ-SC9).

AQ-15 The owner/operator shall ensure that the Gas Turbines (S-1, S-2)
comply with the following limits. The limits in this part do not apply
during a gas turbine start-up, combustor tuning operation or shutdown.
(Basis: BACT and Regulation 2, Rule 5)

a)

b)

d)

Air Quality

Nitrogen oxide mass emissions (calculated as NO;) at each
exhaust point P-1 and P-2 (exhaust point for S-1 and S-2 Gas
Turbine after abatement by A-1 and A-3 SCR System) shall not
exceed 15.52 pounds per hour, averaged over any 1-hour period.
(Basis: Cumulative Increase for NOx)

The nitrogen oxide emission concentration at each exhaust point
P-1 and P-2 shall not exceed 2.0 ppmv, on a dry basis, corrected to
15% 02, averaged over any 1-hour period. (Basis: BACT for NOx)

Carbon monoxide mass emissions at each exhaust point P-1 and
P-2 shall not exceed 9.45 pounds per hour, averaged over any
1-hour period. (Basis: Cumulative Increase for CO)

The carbon monoxide emission concentration at each exhaust point
P-1 and P-2 shall not exceed 2.0 ppmv, on a dry basis, corrected to
15 percent O, averaged over any 1-hour period. (Basis: BACT
for CO)

Ammonia (NH3) emission concentrations at each exhaust point P-1
and P-2 shall not exceed 5 ppmv, on a dry basis, corrected to 15
percent O,, averaged over any rolling 3-hour period. This ammonia
emission concentration shall be verified by the continuous
recording of the ammonia injection rate to each SCR System A-1
and A-3. The correlation between the gas turbine heat input rates,
A-1 and A-3 SCR System ammonia injection rates, and
corresponding ammonia emission concentration at emission points
P-1 and P-2 shall be determined in accordance with AQ-24 or a
District approved alternative method. The APCO may require the
installation on one exhaust point (P-1 or P-2 at the owner/operator's
discretion) of a CEM designed to monitor ammonia concentrations
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f)

if the APCO determines that a commercially available CEM has
been proven to be accurate and reliable and that an adequate
Quality Assurance/Quality Control protocol for the CEM has been
established. The District or another agency must establish a
District-approved Quality Assurance/Quality Control protocol prior
to the ammonia CEM being a requirement of this part. The APCO
shall use the first year of ammonia CEM data to establish the
appropriate ammonia emission concentration limit and averaging
time for compliance demonstration by CEM. After the APCO has
established the ammonia limit, the ammonia CEM shall be used to
demonstrate compliance for the gas turbine being monitored by
CEM. The gas turbine with the ammonia CEM shall still be subject
to the emission testing requirements in AQ-24. For the gas turbine
with the ammonia CEM, calculations of corrected ammonia
concentrations based upon the source test correlation and
continuous records of ammonia injection rate shall be submitted to
the District for informational purposes only. (Basis: Regulation 2,
Rule 5)

Precursor organic compound (POC) mass emissions (as CH4) at
each exhaust point P-1 and P-2 shall not exceed 2.71 pounds per
hour.

(Basis: Cumulative Increase for POC)

Verification:

A summary of significant operation and maintenance events and

monitoring records required shall be included in the quarterly operation report

(AQ-SC9).

AQ-16 The owner/operator shall ensure that the regulated air pollutant mass
emission rates from each of the Gas Turbines (S-1, and S-2) during a
start-up or shutdown does not exceed the limits established below.
(Basis: BACT Limit for Non-Steady-State Operation)
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Maximum Maximum

Emissions Emissions Maximum
During an During an Emissions
Hour Maximum Hour During an
Containing | Emissions | Containing Maximum Hour
Hot/Warm | a Hot/Warm | Per Cold a Cold Emissions Containing
Startup Startup Startup Startup Per Shutdown | a Shutdown

Pollutant | (Ib/startup) (Ib/hr) (Ib/startup) (Ib/hr) (Ib/shutdown) (Ib/hr)

NOx 22.3 33.9 96.3 99.9 39.3 46.8
(as NOy)
CO 85.2 92.2 360.2 362.4 140.2 144.7
POC 31.1 33.1 67.1 67.7 17.1 18.4
(as CHa)

Verification: A summary of significant operation and maintenance events and
monitoring records required shall be included in the quarterly operation report
(AQ-SC9).

AQ-17 The owner/operator shall not perform combustor tuning on each Gas
Turbine (S-1 or S-2) more than twice in any consecutive 12 month
period. Each tuning event shall not exceed eight hours. Combustor
tuning shall only be performed on one gas turbine per day. The
owner/operator shall notify the District Engineering Division and
Compliance and Enforcement Division no later than sevem days prior
to combustor tuning activity, except in exigent circumstances. If
exigent circumstances arise, the owner/operator shall notify the
District Engineering Division and Compliance and Enforcement
Division in writing 24 hours prior to combustor tuning activity detailing
the circumstances. The emissions during combustor tuning from each
gas turbine shall not exceed the hourly limits established below, and
shall not exceed hourly limits established by the District based on
emissions data obtained during the first tuning event for each turbine.
The owner/operator shall measure and record mass emissions of NOx
and CO using the continuous emission monitors during tuning.

The owner/operator shall measure POC emissions during the first
tuning after the first turbine has been commissioned using a District-
approved source test method. The owner/operator shall seek District
approval of the test method in accordance with AQ-29 below. The
owner/operator shall submit the record of the NOx, CO, and POC
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emissions during the first tuning event after the first turbine has been
commissioned to the District within 60 days after the first tuning event.
The District shall establish mass emissions limits for the future tuning
events based on this test data and shall notify the owner/operator of
these limits. (Basis: BACT, Offsets, Cumulative Increase)

Emissions Limit
Pollutant (Ib/hr)
NOx (as NOy) 96
(610) 360
POC (as CH,) 67

Verification:  The project owner shall notify both the District and CPM at least
7 days prior to the combustor tuning. A summary of significant operation and
maintenance events and monitoring records required shall be included in the
quarterly operation report (AQ-SC9).

AQ-18 The owner/operator shall not allow total emissions from each Gas
Turbine (S-1 or S-2), including emissions generated during gas turbine
start-ups, and shutdowns to exceed the following limits during any
calendar day (except for days during which combustor tuning events
occur, which are subject to AQ-19 below):

a) 488 pounds of NOx (as NO;) perday  (Basis: Cumulative
Increase)

b) 715 pounds of CO per day (Basis: Cumulative
Increase)

c) 146 pounds of POC (as CH4) per day (Basis: Cumulative
Increase)

Verification: A summary of significant operation and maintenance events and
monitoring records required shall be included in the quarterly operation report
(AQ-SC9).

AQ-19 The owner/operator shall not allow total emissions from each Gas
Turbine (S-1 or S-2), including emissions generated during gas turbine
start-ups, shutdowns, and combustor tuning events to exceed the fol-
lowing limits during any calendar day on which a tuning event occurs:
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a) 971 pounds of NOx (as NO;) perday  (Basis: Cumulative
Increase)

b) 2818 pounds of CO per day (Basis: Cumulative
Increase)

c) 531 pounds of POC (as CH4) per day (Basis: Cumulative
Increase)

Verification: A summary of significant operation and maintenance events and
monitoring records required shall be included in the quarterly operation report
(AQ-SC9).

AQ-20

The owner/operator shall not allow the maximum projected annual
toxic air contaminant emissions (per AQ-23) from the Gas Turbines
(S-1, S-2) combined to exceed the following limits:

Formaldehyde 16,636.1 pounds
per year

Benzene 462.9 pounds per
year

Specified polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) 4.54 pounds per
year unless the following requirement is satisfied:

The owner/operator shall perform a health risk assessment to deter-
mine the total facility risk using the emission rates determined by
source testing and the most current Bay Area Air Quality Management
District approved procedures and unit risk factors in effect at the time
of the analysis. The owner/operator shall submit the risk analysis to the
District and the CEC CPM within 60 days of the source test date. The
owner/operator may request that the District and the CEC CPM revise
the carcinogenic compound emission limits specified above. If the
owner/operator demonstrates to the satisfaction of the APCO that
these revised emission limits will not result in a significant cancer risk,
the District and the CEC CPM may, at their discretion, adjust the
carcinogenic compound emission limits listed above. (Basis: Regula-
tion 2, Rule 5)

Verification:  Source test results obtained through compliance with AQ-23
and AQ-27 shall confirm the toxic air contaminant emission rates or the project
owner shall submit an updated health risk assessment.

AQ-21

The owner/operator shall demonstrate compliance with AQ-11 through
AQ-13, AQ-15(a) through AQ-15(d), AQ-16 (NOx, and CO limits), AQ-
17 (NOx, and CO limits), AQ-18(a), AQ-18(b), AQ-19(a), AQ-19(b),
AQ-43(a) and AQ-43(b) by using properly operated and maintained
continuous monitors (during all hours of operation including gas
turbine start-up, combustor tuning, and shutdown periods). If neces-
sary to comply with this requirement, the owner/operator shall install
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dual-span monitors. The owner/operator shall monitor for all of the fol-
lowing parameters and record each parameter at least every 15
minutes (excluding normal calibration periods):

a) Firing Hours and Fuel Flow Rates for each of the following sources:
S-1 and S-2

b) Oxygen (O;) concentration, Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) concentration,
and carbon monoxide (CO) concentration at exhaust points P-1 and
P-2

c) Ammonia injection rate at A-1 and A-2 SCR Systems

The owner/operator shall use the parameters measured above and
District approved calculation methods to calculate and record the fol-
lowing parameters for each gas turbine (S-1 and S-2):

d) Corrected NOx concentration and corrected CO concentration,
averaged for each clock hour

e) Corrected NOx concentration and corrected CO concentration,
averaged for each calendar day

The owner/operator shall use the parameters measured above and
District-approved calculation methods to calculate and record the fol-
lowing parameters for each gas turbine (S-1 and S-2) and totaled for
S-1 and S-2:

f) For each rolling three hour period, the heat input rate in MMBtu
(HHV) per hour

g) For each calendar day, the average hourly heat input rate in MMBtu
(HHV) per hour and total daily heat input rate in MMBtu (HHV) per
day

h) For each consecutive twelve month period, the total heat input rate
in MMBtu (HHV) per year

i) For each clock hour, the NOx mass emission rate (as NO;) and CO
mass emissions rate in pounds per hour

j) For each calendar day, the NOx mass emission rate (as NO,) and
CO mass emissions rate in pounds per day

k) For each consecutive 12-month period, the monthly NOx (as NOy)
and CO mass emissions rates in pounds per month and annual
NOx and CO mass emissions rates in pounds per year and tons
per year

(Basis: 1-520.1, 9-9-501, BACT, Offsets, NSPS, Cumulative Increase)
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Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection by
representatives of the District, ARB and the Commission to verify the continuous
monitoring and recordkeeping system is properly installed and operational.

AQ-22 To demonstrate compliance with AQ-15(f), AQ-18(c), AQ-19(c), and
AQ-43(c) the owner/operator shall calculate and record on a daily
basis, the precursor organic compound (POC) mass emissions from
each power train. The owner/operator shall use the actual heat input
rates measured pursuant to AQ-21, actual Gas Turbine start-up times,
actual Gas Turbine shutdown times, and CEC and District-approved
emission factors developed pursuant to source testing under AQ-25 to
calculate these emissions. The owner/operator shall present the
calculated emissions in the following format:

a) For each calendar day, POC mass emissions, summarized for each
gas turbine and S-1 and S-2 combined

b) For each consecutive 12-month period, the cumulative total POC
mass emissions for each gas turbine and S-1 and S-2 combined.

(Basis: Offsets, Cumulative Increase)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection by
representatives of the District, ARB and the Commission to verify the calculation
and recordkeeping system is properly installed and operational.

AQ-23 To demonstrate compliance with AQ-20, the owner/operator shall
calculate and record on an annual basis the maximum projected
annual emissions of: Formaldehyde, Benzene, and Specified PAHSs.
The owner/operator shall calculate the maximum projected annual
emissions using the combined maximum annual heat input rate of
35,397,277 MMBtu/year for S-1 and S-2 combined and the highest
emission factor (pounds of pollutant per MMBtu of heat input) deter-
mined by the most recent of any source test of the S-1 or S-2 Gas
Turbines. If the highest emission factor for a given pollutant occurs
during minimum-load turbine operation, a reduced annual heat input
rate may be utilized to calculate the maximum projected annual emis-
sions to reflect the reduced heat input rates during gas turbine start-up
and minimum-load operation. The reduced annual heat input rate shall
be subject to District review and approval. (Basis: Regulation 2,
Rule 5)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection by
representatives of the District, ARB and the Commission to verify the calculation
and recordkeeping system is properly installed and operational.

AQ-24  Within 90 days of the beginning of the start-up period (as defined in
Regulation 2-1-210) of each of the OGS GE 7FA units or as otherwise
approved by the APCO, the owner/operator shall conduct a District-
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approved source test on each corresponding exhaust point P-1 or P-2
to determine the corrected ammonia (NH3) emission concentration to
determine compliance with AQ-15(e). The source test shall determine
the correlation between the heat input rates of the gas turbine, A-1 or
A-3 SCR System ammonia injection rate, and the corresponding NH3
emission concentration at emission point P-1 or P-2. The source test
shall be conducted over the expected operating range of the turbine
(including, but not limited to, minimum and full load modes) to estab-
lish the range of ammonia injection rates necessary to achieve NOx
emission reductions while maintaining ammonia slip levels. The
owner/operator shall repeat the source testing on an annual basis
thereafter. Ongoing compliance with AQ-15(e) shall be demonstrated
through calculations of corrected ammonia concentrations based upon
the source test correlation and continuous records of ammonia injec-
tion rate. The owner/operator shall submit the source test results to
the District and the CEC CPM within 60 days of conducting the tests.
(Basis: Regulation 2, Rule 5)

Verification:  The results and field data collected during source tests shall be
submitted to the District and CPM within 60 days of testing and according to a
pre-approved protocol (AQ-29). Testing for steady-state emissions shall be
conducted upon initial operation and at least once every 12 months.

