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1.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

1.1 Introduction

A. Names: Ross Metersky, Stephen Garrett, Omar Olivares, Stephen Moore, Gene
Amrhein, Joseph Landwehr, Philip French, and Charles Schwartze.

B. Qualifications: Qualifications of the team members listed above are as noted in their
resumes contained in Appendix A.

C. Prior Filings: In addition to the statements herein, this testimony includes by reference
the following documents submitted in this proceeding:

* Application for Certification (AFC) dated March 2009 (Volume I, Section 3)
[Exhibit 1]

¢ Aqueous Ammonia Off-Site Consequence Analysis, dated March 2010 [Exhibit 11]
e Aqueous Ammonia Off-Site Consequence Analysis, Revised April 2010 [Exhibit 13]

1.2 Summary of Testimony

To the best of our knowledge, all of the facts contained in this testimony (including all
referenced documents) are true and correct. To the extent this testimony contains opinions, such
opinions are our own. We make these statements, and render these opinions freely and under
oath for the purpose of constituting sworn testimony in this proceeding.

A. Project Overview

The Watson Cogeneration Steam and Electric Reliability Project (herein “Watson Project” or
“Project”) is a proposed expansion of a steam and electrical generating (cogeneration) facility
that is located in the City of Carson in Southern California. In operation since 1988, the existing
cogeneration facility is owned by Watson Cogeneration Company (herein “Watson” or
“Applicant”) and operated by BP West Coast Products, LLC — BP Carson Refinery (BP
Refinery). Watson is a joint partnership between subsidiaries of BP America and Edison
Mission Energy. The Project will complete the original design of Watson Cogeneration Facility
that has been in continuous operation for more than 20 years. The Project will add a nominal

85 megawatt (MW) combustion turbine generator (CTG) with a single-pressure heat recovery
steam generator (HRSG) to provide additional process steam to the BP Refinery. The Project
will increase the overall reliability of the steam delivered from the existing Watson Cogeneration
Facility and complete its original design. The original facility design allocated plot space and
included provisions to accommodate a new unit at a later date. The additional unit is sized and
designed to provide reliable base load operations with supplemental duct firing in the HRSG.

B. Project Objectives

The Project’s objectives are as follows:
1. Improve reliability of steam supplies to the BP Refinery;
2. Supply additional steam to the BP Refinery;



3. Produce electrical energy for export to the power grid that benefits the reliability of the
broader transmission grid in California by adding generation capacity and voltage support
near existing loads; and

4. Conserve natural gas and reduce environmental impacts from emissions and contributions
to global climate change.

C. Facilities

Section 3 (Project Description) of the AFC and the Revised Section 5.5 (Water Resources)
describe the proposed facility design. Subsequent to filing the AFC, the proposed use of
anhydrous ammonia was revised to aqueous ammonia. In addition, revisions and supplemental
information were filed with regard to water supply and stormwater management details. The
updated information is contained in the responses to California Energy Commission (CEC) data
requests, responses to workshop requests, and other filings. Refer to the Air Quality and Water
Resources testimonies for current information. All plant facilities will be designed, constructed,
and operated in accordance with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS).

The Project includes one General Electric (GE) 7EA CTG, with an inlet fogging system, one
duct fired HRSG, two redundant natural gas compressors (2x100 percent), one boiler feedwater
pump, one circulating water pump, two new cells added to an existing cooling tower, electrical
distribution system, instrumentation and controls, and all necessary auxiliary equipment.

The Project Area consists of the Project Site and the off-site Construction Laydown and Parking
Area. The Project Site is located approximately 0.7 mile south of the 405 Freeway, roughly
bounded by East 223™ Street to the north, Wilmington Avenue to the west, East Sepulveda
Boulevard to the south, and South Alameda Street to the east, in the City of Carson. The Project
Site is a 2.5-acre brown field site located within the boundary of the existing Watson
Cogeneration Facility, which is a 21.7-acre area within the 428-acre parcel further described as
Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 7315-006-003, 1801 Sepulveda Boulevard, Carson, California,
90745 and is integral to BP’s existing Carson Refinery (BP Refinery). The street address of the
Project Site is located within the boundary of the existing Watson Cogeneration Facility at 22850
South Wilmington Avenue, Carson, California.

The Construction Laydown and Parking Area is a paved 25-acre parcel (APN 7315-020-019)
located approximately 1 mile southeast of the Project Site, at 2149 East Sepulveda Boulevard
which is at the northeast corner of East Sepulveda Boulevard and South Alameda Street. The
area is owned by BP, and is currently used as a truck parking and staging area.

The Watson Project will not require any new off-site linear facilities (i.e., pipelines, transmission
lines, etc.).

D. Process Description and Technology

The Project is designed to be fueled with either natural gas or a blend of natural gas and refinery
gas. Fuel gases will be provided from the existing systems of the Watson Cogeneration Facility.
The Project will add a CTG with a single-pressure HRSG.