AQ-25

Within 90 days of the beginning of the start-up period (as defined in
Regulation 2-1-210) of each of the OGS GE 7FA units or as otherwise
approved by the APCO and, at a minimum, on an annual basis
thereafter, the owner/operator shall conduct a District-approved
source test on exhaust points P-1 and P-2 while each Gas Turbine is
operating at maximum load to determine compliance with AQ-15(a),
AQ-15(b), AQ-15(c), AQ-15(d), AQ-15(f), and to establish the emis-
sions factors to be used to demonstrate compliance with AQ-43(d)
and AQ-43(e); and while each Gas Turbine is operating at minimum
load to determine compliance with AQ-15(c) and AQ-15(d); and to
verify the accuracy of the continuous emission monitors required in
AQ-21. The owner/operator shall test for (as a minimum each year):
water content, stack gas flow rate, oxygen concentration, precursor
organic compound concentration and mass emissions, nitrogen oxide
concentration and mass emissions (as NO;), carbon monoxide
concentration and mass emissions, sulfur dioxide concentration and
mass emissions, methane, ethane, and PM10 emissions including
condensable particulate matter. The owner/operator may conduct
source tests of individual compounds listed in this part separately. The
owner/operator shall submit the source test results to the District and
the CEC CPM within 60 days of conducting the tests. The
owner/operator may perform up to four tests per year for PM10 emis-
sions including condensable particulate matter. (Basis: BACT, Offsets,
Cumulative Increase)
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Verification:  The results and field data collected during source tests shall be
submitted to the District and CPM within 60 days of testing and according to a
pre-approved protocol (AQ-29). Testing for steady-state emissions shall be
conducted upon initial operation and at least once every 12 months.

AQ-26

Within 90 days of the beginning of the start-up period (as defined in
Regulation 2-1-210) of each OGS GE 7FA units or as otherwise
approved by the APCO, the owner/operator shall conduct District- and
CEC-approved source tests for that Gas Turbine to determine
compliance with the emission limitations specified in AQ-16. The
source tests shall determine NOx, CO, and POC emissions during
start-up and shutdown of the gas turbines. The POC emissions shall
be analyzed for methane and ethane to account for the presence of
unburned natural gas. The source test shall include a minimum of
three start-up and three shutdown periods. Thirty working days before
the execution of the source tests, the owner/operator shall submit to
the District and the CEC Compliance Program Manager (CPM) a
detailed source test plan designed to satisfy the requirements of this
Part. The District and the CEC CPM will notify the owner/operator of
any necessary modifications to the plan within 20 working days of
receipt of the plan; otherwise, the plan shall be deemed approved.
The owner/operator shall incorporate the District and CEC CPM
comments into the test plan. The owner/operator shall notify the
District and the CEC CPM within seven (7) working days prior to the
planned source testing date. The owner/operator shall submit the
source test results to the District and the CEC CPM within 60 days of
the source testing date. (Basis: Regulation 2, Rule 2, Section 419)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM and APCO for
approval the commissioning plan as required in AQ-4.

AQ-27

Within 90 days of the beginning of the start-up period (as defined in
Regulation 2-1-210) of the second of the OGS GE 7FA gas turbines or
as otherwise approved by the APCO, and on a biennial basis (once
every two years) thereafter, the owner/operator shall conduct a
District-approved source test on one of the following exhaust points
P-1 or P-2 while the Gas Turbine is operating at maximum allowable
operating rates to demonstrate compliance with AQ-20. The
owner/operator shall also test the gas turbine while it is operating at
minimum load. If three consecutive biennial source tests demonstrate
that the annual emission rates calculated pursuant to AQ-23 for any of
the compounds are less than 50 percent of the levels listed in AQ-20,
then the owner/operator may discontinue future testing for that
pollutant. (Basis: Regulation 2, Rule 5)

Verification:  The results and field data collected during source tests shall be
submitted to the District and CPM within 60 days of testing and according to a
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pre-approved protocol (AQ-29). Testing for toxic air contaminant emissions shall
be conducted upon initial operation and at least once every 24 months.

AQ-28 Within 90 days of the beginning of the start-up period (as defined in
Regulation 2-1-210) of each of the OGS GE 7FA gas turbines or as
otherwise approved by the APCO and on an annual basis thereafter,
the owner/operator shall conduct a District-approved source test on
one of the two exhaust points P-1 or P-2 while the gas turbine is oper-
ating at maximum heat input rate to demonstrate compliance with the
total sulfuric acid mist emission rate for S-1 and S-2 of 6.3 tons per
year. The owner/operator shall test for (as a minimum) SO,, SO3, and
H.SO4, and the sulfur content of the fuel. The owner/operator shall
submit the source test results to the District and the CEC CPM within
60 days of conducting the tests. (Basis: Regulation 2, Rule 5)

Verification:  The results and field data collected during source tests shall be
submitted to the District and CPM within 60 days of testing and according to a
pre-approved protocol (AQ-29). Testing for steady-state emissions shall be
conducted upon initial operation and at least once every 12 months.

AQ-29 The owner/operator shall obtain approval for all source test
procedures from the District's Source Test Section and the CEC CPM
prior to conducting any tests. The owner/operator shall comply with all
applicable testing requirements for continuous emission monitors as
specified in Volume V of the District's Manual of Procedures. The
owner/operator shall notify the District's Source Test Section and the
CEC CPM in writing of the source test protocols and projected test
dates at least 7 days prior to the testing date(s). As indicated above,
the owner/operator shall measure the contribution of condensable PM
(back half) to any measurement of the total particulate matter or PM10
emissions. However, the owner/operator may propose alternative
measuring techniques to measure condensable PM such as the use of
a dilution tunnel or other appropriate method used to capture semi-
volatile organic compounds. The owner/operator shall submit the
source test results to the District and the CEC CPM within 60 days of
conducting the tests. (Basis: BACT, Regulation 2, Rule 2, Section
419)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit the proposed source test plan or
protocol for the source tests seven days prior to the proposed source test date to
both the District and CPM for approval. The project owner shall notify the District
and CPM no later than seven days prior to the proposed source test date and
time.

AQ-30 The owner/operator shall ensure that the stack height of emission
points P-1 and P-2 is each at least 155.5 feet above grade level at the
stack base. (Basis: Regulation 2, Rule 5)
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Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection by
representatives of the District, ARB and the Commission.

Auxiliary Boiler (S-3)

AQ-31 The owner/operator shall submit manufacturer's specifications and
emissions guarantees for NOx and CO for the Auxiliary Boiler (S-3) to
the District Engineering Division and the CEC CPM at least four
weeks prior to first firing of Auxiliary Boiler (S-3). (Basis: Regulation 2,
Rule 2, Section 419)

Verification: At least thirty (30) days prior to the installation of the Auxiliary
Boiler, the project owner shall provide the District and the CPM the specifications
for the boiler.

AQ-32 If Oxidation Catalyst (A-5) is required, the owner/operator shall install,
adjust, and operate the A-5 Oxidation Catalyst at the earliest feasible
opportunity, in accordance with the recommendations of the equip-
ment manufacturers and the construction contractor, to minimize the
emissions of carbon monoxide from S-3 Auxiliary Boiler. (Basis: Regu-
lation 2, Rule 2, Section 419)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
equipment and records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-33 The heat input rate to the Auxiliary Boiler (S-3) shall not exceed 50.6
MMBtu per hour, averaged over any rolling 3-hour period. (Basis: Cumu-
lative Increase)

Verification: A summary of significant operation and maintenance events and
monitoring records required shall be included in the quarterly operation report
(AQ-SC9).

AQ-34 The heat input rate to the Auxiliary Boiler (S-3) shall not exceed
218,606 MMBtu per year. (Basis: Cumulative Increase)

Verification: A summary of significant operation and maintenance events and
monitoring records required shall be included in the quarterly operation report
(AQ-SC9).

AQ-35 The owner/operator of the Auxiliary Boiler (S-3) shall meet all of the
requirements listed in below.

a) Nitrogen oxide emissions at P-3 (the exhaust point for the Auxiliary
Boiler) shall not exceed 9.8 pounds per day, calculated as NO,.
(Basis: Regulation 2-1-403)

b) Carbon monoxide emissions at P-3 shall not exceed 9.8 pounds
per day. (Basis: Regulation 2-1-403)
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c) POC emissions (as CH,4) at P-3 shall not exceed 2.8 pounds per
day.

(Basis: Regulation 2-1-403)

Verification: A summary of significant operation and maintenance events and
monitoring records required shall be included in the quarterly operation report
(AQ-SC9).

AQ-36

The owner/operator shall demonstrate compliance with AQ-35(a), AQ-
35(b) and AQ-43(a) and AQ-43(b) by using properly operated and
maintained continuous monitors (during all hours of operation includ-
ing auxiliary boiler start-up, tuning, and shutdown periods). The
owner/operator shall monitor for all of the following parameters and
record each parameter at least every 15 minutes (excluding normal
calibration periods):

a) Firing Hours and Fuel Flow Rates

b) Oxygen (O2) concentration, Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) concentration,
and carbon monoxide (CO) concentration at exhaust point P-3

The owner/operator shall use the parameters measured above and
District approved calculation methods to calculate and record the fol-
lowing parameters for the Auxiliary Boiler (S-3):

c) Corrected NOx concentration and corrected CO concentration,
averaged for each clock hour

d) Corrected NOx concentration and corrected CO concentration,
averaged for each calendar day

The owner/operator shall use the parameters measured above and
District-approved calculation methods to calculate and record the fol-
lowing parameters for Auxiliary Boiler (S-3):

I

I
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e) For each rolling three hour period, the heat input rate in MMBtu
(HHV) per hour

f) For each calendar day, the average hourly heat input rate in MMBtu
(HHV) per hour and total daily heat input rate in MMBtu (HHV) per
day

g) For each consecutive twelve month period, the total heat input rate
in MMBtu (HHV) per year

h) For each clock hour, the NOx mass emission rate (as NO;) and CO
mass emissions rate in pounds per hour

i) For each calendar day, the NOx mass emission rate (as NO,) and
CO mass emissions rate in pounds per day

j) For each consecutive 12-month period, the monthly NOx (as NOy)
and CO mass emissions rates in pounds per month and annual
NOx (as NO;) and CO mass emissions rates in pounds per year
and tons per year

(Basis: 1-520.1, 9-7-307, BACT, Offsets, Cumulative Increase)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection by
representatives of the District, ARB and the Commission to verify the monitoring
and recordkeeping system is properly installed and operational.

AQ-37 To demonstrate compliance with AQ-35(c) the owner/operator shall
calculate and record on a daily basis, the precursor organic compound
(POC) mass emissions from the auxiliary boiler. The owner/operator
shall use the actual heat input rates measured pursuant to AQ-36, and
CEC and District-approved emission factors developed pursuant to
source testing under AQ-38 to calculate these emissions. The
owner/operator shall present the calculated emissions in the following
format:

a) For each calendar day, POC mass emissions, summarized for S-3

b) For each consecutive 12-month period, the cumulative total POC
mass emissions for S-3.

(Basis: Offsets, Cumulative Increase)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection by
representatives of the District, ARB and the Commission to verify the calculation
and recordkeeping system is properly installed and operational.

AQ-38 Within 90 days of start-up of Auxiliary Boiler (S-3), the owner/operator
shall conduct a District-approved source test on exhaust point P-3
while the auxiliary boiler is operating at maximum load to determine
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emission factors for POC, PM10 and SOx. The owner/operator shall
test for (as a minimum): water content, stack gas flow rate, oxygen
concentration, precursor organic compound concentration and mass
emissions, nitrogen oxide concentration and mass emissions (as
NO), carbon monoxide concentration and mass emissions, sulfur
dioxide concentration and mass emissions, methane, ethane, and
PM10 emissions including condensable particulate matter. Thirty
working days before the execution of the source tests, the
owner/operator shall submit to the District and the CEC Compliance
Program Manager (CPM) a detailed source test plan designed to
satisfy the requirements of this Part. The District and the CEC CPM
will notify the owner/operator of any necessary modifications to the
plan within 20 working days of receipt of the plan; otherwise, the plan
shall be deemed approved. The owner/operator shall incorporate the
District and CEC CPM comments into the test plan. The
owner/operator shall notify the District and the CEC CPM within seven
(7) working days prior to the planned source testing date. The
owner/operator shall submit the source test results to the District and
the CEC CPM within 60 days of the source testing date. (Basis: Regu-
lation 2, Rule 2, Section 419)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit for approval, the source test plan
to the District and CPM, thirty (30) working days before the execution of the
compliance test required in this condition. The test results shall be submitted to
the District and to the CPM within sixty (60) days of the source testing date.

Conditions for the Fire Pump Diesel Engine (S-4)

AQ-39 The owner/operator shall fire the Fire Pump Diesel Engine (S-4)
exclusively on diesel fuel having a sulfur content no greater than
0.0015% by weight. (Regulation 2, Rule 5, Cumulative Increase,
"Stationary Diesel Engine ATCM", CA Code of Regulations, Title 17,
Section 93115.5(a))

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
equipment and fuel purchase records by representatives of the District, ARB, and
the Energy Commission.

AQ-40 The owner/operator shall operate the Fire Pump Diesel Engine (S-4)
for no more than 49 hours per year for the purpose of reliability testing
and non-emergency operation. (Regulation 2, Rule 5, Cumulative
Increase, "Stationary Diesel Engine ATCM", CA Code of Regulations,
Title 17, Section 93115.6(a)(4)(A))

Verification: A summary of significant operation and maintenance events and
monitoring records required shall be included in the quarterly operation report
(AQ-SC9).
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AQ-41

The owner/operator shall operate the Fire Pump Diesel Engine (S-4)
only when a non-resettable totalizing hour meter (with a minimum
display capability of 9,999 hours) is installed, operated and properly
maintained. (Basis: BAAQMD Regulation 9-8-530, "Stationary Diesel
Engine ATCM", CA Code of Regulations, Title 17, Section
93115.10(e)(1)).

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection by
representatives of the District, ARB and the Energy Commission. The project

owner sh
operation

all include a photograph of each totalizing meter in the quarterly
report (AQ-SC9).

AQ-42The owner/operator shall maintain the following monthly records for

Fire Pump Engine (S-4) in a District-approved log for at least 5 years.

a. Hours of operation for reliability-related activities (maintenance and
testing).

b. Hours of operation for emission testing to show compliance with
emission limits.

c. Hours of operation for emergency use.
d. For each emergency, the nature of the emergency condition.
e. Fuel usage.

Log entries shall be retained on-site, either at a central location or at the
engine's location, and made immediately available to the District staff
upon request. (Basis: BAAQMD Regulation 9-8-530, "Stationary Diesel
Engine ATCM", CA Code of Regulations, Title 17, Section
93115.10(g))

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection by
representatives of the District, ARB and the Commission.

Conditions for the Combined-Cycle Gas Turbines (S-1 and S-2), Auxiliary
Boiler (S-3), and Fire Pump Engine (S-4)

AQ-43

Air Quality

The owner/operator shall not allow total combined emissions from the
Gas Turbines (S-1 and S-2), including emissions generated during gas
turbine start-ups, combustor tuning, shutdowns, and malfunctions, the
auxiliary boiler (S-3), including emissions generated during auxiliary
boiler start-ups, tune-ups, shutdowns, and malfunctions, and the fire
pump diesel engine (S-4), including non-emergency and emergency
operation, to exceed the following limits during any consecutive
twelve-month period:
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a) 98.78 tons of NOx (as NOy) (Basis: Offsets)

b) 98.82 tons of CO (Basis: Cumulative
Increase)

c) 29.49 tons of POC (as CH,) (Basis: Offsets)

d) 63.78 tons of PMyg (Basis: Cumulative
Increase)

e) 12.55 tons of SO, (Basis: Cumulative
Increase)

Compliance with the limits in this part shall be determined using the fol-
lowing procedures:

Emissions of PM10 and SO, from each gas turbine shall be calculated
by multiplying turbine fuel usage times an emission factor determined
by source testing of the turbine conducted in accordance with AQ-25.
The emission factor for each turbine shall be based on the average of
the emissions rates observed during the 4 most recent source tests on
that turbine (or, prior to the completion of 4 source tests on a turbine,
on the average of the emission rates observed during all source tests
on the turbine).

Emissions of PM10, SO,, and POC from the auxiliary boiler shall be
calculated by multiplying auxiliary boiler fuel usage times an emission
factor determined by source testing of the auxiliary boiler conducted in
accordance with AQ-38.

The owner/operator shall calculate emissions from the fire pump diesel
engine from the hours of operation recorded in AQ-42 and the follow-
ing emission factors:

NOx: 2.62 g/hp-hr
CO: 0.67 g/hp-hr

POC: 0.14 g/hp-hr
PM: 0.119 g/hp-hr
SOy: 0.004 g/hp-hr

Verification: A summary of significant operation and maintenance events and
monitoring records required shall be included in the quarterly operation report
(AQ-SC9).

To demonstrate compliance with AQ-43, the owner/operator shall
record the total emissions for each consecutive 12-month period. The
owner/operator shall calculate emissions of each pollutant listed in
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AQ-43(a) through (e) from the gas turbines, auxiliary boiler, and fire
pump diesel engine for each calendar month using the calculation pro-
cedures established in AQ-43, and shall calculate annual emissions to
determine compliance with the limits listed in AQ-43(a) through (e) by
summing the monthly totals for the previous 12 months. (Basis: Regu-
lation 2, Rule 2, Section 419)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection by
representatives of the District, ARB and the Commission to verify the calculation
and recordkeeping system is properly installed and operational.

AQ-45 The owner/operator shall submit all reports (including, but not limited
to monthly CEM reports, monitor breakdown reports, emission excess
reports, equipment breakdown reports, etc.) as required by District
Rules or Regulations and in accordance with all procedures and time
limits specified in the Rule, Regulation, Manual of Procedures, or
Compliance and Enforcement Division Policies & Procedures Manual.
(Basis: Regulation 2, Rule 1, Section 403)

Verification:  The project owner shall ensure that notifications and reports,
including the quarterly operation report (AQ-SC9), are prepared and submitted in
compliance with this condition.

AQ-46 The owner/operator shall maintain all records and reports on site for a
minimum of 5 years. These records shall include but are not limited to:
continuous monitoring records (firing hours, fuel flows, emission rates,
monitor excesses, breakdowns, etc.), source test and analytical
records, natural gas sulfur content analysis results, emission calcula-
tion records, records of plant upsets and related incidents. The
owner/operator shall make all records and reports available to District
and the CEC CPM staff upon request. (Basis: Regulation 2, Rule 1,
Section 403, Regulation 2, Rule 6, Section 501)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection by
representatives of the District, ARB and the Commission.

AQ-47 The owner/operator shall notify the District and the CEC CPM of any
violations of these permit conditions. Notification shall be submitted in
a timely manner, in accordance with all applicable District Rules, Reg-
ulations, and the Manual of Procedures. Notwithstanding the notifica-
tion and reporting requirements given in any District Rule, Regulation,
or the Manual of Procedures, the owner/operator shall submit written
notification (facsimile is acceptable) to the Compliance and
Enforcement Division within 96 hours of the violation of any permit
condition. (Basis: Regulation 2, Rule 1, Section 403)

Verification: A summary of significant operation and maintenance events and
monitoring records required shall be included in the quarterly operation report
(AQ-SC9).
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AQ-48 The owner/operator shall provide adequate stack sampling ports and
platforms to enable the performance of source testing. The location
and configuration of the stack sampling ports shall comply with the
District Manual of Procedures, Volume IV, Source Test Policy and
Procedures, and shall be subject to BAAQMD review and approval,
except that the facility shall provide four sampling ports that are at
least 6 inches in diameter in the same plane of each gas turbine stack
(P-1, P-2). (Basis: Regulation 1, Section 501)

Verification: = The project owner shall make the site available for inspection by
representatives of the District, ARB and the Commission.

AQ-49  Within 180 days of the issuance of the Authority to Construct for the
OGS, the owner/operator shall contact the BAAQMD Technical
Services Division regarding requirements for the continuous emission
monitors, sampling ports, platforms, and source tests required by AQ-
24 through AQ-28, and AQ-38. The owner/operator shall conduct all
source testing and monitoring in accordance with the District approved
procedures. (Basis: Regulation 1, Section 501)

Verification: = The project owner shall contact the District for specifications on
monitors, ports, platforms and source tests and shall submit verification of this
contact to the District and CPM with the initial source test protocol (AQ-29).

AQ-50 The owner/operator shall ensure that the OGS complies with the con-
tinuous emission monitoring requirements of 40 CFR Part 75. (Basis:
Regulation 2, Rule 7)

Verification: @ The project owner shall submit to the CPM and District the
results of audits of the monitoring system demonstrating compliance with this
condition as part of the quarterly operation report (AQ-SC9).
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C. PUBLIC HEALTH

The public health analysis supplements the Air Quality section and considers
the potential public health effects that could result from exposure to emissions of
toxic air contaminants (or “TACs”) during project construction and operation.
This topic focuses on whether such emissions represent significant public health
impacts or violate standards for public health protection.” The evidence
presented by the parties was uncontested. (3/15/11 RT 67-77; Exs. 1, § 5.9,
Appendix 5.1D; 12; 32; 55; 57% 300, § 4.7; 301; 401.)

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EVIDENCE

Project construction and operation will produce routine emissions of toxic air
contaminants for which no ambient air quality standards have been established.
These substances are categorized as noncriteria pollutants. 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. (Ex. 300, p. 4.7-1.)

The risk assessment consists of the following steps:

e |dentify the types and amounts of hazardous substances that the project
could emit into the environment;

e Estimate worst-case concentrations of project emissions in the environment
using dispersion modeling;

e Estimate amounts of pollutants to which people could be exposed through
inhalation, ingestion, and dermal contact; and

e Characterize potential health risks by comparing worst-case exposure to the
project with the scientific safety standards based on known health effects.
(Ex. 300, pp. 4.7-3 —4.7-4.)

' This Decision describes other potential public health concerns under specific topics. Potential
impacts from emissions of criteria pollutants are analyzed 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 are described in Waste
Management. The Socioeconomics, Traffic and Transportation, and Worker Safety and Fire
Prevention sections include analyses of the project’s potential effects upon local infrastructure
such as police, medical, and fire services. (Ex. 300, p. 4.7-1.)

2 Exhibit 57 represents a stipulation by and among the Applicant, Staff, and Intervenor Sarvey,
which resolves all pre-hearing disputes regarding topics that include Public Health and
Environmental Justice.
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Typically, the initial health risk analysis is performed at a “screening level,” which
is designed to estimate potential health risks under the most conservative, worst-
case conditions and model 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 the type of air quality computer model 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 for 70 years; 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). (Ex. 300, pp. 4.7-3-4.7-4.)

The risk assessment for the OGS Project 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 non-cancer health effects occur as a result of long-term
exposure (7 to 70 years) to lower concentrations of pollutants. For carcinogenic
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. (Exs. 1, p. 5.9-5; 300, pp. 4.7-4 —4.7-5.)

® The Applicant and Staff obtained data from and were guided by standards from several expert
agencies, including the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), which identifies contaminants that are
known to cause cancer or other noncancer toxicological endpoints and calculates the toxicity and
cancer potency factors of these contaminants. In addition, the California Air Resources Board and
the local air districts conduct ambient air monitoring of toxic air contaminants and the state
Department of Public Health conducts epidemiological investigations into the impacts of
pollutants on communities. (Exs. 1, § 5.9; 300, § 4.7.)

* Human exposure pathways include inhalation, dermal (through the skin) absorption, soil
ingestion, consumption of locally grown plant foods, and mother’s milk. (Ex. 300, p. 4.7-4.)
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The analysis for noncancer chronic health effects compares the maximum project
contaminant levels to safe levels called Reference Exposure Levels or RELs.
These exposure levels are designed to protect the most sensitive individuals in
the population such as infants, the elderly, and people suffering from ilinesses 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.
(Ex. 300, p. 4.7-4.)

Staff assesses the significance of noncancer health effects by calculating a
“hazard index” for the exposure being considered. A hazard index is a ratio
obtained by comparing exposure from facility emissions to the reference (safe)
exposure level for the toxicant. 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. (Ex. 300, p. 4.7-5.)

The assessment also considers risk from all cancer-causing chemicals from the
project's 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.” [Cal.
Code Regs., tit. 22, § 12703(b).] This risk level is equivalent to an incremental
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. (Ex. 300, p. 4.7-6.)

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
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 a less than significant level. If a refined analysis
identifies a cancer risk that exceeds the significance level after all risk reduction
measures have been considered, Energy Commission staff would not
recommend approval of the project. (Ex. 300, p. 4.7-6.)
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The record shows that the Applicant performed screening level risk assessments
and concluded that no adverse health effects are expected from project
construction or operation. Staff reviewed and verified the Applicant’s
conclusions.

1. Setting and Public Health Concerns

The project site is zoned for heavy industrial use with surrounding land being
used for industrial and commercial activities and agriculture. (Ex. 300, p. 4.7-6.)
Several sensitive receptor locations are within a six-mile radius of the site that
house sensitive individuals. These locations house the elderly, school pupils,
and individuals with respiratory diseases who are usually more sensitive to the
effect of environmental pollutants than the general public. These locations
include schools, residences, and hospitals. The nearest residence is in a mobile
home park 900 feet southwest of the project site. (Exs. 1, p. 5.7-3, Appendix
5.1D; 300, pp. 4.7-6 —4.7-7.)

According to the Applicant, there are no available studies on the specific health
status of the potentially impacted population within the six-mile radius of potential
impact. (Exs. 1, p 5.9-6; 12; 300, p. 4.7-7.)

2. Meteorology and Existing Air Quality

Meteorological conditions, including wind speed, wind direction, and atmospheric
stability, affect the extent to which pollutants are dispersed into ambient air as
well as the direction of pollutant transport. This, in turn, affects the level of public
exposure to emitted pollutants and associated health risks. When wind speeds
are low and the atmosphere is stable, for example, dispersion is reduced and
localized exposure may increase. However, reduced vertical dispersion can
result in greater horizontal travel before the plume would reach the ground,
tending to reduce local exposure. (Ex. 300, p. 4.7-7.)