The Project will step up electricity first to 69 kilovolts (kV) for delivery to the new on-site 69kV
gas insulated substation (GIS) that provides power to the refinery and then to 230kV for delivery
to the existing on-site 230kV GIS that is connected to the Southern California Edison’s (SCE)



substation. The design includes a 13.8-69kV GSU transformer connected to the 69kV
switchgear by cables. The 69kV switchgear is connected to the 230kV GIS substation through
two 69-230kV transformers utilizing 230kV solid dielectric cables. Power will be exported to
the grid via the two existing transmission lines to the Hinson substation.

1.3 Proposed Licensing Conditions
The General Conditions Section of the Staff Assessment recommends that 15 Conditions of
Certification be adopted to address general conditions including compliance monitoring and

closure plan issues: COMPLIANCE-1 through COMPLIANCE-15. The Applicant agrees with
these conditions.

1.4 Correlation to Staff Assessment and Hearing Topics

» Staff Assessment, Sections 1, 3, and 7.

* Executive Summary, Project Description, and General Conditions.



ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
2.0 AIRQUALITY

2.1 Introduction

A. Name: Gregory S. Darvin

B. Qualifications: Mr. Darvin is a Meteorologist with over eighteen years of consulting
experience conducting air quality permitting and modeling assessments for new and modified
industrial energy-related sources. Additional details regarding his qualifications are
presented in his resume contained in Appendix A.

C. Prior Filings: In addition to the statements herein, this testimony includes by reference
the following documents submitted in this proceeding:

L]

L]

AFC dated March 2009 (Volume I, Section 5.2; Volume II, Appendix I) [Exhibit 1]

Supplement in Response to CEC Data Adequacy Review, dated June 2009 (Air
Quality Data Adequacy Worksheet and Appendix A) [Exhibit 2]

Responses to CEC Data Requests #1-39, dated September 2009 (Responses 1 through
6, 8, and 9) [Exhibit 3]

Responses to CEC Data Requests (#1-39), Air Quality Response #4, Status Report 1,
dated October 2009 [Exhibit 4]

Remainder of Responses to CEC Data Requests #1-39, dated October 2009
(Response 7) [Exhibit 5]

Responses to CEC Data Requests (#1-39), Air Quality Response #4, Status Report 2,
dated November 2009 [Exhibit 6]

Response to South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Questions
(Additional Information Request for Watson Cogeneration Steam and Electric
Reliability Project, A/Ns 496922,496924, and 496925), dated November 2009
[Exhibit 7]

Addendum Application for Using Aqueous Ammonia in Watson Cogeneration Steam
and Electric Reliability Project, A/Ns 496922, 496924, and 496925 [Reference:
Watson Cogeneration Company, Electric Generation (Process 17), BP Carson
Refinery, Facility ID 131003] and Application for Change of Condition to Watson
Cogeneration Units 1-4 (Watson Cogeneration Steam and Electric Reliability Project)
[Reference: Watson Cogeneration Company at the BP Carson Refinery (Facility ID
131003; Process 17, Systems 1-4) dated February 24, 2010 [Exhibit 10]

Authority to Construct Permit Application [SCAQMD ATC Application], dated
March 23, 2009 [Exhibit 21]

Addendum Application [SCAQMD ATC Application] for Watson Cogeneration
Facility Authority to Construct Permit Application, dated February 24, 2010
[Exhibit 22]



+ Comments on the Preliminary Staff Assessment, dated January 2011 [Exhibit 16]

2.2 Summary of Testimony

To the best of my knowledge, all of the facts contained in this testimony (including all
referenced documents) are true and correct. To the extent this testimony contains opinion, such
opinion is my own. I make these statements, and render these opinions freely and under oath for
the purpose of constituting sworn testimony in this proceeding.

A. Affected Environment

The Project Site is a 2.5-acre brown field site located within the boundary of the existing Watson
Cogeneration Facility, which is a 21.7-acre area within the 428-acre parcel further described as
Assessor’s APN 7315-006-003, 1801 Sepulveda Boulevard, Carson, California, 90745 and is
integral to BP’s existing Carson Refinery (BP Refinery). The street address of the Project Site is
located within the boundary of the existing Watson Cogeneration Facility at 22850 South
Wilmington Avenue, Carson, California. Figure 3-1, Regional Map, depicts the Project Site and
surrounding area. An existing warehouse/maintenance shop on a portion of the site will be
removed as part of the Project. The Project Site is located approximately 0.7 mile south of the
405 Freeway, roughly bounded by Wilmington Avenue to the west, East Sepulveda Boulevard to
the south, and South Alameda Street to the east. The site Universal Transverse Mercator
coordinates are as follows: 384725.7mE, 3742300mN, Zone 11 (NAD27). The Project Site
elevation is approximately 32 feet above mean sea level (amsl). Because the site is located
within the existing refinery property boundary, the Project Site and surrounding areas are highly
developed, and have been subject to disturbance for many years. Table Air-1 presents the state
and federal air quality attainment status for the project area and shows that the project area has a
non-attainment status for both ozone and particulate matter (PM,o/»5). Federal and state
regulations require that Watson mitigate the potential effect of the project’s emission of these
pollutants and their precursor pollutants through the use of Emission Reduction Credits (ERCs)
and CEC approved mitigation techniques. Implementation of mitigation techniques as
recommended by the CEC and summarized in the Conditions of Certification will insure that the
project impacts are less than significant. The SCAQMD is the air pollution control agency for
the region.