The OGS site is in an area whose climate is strongly influenced by the large-
scale warming and sinking of the air in the semi-permanent subtropical high-
pressure center over the Pacific Ocean. This high-pressure system blocks out
most mid-latitude storms except in the winter when most of the area’s 13 to 17
inches of rainfall occurs. The yearly maximum summer temperature varies from
the mid-50s to the low- 90s while the winter temperature varies from the mid-30s
to the high 50s. (Ex. 300, p. 4.7-7.) The Air Quality section of the Final Staff
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Assessment presents a more detailed discussion of the area’s meteorology as
related to pollutant dispersion.

The OGS site is within the jurisdiction of the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD). Based on the levels of toxic air contaminants measured
within the BAAQMD Ambient Air Toxics Monitoring Network, the BAAQMD
calculated an air toxics-related background cancer risk of 143 in one million for
the Bay Area for 2003. The pollutants 1, 3-butadiene and benzene, emitted
primarily from mobile sources, were the two highest contributors to this risk and
together accounted for over half of the total. Formaldehyde (which is emitted
directly from vehicles and other combustion sources, such as the proposed
energy project) was identified along with carbon tetrachloride and hexavalent
chromium as the other major contributors.

The evidence indicates that use of reformulated gasoline in the Bay Area, in
combination with implementation of other toxics reduction measures, has led to a
decrease of ambient levels of toxic pollutants and associated cancer risks during
the past few years. However, 2005 data from BAAQMD’s Community Air Risk
Evaluation Program identified diesel particulate matter as responsible for
approximately 80 percent of this air toxics-related background cancer risk. (Ex.
300, p. 4.7-8.)

The criteria pollutant-related air quality for the project area is assessed in the Air
Quality section of this Decision by adding the existing background levels (as
measured at area monitoring stations), to the project-related levels, and
comparing the resulting levels with the applicable air quality standards. Public
health protection would be ensured only through specific technical and
administrative measures that ensure below-standard exposures when the project
is operating. These measures are discussed and imposed in the Air Quality
section.

3. Construction Impacts and Mitigation

Construction of the project is expected to take place over a period of 33 months.
(Ex. 1, p. 5.9-4.) The evidence contains an analysis of potential health effects
during construction that could result from those from human exposure to the
windblown dust from site excavation grading, and emissions from construction-
related diesel-fueled equipment. (Exs. 1, pp. 5.1-12 — 5.1-14, Appendix 5.1A; 12;
300, p. 4.7-9.)
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The dust-related impacts may result from exposure to the dust itself as PM10, or
PM2.5, or exposure to any toxic contaminants that might be absorbed on to the
dust particles. As more fully discussed in the Waste Management section of this
Decision, results of the Applicant’'s Phase | and Phase Il Environmental Site
Assessments (ESAs) showed that despite a history of industrial activities in
certain areas around the proposed site, there are no contaminated areas on site
that would pose a health danger during construction. (Exs. 1, pp. 5.14-1 — 5.14-
18; 300, p. 4.7-9.)°

To reduce potential fugitive dust-related impacts to less than significant levels,
the Applicant will implement mitigation measures to ensure project compliance
with BAAQMD Regulation 6, which limits the quantity of particulate matter in the
atmosphere by imposing requirements for opacity, visible particles, particulate
weight, and general operations. (Exs. 1, p. 5.1-40; 300, p. 4.7-9; 301.)

The exhaust from diesel-fueled construction and other equipment has been
established as a potent human carcinogen. The evidence identifies the following
construction-related diesel-fueled emission sources: gas turbines, auxiliary boiler,
and fire pump diesel engine. (Exs. 1, p. 5.94; 12.)

To ensure that exposure to fugitive dust and diesel emissions and related
cancer-related risks are reduced to insignificant levels, we have adopted
Conditions of Certification AQ-SC-3 through AQ-SC-5. These Conditions
collectively require the project owner to implement measures to control fugitive
dust and diesel exhaust, including watering excavation areas, use of ultra-low
sulfur diesel fuel, and installation of oxidation catalysts and soot filters on diesel
equipment. See discussion in the Air Quality section of this Decision for a
further discussion of the mitigation measures.

4. Operation Impacts and Mitigation
The main health risk from OGS operations will be associated with emissions from
its gas-fired combustion turbine generators and the diesel-fired fire pump. (Ex.

300, p. 4.7-9, Public Health Table 2.)

As noted in a publication by the South Coast Air Quality Management District,
one property that distinguishes the air toxics of concern in this analysis from the

® However, as discussed in the Waste Management section, existing conditions at the OGS site
include areas where prior site uses may have resulted in releases of hazardous substances of
soil contamination. To address these potential impacts and reduce them to less than significant
levels, we have imposed Conditions of Certification WASTE-1, -2, -3, and -5.
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criteria pollutants is that the impacts from air toxics tend to be highest in close
proximity to the source and quickly drop off with distance. This means that the
levels of OGS’s air toxics would be highest in the immediate area and decrease
rapidly with distance. One purpose of this analysis, as previously noted, is to
determine whether or not such exposures would be at levels of possible health
significance as established using existing assessment methods. (Ex. 300, p. 4.7-
9.)

The Applicant’s estimates of the project’s potential contribution to the area’s
carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic pollutants were obtained from a screening-
level health risk assessment conducted according to procedures specified in the
1993 CAPCOA guidelines. Staff evaluated the results and validated the
Applicant’s findings. (Exs. 1, pp. 5.9-2 - 5.9-12, Appendix 5.1D; 12; 300, p. 4.7-
12.)

Public Health Table 1 below summarizes the Applicant’s results.

Public Health Table 1
Operational Hazard/Risk

Type of Hazard/Risk Hazard Index/Risk Significance Level Significant?
Acute Noncancer 0.0807 1.0 No
Chronic Noncancer 0.021 1.0 No
Individual Cancer 3.50 x10° 10.0 x 10° No

Source: Ex. 300, FSA, Staff's summary of information from Oakley Generating Station 2009a pp. 5.9-3 through 5.9-10 and
Appendix 5.1D.

As shown, the chronic hazard index for the maximally exposed individual is 0.021
while the maximum hazard index for acute effects is 0.0807. These values are
well below Staff's recommended significance criterion of 1.0, suggesting that the
pollutants in question are unlikely to pose a significant risk of chronic or acute
noncancer health effects anywhere in the project area. (Ex. 300, pp. 4.7-11 —
4.7-12.)

The cancer risk to the maximally exposed individual from normal project
operation is shown as 3.50 in one million, which is well below Staff’s significance
criterion of 10 in one million for this screening-level assessment. Thus, project-
related cancer risk from routine operations would be less than significant for all
individuals in the project area. (Id.)

These conservative assessments reflect the following facts: (a) the individual
considered is assumed to be exposed at the highest possible levels to all the
carcinogenic pollutants from the project for a 70-year lifetime, (b) all the
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carcinogens are assumed to be equally potent in humans and experimental
animals, even when their cancer-inducing abilities have not been established in
humans, and (c) humans are assumed to be as susceptible as the most sensitive
experimental animal, despite knowledge that cancer potencies often differ
between humans and experimental animals. Only a relatively few of the many
environmental chemicals identified so far as capable of inducing cancer in
animals have been shown to also cause cancer in humans. (Ex. 300, p. 4.7-12.)

5. Legionnaires’ Disease

Legionella is a bacterium ever-present in natural aquatic environments and
widely distributed in man-made water systems. It is the principal cause of
legionellosis, more commonly known as Legionnaires’ disease, which is similar to
pneumonia. Transmission to people results mainly from the inhalation or
aspiration of aerosolized contaminated water. According to the evidence,
untreated or inadequately treated cooling systems, such as industrial cooling
towers and building heating, ventilating, and air conditioning systems have been
associated with outbreaks of legionellosis. (Ex. 300, p. 4.7-12.)

The State of California regulates recycled water used for cooling tower
operations according to requirements in Title 22, section 60303, California Code
of Regulations. These requirements mandate the use of chlorine or other
biocides to minimize the growth of Legionella and other microorganisms. (Ex.
300, p. 4.7-12.) In addition, the American Society of Heating, Refrigeration, and
Air Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE 1998) emphasizes the need for such
programs in its specifications for Legionellosis prevention. Also, the Cooling
Tower Institute has issued guidelines for the best practices for control of
Legionella (CTIl 2000). Preventive maintenance includes effective drift
eliminators, periodically cleaning the system as appropriate, maintaining
mechanical components, and maintaining an effective water treatment program
with appropriate biocide concentrations. (Ex. 300, p. 4.7-13.)

We find that implementation of Condition of Certification PUBLIC HEALTH-1 will
ensure the effective maintenance and bactericidal action necessary during the
operation of the OGS cooling tower. This condition requires the project owner to
prepare and implement a cooling water management plan to ensure that
bacterial growth is kept to a minimum in the cooling tower. With the use of an
aggressive antibacterial program, coupled with routine monitoring and biofilm
removal, the potential for Legionella growth and dispersal will be reduced to less
than significant levels.
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6. 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 past projects, the effects of other current projects,
and the effects of probable future projects. (Cal. Code Regs., tit.14, § 15130.)

Cumulative impacts could occur if impacts from the OGS were combined with
those of other local or regional facilities. The Applicant considered the potential
for cumulative impacts from the proposed OGS and other significant pollutant
sources within a six-mile radius as a way of assessing the potential for significant
health effects from emissions from identifiable pollutant sources in the immediate
project vicinity. (Exs. 1; 12.) OGS and the existing or proposed area sources
could thus be seen as contributing to the existing background levels thereby
adding to the normal background cancer and noncancer impacts. The present
approach to regulating such carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic additions is to
ensure that they are maintained within insignificant levels from any new source.
Such cumulative impacts are best assessed in terms of their potential for cancer
and noncancer health impacts. (Ex. 300, p. 4.7-13.)

Applicant and Staff each conducted a cumulative impacts assessment, which is
inherent in a public health assessment. According to Staff, and as summarized
above, the maximum impact locations for the proposed OGS and similar sources
would be the spot where pollutant concentrations would theoretically be highest.
Even at this location, Staff does not expect any significant OGS-related changes
in the lifetime risk to any person, given the calculated incremental cancer risk of
only 3.50 in one million, which Staff regards as not potentially contributing
significantly to the previously noted average lifetime individual cancer risk of
330,000 in one million.

The worst-case long-term noncancer health impact from the project (represented
as a chronic hazard index of 0.021) is well below Staff’s significance level of 1.0
at the location of maximum impact suggesting an insignificant contribution to the
incidence of the area’s noncancer health symptoms from cumulative toxic
exposures. The cumulative impacts from emission of the criteria pollutants are
addressed in the Air Quality section of this Decision.
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The results of the parties’ cumulative health risk assessments for cancer risk and
chronic and acute hazard index values were consistent and indicate that the
contribution of OGS is minimal and would not result in a significant cumulative
impact to public health.

7. Environmental Justice Concerns

The public health analysis considered the low income/minority populations
identified in the record (See, Exs. 1, Appen. 5.10A; 300, § 4.8, Socioeconomics
Figure 1) and found no potential significant adverse public health impacts for any
receptors, including environmental justice populations. The Applicant’s risk
assessments complied with all CARB and OEHHA guidelines that focus on
protecting public health for the most sensitive individuals in the population. Using
conservative (health-protective) exposure and toxicity assumptions, the
assessments demonstrated that potentially exposed individuals - including
sensitive receptors such as the elderly, infants, and people with pre-existing
medical conditions - will not experience any acute or chronic significant health
risk or any significant cancer risk as a result of that exposure.

8. Compliance with LORS

Public Health Table 2 below identifies the laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards (LORS) applicable to the OGS Project. Both the Applicant and Staff
evaluated the project’'s compliance with these LORS. (Exs. 1, §5.9; 300, §4.7.)

Public Health Table 2
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS)

Applicable Law Description

Federal

Clean Air Act, section Requires new sources which emit more than ten tons per year of any

112 (42 U.S. Code, specified hazardous air pollutant (HAP) or more than 25 tons per year

section 7412) of any combination of HAPs to apply Maximum Achievable Control
Technology (MACT).

State

California Health and These sections mandate the California Air Resources Board (CARB)
Safety Code, sections and the Department of Health Services to establish safe exposure
39650 et seq. limits for toxic air pollutants and identify pertinent best available control
technologies. They also require that the new source review rule for
each air pollution control district include regulations that require new or
modified procedures for controlling the emission of toxic air
contaminants.
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California Health and This section states that “no person shall discharge from any source
Safety Code, section whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which
41700 cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable
number of persons or 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.”

California Code of Requires that whenever a cooling system uses recycled water in
Regulations, Title 22, conjunction with an air conditioning facility and a cooling tower that
section 60306 creates a mist that could come into contact with employees or

members of the public, a drift eliminator shall be used and chlorine, or
other, biocides shall be used to treat the cooling system re-circulating
water to minimize the growth of Legionella and other micro-organisms.

Local

Bay Area Air Quality | Requires safe exposure limits for Toxic Air Pollutants (TACs), use of
Management  District | Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and New Sources Review
(BAAQMD) Regulation | (NSR).

2, Rule 5.

As discussed in the evidence and summarized our evaluation above, we find that
the project will comply with the applicable LORS.

9. Agency and Public Comments

Several oral and written comments were received from the public during the
March 15, 2011, hearing relating to public health. (3/15/11 RT 29-32, 39-40,
146-147, 147-150, 158.) Some comments questioned whether the project will
adversely affect community health by, for example, leading to higher asthma
rates for children, higher respiratory failure rates for elders, reproductive health
issues, and higher cancer rates.

We first note that the evidence identifies the sensitive receptor locations within a
six-mile radius of the site. Sensitive receptor locations are those housing
sensitive individuals such as the elderly, school pupils and individuals with
respiratory diseases who, as previously noted, are usually more sensitive to the
effects of environmental pollutants than the general public. In this and most
cases, these locations include schools pre-schools, daycare centers, schools,
nursing homes, medical centers, and hospitals. The nearest residence is in a
mobile home park 900 feet to the southwest (See, e.g., Ex. 1, p. 5.7-3).
According to census figures from 2000, the total population within the six-mile
radius of the proposed site is 138,442 persons and the total minority population is
57,477 persons, or about 42 percent of the total population. (See Ex. 300,
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Socioeconomics Figure 1.) The population below poverty level was identified as
7.33 percent of the total.

Both Staff and the Applicant affirmed that there are no available studies on the
specific health status of the potentially impacted population within the six-mile
radius of potentially significant impact. Rather, BAAQMD has undertaken
ongoing studies and programs to minimize the potential for areas with higher
toxic emission levels. (Exs. 1, p. 5.9-6; 12; 300, pp. 4.7-6-4.7-7.) Thus, there is
no known empirical data upon which to determine the extent to which asthma
and other respiratory ailments are prevalent in the region and the causes. Even
in the absence of this empirical data, the Applicant and Staff performed modeling
and analysis to assess the project's potential to adversely affect sensitive
receptor locations. In this regard, the evidence of record (as summarized above),
establishes that such risks from construction and operation activities are low.
(See, e.g., Exs. 1, §5.9; 300, pp. 4.7-8-4.7-14,§ 4.1.)

For instance, the project must implement mitigation measures necessary to
minimize construction-related fugitive dust as required by BAAQMD Regulation
6. Because dust-related impacts could result from dust inhalation as PM10, or
PM2.5, these emissions will be minimized to less than significant levels with
implementation of the Conditions of Certification. Further, the exhaust from
diesel-fueled construction and other equipment has been established as a potent
human carcinogen and as a result, construction-related emission levels could be
regarded as possibly adding to the carcinogenic risk of specific concern in this
analysis. The control measures specified in Air Quality Conditions of
Certification AQ-SC3 through AQ SC-5 will adequately minimize this
construction-related cancer risk.

The evidence includes a thorough analysis of health-related impacts of toxic
emissions and shows that the operations toxic air emissions do not reach or
surpass the significance thresholds. (See, e.g., Ex. 300, pp. 4.7-9 — 4.7-12.)
The project is required nonetheless to comply with specific technical and
administrative public health protection measures that ensure below-standard
exposures when the project is operating. These measures are contained in the
Air Quality Conditions of Certification.

And, as discussed in the Air Quality section of this Decision, in addition to
implementing other Conditions of Certification, specifically with respect to public
health, the project owner shall enter into an agreement with the Bay Area Clean
Air Foundation for the project owner to pay $32,750 per tons per year of project
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PM10, PM2.5 and SOx emissions. As stated in Condition of Certification AQ-
SC8, “[tlhe funds contributed by the project owner shall fund emission reduction
projects based on the proximity of the emissions reduction project to the project
site and the relative health benefit to the local community surrounding the project
site ...”

Finally, because the potential impacts would be at insignificant levels, there
would be no environmental justice issues arising from OGS operation. Thus, the
evidence of record establishes the public health and related environmental
justice concerns will be minimized to less than significant levels with the
Conditions of Certification herein.

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

1. Construction and operation of the project will result in the routine release of
criteria and noncriteria pollutants that have the potential to adversely impact
public health.

2. 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.

3. 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 to protect the most sensitive individuals
in the population.

4. The accepted method used by state and federal regulatory agencies in
assessing the significance for 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 based on incremental exposure levels.

5. The evidence contains a screening level health risk assessment of the
project’s potential health effects due to emissions of toxic air contaminants
(TACs).

6. The health risk assessment is 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.
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10.

11.

12.

Exposure to diesel particulate emissions from construction equipment is
short-term and will not result in long-term carcinogenic or non-carcinogenic
health effects.

Exposure to construction-related diesel particulates will be mitigated to the
extent feasible by implementing measures to reduce equipment emissions.

Exposure to particulates in fugitive dust due to excavation and construction
activities will be mitigated to insignificant levels by implementing measures
to reduce dust production and dispersal.

The health risk assessment for exposure to TAC emissions during project
operations confirmed that acute and chronic calculated risks fall below the
significance level of 1.0, and that the cancer risk is below the significance
level of 10 in one million.

Cumulative impacts from noncriteria pollutants were analyzed in accordance
with CEQA requirements and are not expected to be significant.

Since the project’'s contributions to health risks are well below the
significance level, the project is not expected to contribute significantly to a
cumulative health impact.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1.

We therefore conclude that emissions of noncriteria pollutants from the
construction and operation of the OGS Project do not pose a significant
direct, indirect, or cumulative adverse public health risk.

The project will comply with the applicable laws, ordinances, regulations,
and standards (LORS) specified in the appropriate portion of Appendix A
of this Decision with implementation of the Condition of Certification.

CONDITION OF CERTIFICATION

PUBLIC HEALTH-1 The project owner shall develop and implement a Cooling

Water Management Plan that is consistent with either Staff's Cooling
Water Management Program Guidelines or the Cooling Technology
Institute’s Best Practices for Control of Legionella guidelines.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of cooling tower construction,
the Cooling Water Management Plan shall be provided to the Compliance Project
Manager for review and approval.
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D. WORKER SAFETY AND FIRE PROTECTION

Workers at industrial facilities are exposed to potential safety and health hazards
on a daily basis. Federal and state laws and standards related to industrial
workers are designed to ensure that these hazards are minimized to insignificant
levels. This topic analyzes whether the project’s safety and health plans are in
accord with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS) and
adequate to protect industrial workers from hazardous working conditions. This
topic also discusses the availability and adequacy of fire protection and
emergency response services, as well as the mitigation measures necessary to
ensure adequate response.

Worker Safety and Fire Protection Table 1 below identifies the applicable

LORS.

Worker Safety and Fire Protection Table 1
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS)

Applicable Law

Description

Federal

Title 29 U.S. Code (USC)
section 651 et seq
(Occupational Safety and
Health Act of 1970)

This act mandates 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 our human resources” (29 USC §
651).

Title 29 Code of Federal
Regulation (CFR) sections
1910.1 to 1910.1500
(Occupational Safety and
Health Administration Safety
and Health Regulations)

These sections define the procedures for promulgating
regulations and conducting inspections to implement and
enforce safety and health procedures to protect workers,
particularly in the industrial sector.

Applicable Law

Description

Federal (cont.)

29 CFR sections 1952.170 to
1952.175

These sections provide 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.

State

Title 8 California Code of
Regulations (Cal Code Regs.)
all applicable sections
(Cal/OSHA regulations)

These sections require that 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.
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24 Cal Code Regs. section 3, et | This section incorporates the current addition of the California

seq. Building Code.

Health and Safety Code section | This section presents Risk Management Plan requirements

25500, et seq. for threshold quantity of listed acutely hazardous materials at
a facility.

Health and Safety Code These sections require a Hazardous Material Business Plan

sections 25500 to 25541 detailing emergency response plans for hazardous materials

emergency at a facility.

Local (or locally enforced)

2007 Edition of California Fire National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) standards are
Code and all applicable NFPA | incorporated into the California Fire Code. The fire code
standards (24 CCR Part 9) contains general provisions for fire safety, including road and
building access, water supplies, fire protection and life safety
systems, fire-resistive construction, storage of combustible
materials, exits and emergency escapes, and fire alarm
systems. Enforced by the East Contra Costa Fire Protection
District.

Source: Ex. 300

The evidence on this topic was undisputed. (3/15/11 RT 59-61, 67-77; Exs. 1,
§5.16, 46; 50; 55, 57'; 300, § 4.14.)

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EVIDENCE
1.  Worker Safety

Industrial environments are potentially dangerous during construction, operation,
and demolition activities. Workers at the Oakley Generating Station (OGS) will
be exposed to loud noises, moving equipment, trenches, and confined space
entry and egress problems. Potential injuries and death could result from falling,
tripping, burns, lacerations, falling equipment or structures, chemical spills,
hazardous waste, fires, explosions, electrical sparks, and electrocution. (Exs. 1,
pp. 5.16-1 - 5.16-5; 300, p. 4.14-4.)

Both federal and state Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA
and Cal-OSHA) LORS require the project owner to adopt well-defined policies
and procedures, training programs, hazard recognition, and controls to minimize

! Intervener Sarvey offered Exhibit 404 relating to Worker Safety and Fire Protection but withdrew
it after entering into a joint stipulation with the Applicant and Staff. (3/15/11 RT 59-60, 61, 77; Ex.
57.) Pursuant to the stipulation, the parties agreed that “the inclusion of Condition of Certification
HAZ-9 contained in the FSA addresses Intervener Sarvey’s concerns relating to Worker Safety.”
(Ex. 57, pp. 3-4.) As discussed in the Hazardous Materials Management section of this
Decision, we have adopted Staff-proposed Condition of Certification HAZ-9.
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injuries and to protect the health of on-site workers. (Ex. 300, 4.14-2., Worker
Safety and Fire Protection Table 1.)

The evidence provides extensive details on the worker safety and health
programs required by applicable law and the project-specific safety measures
necessary to protect on-site workers. Specifically, the project owner must
develop and implement a “Construction Safety and Health Program” and an
“Operations and Maintenance Safety and Health Program,” both of which must
be approved by the Energy Commission’s Compliance Project Manager (CPM)
prior to project construction and operation. A separate “Injury and lliness
Prevention Program,” a “Personal Protective Equipment Program,” an
“‘Emergency Action Plan,” a “Fire Prevention Plan,” and other general safety
procedures are required for both the construction and operation phases of the
project. (Exs. 1, pp. 5.16-5 - 5.16-16; 300, pp. 4.14-4 - 4.14-8.)

Conditions of Certification WORKER SAFETY-1 and -2 ensure that these
measures will be developed and implemented in compliance with applicable
LORS. Under WORKER-SAFETY-1, before the start of demolition and site
preparation, the project owner must provide the CPM with a Project Construction
Safety and Health Program that contains the following components:
Construction Personal Protective Equipment Program, Construction Exposure
Monitoring Program, Construction Injury and lliness Prevention Program,
Construction Emergency Action Plan, and Construction Fire Prevention Plan.

WORKER-SAFETY-2 requires the project owner to submit a copy of the Project
Operations and Maintenance Safety and Health Program to the CPM. This
document must include the following components: Operation Injury and lliness
Prevention Plan, Emergency Action Plan, Hazardous Materials Management
Plan, Fire Prevention Plan, and Personal Protective Equipment Program.

As more fully discussed in the Waste Management section of this Decision, to
address worker health and safety related to potential soil contamination that
could be encountered during project-related excavation and construction, we
have adopted WASTE-1 and WASTE-2. These conditions collectively require a
registered professional engineer or geologist to oversee soil excavation and
grading to ensure proper handling and disposal of contaminated soil.

OSHA and Cal-OSHA standards encourage employers to monitor construction

worker safety by employing a “competent person” who has experience enforcing
workplace safety standards, has the ability to identify hazards relating to specific
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construction activities, and has authority to take appropriate action. To
implement this safe workplace policy during project construction, Condition
WORKER SAFETY-3 requires the project owner to employ a power plant
Construction Safety Supervisor to coordinate and implement the Construction
Safety and Health Programs, and to investigate any safety-related incidents and
emergency responses. (Ex. 300, pp. 4.14-9.)

To further reduce workplace hazards during project construction, the project
owner must also employ a professional Safety Monitor. The Safety Monitor will
report to the Chief Building Official (CBO) and the CPM, track compliance with
OSHA/Cal-OSHA regulations, and serve as an on-site OSHA expert. The Safety
Monitor is also responsible for auditing safety compliance and ensuring that
safety procedures are implemented during construction, commissioning, and the
transition to operational status. (Ex. 300, p. 4.14-10.) Implementation of
Condition WORKER SAFETY-4 will ensure that the Safety Monitor performs the
duties described in the evidentiary record.

In the event of a medical emergency at the project site, Condition WORKER
SAFETY-5 requires the project owner to maintain a portable automatic external
defibrillator on-site and ensure its availability during construction and operation,
and to train appropriate personnel on its use.? (Ex. 300, p. 4.14-12.)

2.  Fire Protection and Emergency Response

Project construction and operation pose the potential for both small fires and
major structural fires. Electrical sparks, combustion of fuel oil, hydraulic fluid,
mineral oil, insulating fluid or flammable liquids, explosions, and over-heated
equipment represent serious fire hazards.

The project will rely upon both local fire protection services and on-site fire
protection systems, which provide the first line of defense for such occurrences.
(Exs. 1, pp. 5.16-16 - 5.16-17; 300, pp. 4.14-1 - 4.14-12.) The construction Fire
Prevention Program required by Condition WORKER SAFETY-1 must be
consistent with applicable LORS and specify measures to minimize the likelihood
of fires during construction, including the locations of portable fire extinguishers,

2 Testimony indicates that the potential for both work-related and non work-related heart attacks
exists at power plants. The quickest medical intervention can be achieved with the use of an
onsite defibrillator. Many modern industrial and commercial enterprises maintain defibrillators for
emergency use. We therefore endorse this equipment as an appropriate safety and health
precaution. (Ex. 300, p. 4.14-12.)
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safety procedures, hazardous materials clean-up procedures, and worker
training.

The operation Fire Prevention Program required by Condition WORKER
SAFETY-2 ensures that the project will conform with applicable fire safety LORS.
Evidence indicates that during operation, the project will meet the fire protection
and suppression requirements of the California Fire Code, all applicable NFPA
standards (including Standard 850 addressing fire protection at electric
generating plants), and all Cal-OSHA requirements. These fire standards require
on-site fire suppression components to include both fixed and portable fire
extinguishing systems located throughout the site.

The primary firewater source would be a connection to the Diablo Water District
potable water distribution system. The secondary source of fire protection water
would be an on-site fire/service water storage tank, sized in accordance with
NFPA guidelines to provide two hours of protection for the on-site worst-case
single fire. Electric motor-driven and a diesel engine-driven fire pumps would be
provided to pump water from the on-site storage tank.

A fixed water sprinkler system will be installed in areas of risk, including
administrative and control buildings, transformers and turbine lube oil system, in
accordance with NFPA requirements and local fire codes. A carbon dioxide fire
protection system will be provided for each of the combustion turbine generators
and accessory equipment. The system will include fire detection sensors to
trigger alarms and turn off ventilation, close ventilation openings, and
automatically actuate the protection system.

The fixed fire protection system would have fire detection sensors and monitoring
equipment that would 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 would be located
throughout the facility at code-approved intervals. These systems are standard
requirements of the NFPA, and the California Fire Code (CFC). Staff
independently determined that the systems will ensure adequate fire protection
and also consulted with the ECCFPD regarding the adequacy of the project’s on-
site fire protection. (Exs. 1, pp. 2-30, 2-36; 300, pp. 4.14-11 — 4.14-12.)

While the evidence indicates that compliance with applicable LORS will be

adequate to ensure protection from all fire hazards, Conditions of Certification
WORKER SAFETY-1 and -2 nonetheless require the project owner to provide
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the final Fire Protection and Prevention Programs to the CPM and ECCFPD prior
to construction and operation of the project for these entities to confirm the
adequacy of the proposed fire protection measures.

OGS will be served by the East Contra Costa Fire Protection District (ECCFPD).
Station #93, located at 212 Second Street, Oakley, is closest to the OGS site and
approximately three miles southeast. The total response time to the site would
be approximately five minutes. ECCFPD Station #81, located about 3.5 miles
away at 315 West Tenth Street in Antioch, would respond if necessary under an
aid agreement with ECCFPD. Station #81 would respond to the site in
approximately seven minutes. ECCFPD #88, located about 5.1 miles away,
could also provide assistance with a total response time of seven minutes.
Additional mutual aid could be provided by other ECCFPD stations as necessary.
(Exs. 1, pp. 5.10-10, 5.16-16- 5.16-17; 300, p. 4.14-3.)

In the event of a hazardous materials incident, ECCFPD would be the first
responder but under mutual aid agreements could call upon Hazmat Teams at
Richmond and San Ramon Fire Departments for additional resources. The
ECCFPD hazmat team is equipped to address an incident at OGS and could
respond in 30 minutes during the day to one hour during off hours. (Ex. 1, p.
5.10-10; 300, p. 4.14-3.)

Primary access to the site would be through an entrance from Bridgehead
Avenue. A secondary access point for fire and emergency services would be
provided by an access road from Wilbur Avenue. This road is approximately 900
feet north of the main entrance and which provides access to the OGS site
through the DuPont property from the north-eastern boundary. (Exs. 46, pp. 20,
50, 23; 300, p. 4.14-6.)

3. Cumulative Impacts

A cumulative impact refers to a proposed project’s incremental effect together
with other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects whose impacts may compound or increase the incremental effect of the
proposed project. (Pub. Resources Code § 21083, Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §§
15064(h), 15065(c), 15130, 15335.)

The evidence establishes that Staff reviewed the potential for the construction

and operation of the OGS combined with existing industrial facilities and
expected new facilities (Willow Pass Generating Station in Pittsburg and Marsh
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Landing Generating Station, north of Antioch) to determine impacts on the fire
and emergency service capabilities of the ECCFPD. According to ECCFPD
Acting Fire Chief Hugh Henderson, the fire district is adequately staffed and
equipped to respond to incidents at the OGS and he does not anticipate that the
proposed facility would adversely impact the department. Moreover, the
evidence indicates that lack of unique fire hazards associated with a modern
natural gas-fired power plant such as OGS, will not pose a significant incremental
or cumulative burden on the department’s ability to respond to a fire or medical
emergency. (Ex. 300, pp. 4.14-12 — 4.14-13.)

As discussed in the Socioeconomics section of this Decision, the project owner
is required to pay the City of Oakley Fire Facilities Impact Fee established by
Ordinance No. 09-01. This fee is required to finance needed fire-fighting facilities
and improvements (as determined by the City) and to pay for each
development’s fair share of the construction and acquisition costs of those
improvements. This fee is based on the square footage of “building structures”
such as office, control rooms, bathrooms, meeting rooms, and so on. This fee is
expected to be $160 per 1,000 square feet of the project’s building structures.
(See Ex. 300, pp. 4.8-2, 4.8-9.)

Thus, the evidence shows that ECCFPD and its mutual aid emergency response
teams are adequately equipped to respond to fire, rescue, or EMS emergencies
in a timely manner at the OGS site without any impacts on their capabilities to
service other emergencies. The evidence similarly shows that Contra Costa
County Hazmat Team is adequately equipped to respond to haz mat impacts in a
timely manner at the OGS site without any impacts on their capabilities to service
other emergencies.

4. Compliance with LORS

Both the Applicant and Staff identified the applicable LORS and discuss how
OGS will comply with each. (Exs. 1, §5.16; 300, §. 4.14 [Table 1].) As
summarized above, we evaluated the evidence and the application of specified
LORS to the OGS Project, and find that with implementation of the Conditions of
Certification below, the project will comply with the applicable LORS.
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FINDINGS OF FACT

Based on the evidence, we make the following findings:

1.

Industrial workers at the project site and along the linear corridors will be
exposed to potential safety and health hazards on a daily basis.

To protect workers from job-related injuries and ilinesses, the project owner
will implement comprehensive Safety and Health Programs consistent with
applicable federal and state LORS for both the construction and operation
phases of the project.

The project will employ an on-site professional Construction Safety
Supervisor and a Construction Safety Monitor to ensure compliance with the
Construction Safety and Health Program.

. The project will maintain a portable automatic external defibrillator on-site and

train personnel to use it in the event of a medical emergency.

The project will include on-site fire protection and appropriate fire suppression
systems consistent with applicable LORS as the first line of defense in the
event of a fire.

The East Contra Costa Fire Protection District (ECCFPD) will provide fire
protection and emergency response services to the project site, including
hazmat services.

Contra Costa County Hazmat will provide additional hazmat response
capability if ECCFPD requires assistance.

The project will provide an access entry gate to allow emergency vehicle
access to the site.

Construction and operation of the OGS Project will not result in any direct,
indirect, or cumulative impacts on fire protection services in the project
vicinity.

10. The project will not have significant impacts on local fire protection services.

11. Construction and operation of OGS will not result in any direct, indirect, or
cumulative impacts on fire protection services in the project vicinity

12.Implementation of the Conditions of Certification below will ensure the OGS
Projects’ compliance with applicable LORS.
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1.

We therefore conclude that with implementation of the Conditions of
Certification listed below and the mitigation measures described in the
evidentiary record, the OGS Project will not result in significant health and
safety impacts to on-site workers.

We further conclude that the mitigated OGS Project, as described in the
evidentiary record, will comply with all applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards listed for Worker Safety and Fire Protection as
set forth in the appropriate portion of Appendix A of this Decision.

CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

WORKER SAFETY-1 The project owner shall submit to the Compliance Project

Manager (CPM) a copy of the Project Construction Safety and Health
Program containing the following:

e a Construction Personal Protective Equipment Program;

a Construction Exposure Monitoring Program;

a Construction Injury and lliness Prevention Program;

a Construction Emergency Action Plan; and

a Construction Fire Prevention Plan.

The Personal Protective Equipment Program, the Exposure Monitoring
Program, and the Injury and lliness Prevention Program shall be
submitted to the CPM for review and approval concerning compliance
of the program with all applicable safety orders. The Construction
Emergency Action Plan and the Fire Prevention Plan shall be
submitted to the East Contra Costa Fire Protection District for review
and comment prior to submittal to the CPM for approval.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of construction, the project
owner shall submit to the CPM for review and approval a copy of the Project
Construction Safety and Health Program. The project owner shall provide a copy
of a letter to the CPM of any comments received from the East Contra Costa Fire
Protection District on the Construction Fire Prevention Plan and Emergency
Action Plan.

WORKER SAFETY-2 The project owner shall submit to the CPM a copy of the

Project Operations and Maintenance Safety and Health Program
containing the following:

e an Operation Injury and lliness Prevention Plan;

e an Emergency Action Plan;
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e Hazardous Materials Management Program;
e Fire Prevention Plan (8 Cal Code Regs., § 3221); and

e Personal Protective Equipment Program (8 Cal Code Regs., §§
3401—3411).

The Operation Injury and lliness Prevention Plan, Emergency Action
Plan, and Personal Protective Equipment Program shall be submitted
to the CPM for review and comment concerning compliance of the
programs with all applicable safety orders. The Fire Prevention Plan
and the Emergency Action Plan shall also be submitted to the East
Contra Costa Fire Protection District for review and comment.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of first-fire or commissioning,
the project owner shall submit to the CPM for approval a copy of the Project
Operations and Maintenance Safety and Health Program. The project owner
shall provide a copy to the CPM of any comments received from the East Contra
Costa Fire Protection District on the Operations Fire Prevention Plan and
Emergency Action Plan.

WORKER SAFETY-3 The project owner shall provide a site Construction Safety
Supervisor (CSS) who, by way of training and/or experience, is
knowledgeable of power plant construction activities and relevant laws,
ordinances, regulations, and standards; is capable of identifying
workplace hazards relating to the construction activities; and has
authority to take appropriate action to assure compliance and mitigate
hazards. The CSS shall:

e have overall authority for coordination and implementation of all
occupational safety and health practices, policies, and programs;

e assure that the safety program for the project complies with
Cal/OSHA and federal regulations related to power plant projects;

e assure that all construction and commissioning workers and
supervisors receive adequate safety training;

e complete accident and safety-related incident investigations and
emergency response reports for injuries and inform the CPM of
safety-related incidents; and

e assure that all the plans identified in Conditions of Certification
WORKER SAFETY-1 and -2 are implemented.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of construction, the project
owner shall submit to the CPM the name and contact information for the
Construction Safety Supervisor (CSS). The contact information of any
replacement CSS shall be submitted to the CPM within one business day.

The CSS shall submit in the Monthly Compliance Report a monthly safety
inspection report to include:

Worker Safety 10



e record of all employees trained for that month (all records shall be kept on-
site for the duration of the project);

e summary report of safety management actions and safety-related incidents
that occurred during the month;

e report of any continuing or unresolved situations and incidents that may pose
danger to life or health; and

e report of accidents and injuries that occurred during the month.

WORKER SAFETY-4 The project owner shall make payments to the Chief
Building Official (CBO) for the services of a Safety Monitor based upon
a fee schedule to be negotiated between the project owner and the
CBO. Those services shall be in addition to other work performed by
the CBO. The Safety Monitor shall be selected by and report directly to
the CBO and will be responsible for verifying that the Construction
Safety Supervisor, as required in Condition of Certification WORKER
SAFETY-3, and for implementing all appropriate Cal/OSHA and
Energy Commission safety requirements. The Safety Monitor shall
conduct on-site (including linear facilities) safety inspections at
intervals necessary to fulfill those responsibilities.

Verification: Prior to the start of construction, the project owner shall provide
proof of its agreement to fund the Safety Monitor services to the CPM for review
and approval.

WORKER SAFETY-5 The project owner shall ensure that a portable automatic
external defibrillator (AED) is located on site during demolition,
construction, and operations and shall implement a program to ensure
that workers are properly trained in its use and that the equipment is
properly maintained and functioning at all times. During demolition,
construction, and commissioning, the following persons shall be
trained in its use and shall be on site whenever the workers that they
supervise are on site: the Construction Project Manager or delegate,
the Construction Safety Supervisor or delegate, and all shift foremen.
During operations, all power plant employees shall be trained in its
use. The training program shall be submitted to the CPM for review
and approval.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of construction, the project
owner shall submit to the CPM proof that the owner has acquired or arranged
delivery of a portable automatic external defibrillator (AED) for use on site during
demolition, construction, and commissioning, and a copy of the training and
maintenance program for review and approval.
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E. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT

This analysis considers whether the construction and operation of the OGS
Project will create significant impacts to public health and safety resulting from
the use, handling, storage, or transport of hazardous materials. Several
locational factors affect the potential for project-related hazardous materials to
cause adverse impacts. These include local meteorological conditions, terrain
characteristics, and the proximity of population centers and sensitive receptors.
Power plant facilities are also subject to a number of laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards (LORS) related to hazardous materials.

Hazardous Materials Management Table 1 below identifies the applicable

LORS.

Hazardous Materials Management Table 1
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS)

Applicable Law

Description

Federal

The Superfund
Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of
1986 (42 USC §9601 et

seq.)

Contains the Emergency Planning and Community Right To Know
Act (also known as SARA Title IlI).

The Clean Air Act (CAA)
of 1990 (42 USC 7401 et
seq. as amended)

Established a nationwide emergency planning and response
program and imposed reporting requirements for businesses that
store, handle, or produce significant quantities of extremely
hazardous materials.

The CAA section on risk
management plans (42
USC §112(r)

Requires states to implement a comprehensive system informing
local agencies and the public when a significant quantity of such
materials is stored or handled at a facility. The requirements of both
SARA Title Il and the CAA are reflected in the California Health and
Safety Code, section 25531, et seq.

49 CFR 172.800

The U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) requirement that
suppliers of hazardous materials prepare and implement security
plans.

49 CFR Part 1572,
Subparts A and B

Requires suppliers of hazardous materials to ensure that all their
hazardous materials drivers are in compliance with personnel
background security checks.

The Clean Water Act
(CWA) (40 CFR 112)

Aims to prevent the discharge or threat of discharge of oil into
navigable waters or adjoining shorelines. Requires a written spill
prevention, control, and countermeasures (SPCC) plan to be
prepared for facilities that store oil that could leak into navigable
waters.
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Applicable Law

Description

Title 49, Code of Federal
Regulations, Part 190

Outlines gas pipeline safety program procedures.

Title 49, Code of
Federal Regulations,
Part 191

Addresses transportation of natural and other gas by pipeline:
annual reports, incident reports, and safety-related condition reports.
Requires operators of pipeline systems to notify the DOT of any
reportable incident by telephone and then submit a written report
within 30 days.

Title 49, Code of
Federal Regulations,
Part 192

Addresses transportation of natural and other gas by pipeline and
minimum federal safety standards, specifies minimum safety
requirements for pipelines including material selection, design
requirements, and corrosion protection. The safety requirements for
pipeline construction vary according to the population density and
land use that characterize the surrounding land. This part also
contains regulations governing pipeline construction (which must be
followed for Class 2 and Class 3 pipelines) and the requirements for
preparing a pipeline integrity management program.

Federal Register (6 CFR
Part 27) interim final rule

A regulation of the U.S. Department of Homeland Security that
requires facilities that use or store certain hazardous materials to
submit information to the department so that a vulnerability
assessment can be conducted to determine what certain specified
security measures shall be implemented.

State

Title 8, California Code
of Regulations, section
5189

Requires facility owners to develop and implement effective safety
management plans that ensure that large quantities of hazardous
materials are handled safely. While such requirements primarily
provide for the protection of workers, they also indirectly improve
public safety and are coordinated with the Risk Management Plan
(RMP) process.

Title 8, California Code
of Regulations, section
458 and sections 500 to
515

Sets forth requirements for the design, construction, and operation of
vessels and equipment used to store and transfer ammonia. These
sections generally codify the requirements of several industry codes,
including the American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME)
Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, the American National Standards
Institute (ANSI) K61.1 and the National Boiler and Pressure Vessel
Inspection Code. These codes apply to anhydrous ammonia but are
also used to design storage facilities for aqueous ammonia.

California Health and
Safety Code, section
25531 to 25543.4

The California Accidental Release Program (CalARP) requires the
preparation of a Risk Management Plan (RMP) and off-site
consequence analysis (OCA) and submittal to the local Certified
Unified Program Agency for approval.

California HSC Sections
25270 through 25270.13

Requires the preparation of a Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan if 10,000 gallons or more of
petroleum is stored on-site. These regulations also require the
immediate reporting of a spill or release of 42 gallons or more to the
California Office of Emergency Services and the Certified Unified
Program Authority (CUPA).
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Applicable Law Description

California Health and Requires that “No person shall discharge from any source
Safety Code, section whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material
41700 which causes injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any

considerable number of persons or 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.”

California Safe Drinking | Prevents certain chemicals that cause cancer and reproductive
Water and Toxic toxicity from being discharged into sources of drinking water.

Enforcement Act
(Proposition 65)

California Public Utilities | Contains standards for gas piping construction and service.
Commission General
Order 112-E and 58-A

Local

Contra Costa County Requires a Safety Plan and a RMP.

Zoning Ordinance 98-48

Uniform Fire Code Require secondary containment, monitoring and treatment for
Article 79 and 80 accidental releases of toxic gases.

The evidence presented on this topic was undisputed except for issues
surrounding the OGS Project’s potential impacts to PG&E’s natural gas pipeline,
Lines 303 and 400. (3/15/11 RT 67-77, 3/25/11 RT 1, 12, 13-15, 48 — 66; Exs. 1,
§ 5.5, Appendix 5.5; 30; 32; 46; 50; 55; 60; 300; 304; 408; 410-414.)

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EVIDENCE
1. Project Setting

The OGS 21.95 acre plant site is bounded to the west by Pacific Gas and Electric
Company’s (PG&E) Antioch Terminal, a large natural gas transmission hub; to
the north by industrial DuPont property; to the east by DuPont’s titanium dioxide
landfill area; and to the south by the BNSF railroad. Surrounding land uses
include the former DuPont Oakley manufacturing site and marinas along the San
Joaquin River to the north, power plants owned by PG&E and Mirant to the west;
vineyards and mixed commercial, industrial, and residential uses to the south,
and vineyards and residential uses to the east. (Ex. 300, p. 4.4-5.)

Approximately 556 sensitive receptors (mainly childcare facilities but also
including schools, hospitals, and long-term care facilities) are within a six-mile
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radius of the OGS site. The nearest residences are a trailer park located on
Bridgehead Road, approximately 0.2 miles southwest of the project site. The
nearest school to the project site is approximately 0.8 miles south-southeast.
The nearest hospital/long-term health care facility is approximately five miles
southwest of the project site. (Ex. 1, p. 5.5-1, Appendix 5.1D.)

Hazardous Materials Management Figure 1 shows the locations of these
sensitive receptors in relation to the project site.
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Hazardous Materials Management - Figure 1
Oakley Generating Station — Census Tracts in the Immediate Impact Area .
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Source: Ex. 1, AFC
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2. Use of Hazardous Materials

The evidence establishes that the OGS Project will use hazardous materials
during construction and operation. Hazardous materials used during the
construction phase will include paint, paint thinner, flushing and cleaning fluids,
solvents, sealants, gasoline, diesel fuel, motor oil, hydraulic fluid, lubricants,
antifreeze, and pesticides. Hazardous materials, such as cleaning agents, lube
oil, mineral insulating oil, water treatment chemicals and other chemicals will be
present at the facility during operation. (Exs. 1, pp. 5.5-1 - 5.5-2; 300, p. 4.4-8.)
A list of all hazardous materials proposed for use and storage at the OGS facility
is provided in Hazardous Materials Management Appendix B at the end of this
section.

The evidence evaluates the risks posed by the OGS Project’s use of hazardous
materials. Staff's assessment included the following elements in the order
presented:

o Review of the types and amounts of chemicals proposed for on-site use,
and a determination of the need and appropriateness of their use.

. Removal from further consideration those chemicals that will be used in
small amounts, or whose physical state is such that there is virtually no
chance that a spill will migrate off the site and impact the public.

o Review and evaluation of measures proposed by the Applicant to prevent
spills, including engineering controls such automatic shut-off valves and
different sized transfer-hose couplings, as well as administrative controls
such as worker training and safety management programs.

o Review and evaluation of measures proposed by the Applicant to respond
to accidents, including engineering controls such as catchment basins and
methods to keep vapors from spreading, as well as administrative controls
such as training emergency response crews.

o Analysis of the theoretical impacts on the public of a worst-case spill of
hazardous materials, even with the mitigation measures proposed. (Ex. 300,
p. 4.4-7.)

Both the Applicant’'s and Staff's assessments considered the following CEQA
significance criteria:

o Whether the project would create a significant hazard to the public or
environment through the routine transport or use of hazardous materials

Hazardous Materials 6



o Whether the project would create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment

o Whether the project would emit hazardous emissions or involve handling
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 miles of an existing
or proposed school. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15002, subd. (g), Appendix G.)

a. Small Quantity Hazardous Materials

The evidence shows that none of the small quantity hazardous materials used
during OGS construction and operation poses a significant potential for off-site
impacts. This is due to the minimal quantities involved, their infrequent use, and
onsite containment by way of temporary berms used by contractors.
Furthermore, petroleum hydrocarbon-based motor fuels, mineral oil, lube oil, and
diesel fuel that will be used by the project are all very low volatility and represent
limited off-site hazards even in larger quantities. (Ex. 300, pp. 4.4-7 - 4.4-8.)

Appendix B (incorporated in Condition of Certification HAZ-1 at the end of this
section) lists the hazardous materials that will be used and stored on-site.
Condition HAZ-1 prohibits the project owner from using hazardous materials not
listed in Appendix B, or storing them in greater quantities than specified, without
prior approval of the Energy Commission’s Compliance Project Manager. None
of the listed materials, except for natural gas and aqueous ammonia as
discussed below, pose significant potential for off-site impacts as a result of the
quantities on-site, their relative toxicity, their physical state, and/or their
environmental mobility.

b. Large Quantity Hazardous Materials
i.  Use and Handling of Natural Gas

The project will involve the handling of large amounts of natural gas. Due to its
tendency to disperse rapidly, natural gas is less likely to cause explosions than
fuel gases such as propane or liquefied petroleum gas. Even though the project
will use significant quantities of gas, the gas will not be stored onsite. Thus, the
use of gas at the site poses risk of fire and explosion because of its flammability.
(Ex, 300, pp. 4.4-2, 4.4-8.)

The risk of a fire and/or explosion on site can be reduced to insignificant levels
through adherence to applicable codes and the development and implementation
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of effective safety management practices. Purging and cleaning of onsite fuel
gas piping will be done in accordance with the current version of NFPA 850,
which governs construction and fire protection of natural gas fired power plants.
In addition, in June 2010, the United States Chemical Safety and Hazard Board
(CSB) issued Urgent Recommendations to the United States Occupational
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), the National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA), the American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME), and
major gas turbine manufacturers to make changes to their respective regulations,
codes, and guidance to require the use of inherently safer alternatives to natural
gas blows for the purposes of pipe cleaning. Recommendations were also made
to the fifty states to enact legislation applicable to power plants that prohibits
flammable gas blows for the purposes of pipe cleaning. In accordance with
those recommendations, Condition of Certification HAZ-9 prohibits the project
owner from allowing any fuel gas pipe cleaning activities on site, either before
placing the pipe into service or at any time during the lifetime of the facility, that
involve “flammable gas blows” where natural (or flammable) gas is used to blow
out debris from piping and then vented to atmosphere. The project owner may
only use an inherently safer method involving a non-flammable gas (e.g. air,
nitrogen, and steam) or mechanical pigging. (Ex. 300, p. 4.4-9.)

In addition, all fuel gas pipe purging activities shall vent any gases to a safe
location outdoors, away from workers and sources of ignition. Fuel gas pipe
cleaning and purging shall adhere to the provisions of most current versions of
the National Fuel Gas Code (NFPA 54) including all Temporary Interim
Amendments. (Ex. 300, p. 4.4-9.)

i.  Natural Gas Pipeline Safety

The OGS will require construction of one or two offsite pipelines to supply natural
gas to the project site. The primary line — a new 300-foot-long, 6- to 10-inch
diameter pipeline — would receive gas from PG&E’s Antioch Terminal, which is a
major high-pressure natural gas transmission pipeline hub that borders the OGS
site. PG&E’s Line 303 will serve this pipeline. Line 303 passes through the
southwest corner of the OGS site as it enters the Antioch Terminal from the
south. The tap to Line 303 will be located either in the southwest corner of the
OGS site or in the Antioch Terminal. From this tap, natural gas will be delivered
to the site via a new 300-foot-long, 6- to 10-inch-diameter pipeline. The pipeline
will terminate in a PG&E gas metering yard located inside the OGS, west of the
plant switchyard. (Ex. 300, pp. 4.4-2, 4.4-8- 4.4-9.)
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If the project owner chooses to include a secondary natural gas supply, this
supply would be provided by way of a new 410-foot long, 6- to 10-inch-diameter
pipeline connecting to PG&E’s Antioch Terminal Line 400, which passes through
the OGS site and enters the northeast corner of the Antioch Terminal. (1d.)

Hazardous Materials Management Figure 2 shows the pipeline routes.

I

I

I
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Hazardous Materials Management Figure 2
Oakley Generating Station — Natural Gas Pipeline Routes Map
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PG&E will construct, own, and operate the new pipeline(s) pipelines in
accordance with California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) General Order
112 standards and federal Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations, Title
49, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Parts 190, 191, and 192. (Exs. 1, § 4.0;
300, p. 4.4-9.) Compliance with these LORS should ensure minimal risks of
pipeline failure.

However, in light of recent publicly noticed events pertaining to the PG&E gas
transmission line rupture and fire in San Bruno, California on September 9, 2010,
the Energy Commission determined on March 9, 2011, that pending and future
AFC proceedings must include an enhanced assessment of natural gas pipeline
supply/availability and safety that specifically addresses and known or
anticipated risks of project interconnection with existing natural gas pipelines.
The OGS AFC Committee subsequently directed the parties in this proceeding to
address seven questions pertaining to PG&E lines 303 and 400 and the project’s
interconnection to these lines.

The Applicant’s and Staff’s pipeline safety withesses (Harvey Haines and Geoff
Lesh, respectively) were shown to have particular knowledge and experience in
evaluating pipeline safety. (Exs. 60; 304.) Although Intervenor Sarvey’s witness
(himself) lacks the experience and general experience of Haines and Lesh on the
topic of pipeline safety, Sarvey nonetheless demonstrated particular knowledge
relating to CPUC proceedings and obtaining documents made available by the
CPUC as they pertain to current PG&E pipeline safety issues. (Ex. 408, pp. 32-
33; 401-414; 3/25/11 RT 30-47, 61-65.) Consequently, during the March 25,
2011, continued hearing, the Committee accepted Haines, Lesh, and Sarvey as
pipeline safety witnesses as qualified to present evidence and testimony1. Even
so, the Committee is persuaded that the educational and experiential
qualifications of the Applicant’'s and Staff's witnesses entitle their testimony to
greater weight than the testimony submitted by Sarvey.

The seven questions posed by the Committee are presented below with a
summary of the parties’ responses. With few exceptions, the parties submitted
substantially similar responses.

' The Committee admitted Sarvey’s testimony and Exhibits 408, 410, 411, 413, 414 into the
record despite objections for their exclusion by the Applicant and Staff. (3/25/11 RT 20-47, see
also, Staff's Opening Brief, pp. 5-7.) The objections questioned Sarvey’s qualifications to submit
testimony, argued that Sarvey’s testimony is more argument than fact, and asserted that most of
the documentary evidence is not relevant to the issue of pipeline safety. (3/25/11 RT 24-47, 61-
65.)

11 Hazardous Materials



e What testing has PG&E performed on lines 303 and 400 within the past
ten years?

Haines’s and Lesh’s written testimony indicated that neither has specific
knowledge of the testing performed on lines 303 and 400. They instead
explained how the existing extensive regulatory framework is intended to ensure
regular pipeline inspection and monitoring. The federally required Pipeline
Integrity Management (PIM) Program requires PG&E to perform testing and
inspection activities every five to seven years that includes periodic gas leak
inspections, characterization of cathodic protection current, and direct
assessments by digging up sections for inspections for external corrosion, or in-
line inspections such as pigging or cameras for internal corrosions. (Exs. 60. pp.
1-3; 304, pp. 2-4 4.) Results from PIM inspections could dictate changes of
pipeline operations, including pressure and flow derates, repairs, or changes of
inspection frequency or type. Records of these inspections and any operational
changes would be kept by PG&E and audited by the CPUC. (Ex. 304, p. 4.)

During the March 25 hearing, Haines supplemented his written testimony by
explaining that he contacted PG&E and asked if either line had been pressure
tested. He was advised that the lines were installed in 1963 and were pressure
tested pursuant to CPUC General Order 112. Haines also learned that line 303
was pressure tested “well above the 1.25 the MAOP.” No information was
available regarding line 400. (3/25/11 RT 52-53, 58.)

Sarvey supplemented this general discussion with specific information directly
responsive to the question; namely that according to a publicly available filing
from PG&E to the CPUC, line 400 was assessed in 2010 using External
Corrosion Direct Assessment (ECDA). (Exs. 408, p. 4; 410.) In 2008
correspondence from PG&E to the CPUC, PG&E reported that line 303 was
being prepared for a smart pig run. (Exs. 408, p. 4; 411.) The results of these
investigations were not presented.

e If PG&E has not performed hydrostatic testing on line 303 or line 400 are
there any known plans for such testing to occur and if so, when will this
occur?

Lesh reported having no knowledge about the testing history of the lines but
explained what the required testing would be for pipelines, such as lines 303 and
400, which were installed after 1961. According to Lesh, pipelines permitted by
the CPUC after July 1961 were required to be hydrostatically tested during their
commissioning. Because the OGS Project involves newly installed sections of
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these lines, the new sections would be built to the most current pipeline codes in
effect at the time of construction and would be hydrostatically tested during
installation. In Lesh’s opinion, it is likely that at least some sections of lines 303
and 400 were previously tested and/or replaced. (Ex. 303, p.4.)

Haines and Sarvey produced evidence that a portion of line 400 is in a High
Consequence Area (HCA) and currently under review by PG&E. (Exs. 60, p.4;
408, p. 4.) PG&E’s March 15, 2011, filing to the CPUC indicates that hydrostatic
testing on a .87-mile segment of line 400 will take place in 2011. (Ex. 408, p. 4;
412.) Haines’ March 25, 2011, testimony indicates that the line 400 testing
pertains to the segment form mile post 82 to mile post 142 - neither of which is
near the OGS Project. (3/25/11 RT 53.)

Hazardous Materials Figure 3 below replicates a PG&E transmission pipeline

system map that identifies the locations of lines 303 and 400 and indicates the

segment of line 400 in a HCA and under review.

I
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Hazardous Materials — Figure 3
Oakley Generating Station - PG&E Transmission Pipeline System Map
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e Are there existing known conditions/flaws/defects regarding lines 303
and 4007? If so, identify and describe each such condition/flaw/defect.

None of the witnesses has knowledge of flaws regarding lines 303 and 400.
However, Haines and Lesh explained that the existing regulatory framework
requires PG&E to remediate any known flaws or defects that are an immediate or
scheduled condition. (Exs. 60, p. 5; 304, p. 4; 408, p. 5.)

e What is the maximum operating pressure on line 303 and on line 4007

The combined testimony establishes that current information released by PG&E
shows line 303 maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP), maximum
operating pressure (MOP) and design pressure to be 720 psig. The MAOP,
MOP, and design pressure for line 400 are all 975 psig. (Exs. 60, p. 5; 304, p. 5;
408, p. 7; 412.)

Haines further explained that in general, the MOP of a particular line segment is
“always” less than or equal to the MAOP, which is established in accordance with
DOT regulations. (Ex. 60, p. 5.) Haines also testified that Applicant received
hourly pressure data from PG& E for line 303 for the three-year period from mid-
2005 through mid-2008. According to Haines, the data shows that all pressures
were within the limits of the established MOP, MAOP, and design pressure. (Ex.
60, p. 5, 3/25/11 RT 59.)

Staff further explained that in general, when tests find defects, flaws, or damage
the impact of these conditions on safe maximum operating pressure of the
pipeline are evaluated. Operating pressures may be temporarily adjusted
downward to maintain a safe operating pressure safety margin in the affected
section of the pipeline until the conditions have been repaired. Once repairs are
made, operating pressure can be restored — but cannot exceed the pre-existing
MAOP. (Ex. 304, p.5.)

Sarvey also testified that the pressures at which PG&E operates its pipelines

(notwithstanding the MAOP) is currently a matter of concern before the CPUC
and National Transportation Safety Board. (Ex. 408, pp. 7 —8.)
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e To what extent (stated in numbers) would addition of OGS increase the
pressure on line 303 and on line 400? Explain whether, and how, these
increases are in conformance with applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations, and standards.

Only Haines and Lesh responded to this question. Haines explained that adding
the OGS Project to lines 303 and/or 400 cannot result in an increase in the
MAOP of either line because if that occurred, both design pressure and DOT-
established MAOP would be exceeded. As discussed above in the response to
question number four, the MAOP, MAO, and design pressure for line 303 are
identical. This fact is the same for line 400. (Ex. 60, p. 5.)

Lesh has no specific knowledge of operating conditions on these lines but offered
the opinion that because of the OGS Project’s small connecting pipeline size (6
to 10 inches in diameter) relative to the 36-inch diameter of the transmission
pipeline to which it will connect, OGS would consume a small portion of the
transmission line’s capacity. The witness estimates that OGS would use less
than eight percent of the transmission line’s capacity and that PG&E would
manage this new demand from the OGS through its pressure control and
compressor system to avoid adverse impacts on existing gas customers and to
ensure that pressure at any point on the transmission pipeline would not exceed
its safe MAOP. (Ex. 304, p. 5.)

e Will increased gas pressure affect/exacerbate existing conditions on
line 303 or line 400? If so, explain the response.

Haines stated, no, there should be no pressure increases above the current
MAOP at which the pipelines now operate. (Ex. 60, p. 5.) Lesh explained that
although he has no specific knowledge of existing conditions on these lines, he
has no information that suggesting that existing conditions or pressures are out
of conformance with expected or required operating parameters such that the
addition of the OGS would exacerbate, or worsen, them. (Ex. 304, p. 5.)

Sarvey opined that a properly functioning natural gas pipeline that has been
adequately maintained should be able to function without incident. However,
specifically as to lines 303 and 400, he stated that in the absence of PG&E’s
testing, maintenance, pressure fluctuation and gas valve records no one can
answer the question with certainty. (Ex. 408, p. 8.)
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e Given that OGS might have numerous startups/shutdowns and ramping
up and down over the course of any given year in response to various
dispatch orders, would line 303 or line 400 be adversely affected by
corresponding pressure changes?

Only Haines and Lesh answered this question. According to Haines, fluctuations
in gas pressure are consistent with normal gas operations. As long as gas
pipelines have been pressure tested to at least 1.25 times the MAOP, no flaw
that has survived this type of test would be large enough to be susceptible to
failure from pressure-cycle fatigue-crack-growth during the life of the pipeline.
Therefore lines 303 and 400 would not be negatively impacted by the pressure
fluctuations resulting from the operations of OGS. (Ex. 60, p. 5; 3/25/11 RT 50-
51.)

Staff's witness has no specific knowledge of existing operations on these lines
but explained that the laws that apply to pipeline design address cyclic loading
through specification of the pipeline steel grading and requirements for ductility.
The witness further explained that steels used in the manufacturing of pipe used
for high pressure natural gas transmission must be tested to ensure both ductility
and toughness and it is explicit that this testing renders cyclic loading
insignificant in normal pipeline operation and allows design based on yield
strength alone to ensure safe operation of natural gas pipelines where pressures
are maintained below the MAOP. (Ex. 304, p. 6.)

The collective answers to the Committee’s questions strongly indicate that
existing regulatory programs applicable to natural gas transmission lines would
protect the public and workers at the OGS site from significant risk from the new
pipelines and pre-existing lines 303 and 400. The evidence establishes that
newly installed gas pipelines built and maintained to current standards are safe
and present little risk to the public during their lifetime. (Ex. 300, p. 4.4-9.)
Additionally, because the gas pipelines that would be constructed for this project
would be located and lie entirely within the OGS site or Antioch Terminal, there is
minimal risk of impacts to the public from a rupture or failure. (Exs. 4.4-8 — 4.4-
9.) Thus, we find that compliance with existing LORS should be sufficient to
ensure minimal risks of pipeline failure.

As mentioned above and underscored by Sarvey’s testimony, we recognize that
the CPUC is currently evaluating proposed new safety and reliability regulations
in response to the recent, tragic PG&E gas line rupture and fire in San Bruno.
Although regulation of pipelines in California is a matter for the CPUC and not
within the Energy Commission’s licensing jurisdiction (Commission jurisdiction
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over related facilities such as fuel lines extends up to the first point of
interconnection (20 Cal. Code Regs. § 1702(n)), we impose Condition of
Certification HAZ-10. Should the CPUC, National Transportation Safety Board,
U.S. Department of Transportation or any other agency with jurisdiction adopt
new safety and/or reliability legislation, rules, regulations, or standards for natural
gas transmission and distribution pipelines during construction of the OGS
pipelines or during OGS operation, the project owner shall notify the Compliance
Program Manager (CPM) of the regulations and consult with the CPM regarding
the project’s feasible compliance with and implementation of the measures if they
are applicable to the OGS Project.

The Applicant and Staff submitted post-hearing briefs summarizing the existing
arguments, testimony, and evidence of record but add no new perspective to
matters already addressed by the evidence of record or the discussion in this
section.

iii.  Aqueous Ammonia

The evidence establishes that aqueous ammonia is the only hazardous material
that may pose a significant risk of off-site impact. Aqueous ammonia will be used
to control the emission of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) from the combustion of natural
gas. OGS would use 29 percent aqueous ammonia solution stored in one
stationary above-ground storage tank, with a maximum capacity of 18,000
gallons. (Ex. 1, pp. 5.5-14 — 5.5-16.) The project’s use of aqueous ammonia can
result in the release of ammonia vapor in the event of a spill. The accidental
release of aqgueous ammonia without proper mitigation can result in significant
down-wind concentrations of ammonia gas. (Ex. 300, p. 4.4-10.)

In evaluating the potential impacts of an accidental release, we note thee
following benchmark exposure levels for ammonia gas occurring off-site:

o The lowest concentration posing a risk of lethality (2,000 parts per million
(ppm))

. The concentration immediately dangerous to life and health (300 ppm)
o The emergency response planning guideline level of two to 150 ppm, and

o The level considered by the Energy Commission to be without serious
adverse effects on the public for a one time exposure (75 ppm). (Ex. 300,
p. 4.4-10.)
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The evidence explains that Staff used a health-based airborne concentration of
75 ppm to evaluate the significance of impacts associated with potential releases
of ammonia. According to Staff, this benchmark — as compared to the others
listed above — evaluates the acceptable level of avoidable exposures to the
population instead of merely addressing emergency planning and proper safety
practices. (Ex. 300, pp. 4.4-10, 4.4-31.)

Staff chose the National Research Council’'s 30-minute Short Term Public
Emergency Limit (STPEL) for ammonia to determine the potential for significant
impact. This limit is designed to apply to accidental unanticipated releases and
subsequent public exposure. Exposure at this level should not result in serious
effects but would result in “strong odor, lacrimation, and irritation of the upper
respiratory tract (nose and throat), but no incapacitation or prevention of self-
rescue.” According to Staff, exposures to concentrations above these levels
pose significant risk of adverse health impacts on