Table Air-1. SCAQMD Attainment Status

Pollutant Averaging Time Federal Status State Status
Ozone 8-hr Severe NA Extreme NA
NO, All UNC/ATT UNC/ATT
CO All ATT ATT
SO, All ATT ATT
PM;, All Serious NA NA
PM, ; All NA NA
Source: SCAQMD Website, 2008.
Notes:
ATT = attainment PM;, = sub 10-micron particulate matter



CO = carbon monoxide PM,s = sub 2.5-micron particulate matter
NA = non-attainment SO, = sulfur dioxide
NO, = nitrogen dioxide UNC = unclassified

The attainment status of the project area partly defines whether the area will be subject to Federal
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) or New Source Review (NSR) permitting
requirements. The potential emissions from the project will also define whether a project is
subject to PSD or NSR. These federal permitting requirements are essentially the same with the
exception that the NSR program requires the application of the Lowest Achievable Emission
Rate (LAER) control technologies to be installed on the project and the PSD program requires
less stringent Best Available Control Technology (BACT). However, in the SCAQMD, BACT
and LAER are the same level of control. Based on the project emissions and non-attainment
status for ozone and particulate matter, the NSR permitting requirements will apply. The facility
will be subject to PSD for greenhouse gases.

B. Construction Impacts

Construction will occur at the proposed project. Construction impacts to air quality will be in the
form of fugitive dust and vehicle exhaust emissions. Fugitive dust emissions will result from
construction equipment disturbing (excavating, grading, and dumping) soils on the proposed
project site and from the movement of vehicles on unpaved soils. Vehicle exhaust emissions are
associated with burning ultra-low sulfur diesel and gasoline in the construction equipment,
construction vehicles, and construction worker’s automobiles traveling to and from the
construction site. These construction impacts will be temporary and finite in duration with
construction activities expected to be completed within 20 months. Air quality modeling was
used to assess the impacts during construction. Modeled exceedances were calculated for
24-hour and annual PM, ¢/, s and 1-hour NO,, but will be mitigated to a level of insignificance
through the adoption of CEC construction mitigation techniques.

C. Operations Impacts

Potential air quality impacts from operations, including the existing Watson Cogeneration
Facility emissions were determined by performing air dispersion modeling. The air modeling
used worst-case pollutant emissions assumptions to calculate total air quality impacts. Five years
of hourly meteorology from Long Beach were used in the analysis. The project operational air
quality impacts are presented in Table Air-2. All modeled concentrations were less than
significance for all attainment pollutants averaging periods. The project impacts for PM, were
less than significance. PM,; 5 impacts are over the significance levels for both 24-hour and
annual averaging periods, but the operational impacts for this pollutant and PM;, will be
mitigated to levels of insignificance. Thus, the operational impact of the project will not cause or
contribute to the non-attainment status of the South Coast Air Basin.



Table Air-2 Operational Impacts

Class I1 Ambient
Maximum Significance  Air Quality
Avg.  Concentration Background  Total Level CAAQS/NAAQS
Pollutant Period (ng/m’) (ng/m’) (ng/m’) (ng/m’) (ng/m’) (ng/m’)
Normal Operating Conditions
NO, 1-hour 9.049 264 273.04 - 339 -
Annual 0.596 58.9 59.49 1 56 100
co 1-hour 4.040 9,600 9,604.04 2,000 23,000 40,000
8-hour 2.997 7,315 7317.99 500 10,000 10,000
1-hour 2.206 107 109.21 - 655 -
S0, 3-hour 1.828 86 87.83 25 - 1,300
24-hour 0.578 28.6 29.19 5 105 365
Annual 0.155 7 7.16 1 - 80
PM, 24-hour 3.919 131 134.91 5 50 150
Annual 0.340 45 45.34 1 20 -
PM, - 24-hour 1.472 48.5 49.97 1.2 - 35
' Annual 0.340 17.5 17.84 0.3 12 15
Start-up/Shutdown Periods
NO, 1-hour 28.98 264 292.98 - 338 -
co 1-hour 31.09 9,600 9,631.09 2,000 23,000 40,000
8-hour 23.35 7,315 7,338.35 500 10,000 10,000
Commissioning Activities
NO, 1-hour 36.63 264 300.63 - 338 -
co 1-hour 37.25 9,600 9,637.25 2,000 23,000 40,000
8-hour 27.75 7,315 7,342.75 500 10,000 10,000
PM;, 24-hour 3.992 131 134.92 5 50 150
PM, ;5 24-hour 1.522 45 46.52 1.2 - 35

Source: Watson Cogeneration Steam and Electric Reliability Project Team, 2009.

Notes:

Modeling includes all five turbines/HRSGs and the nine cell cooling tower

CO = carbon monoxide
NO, = nitrogen dioxide
PM;;, = sub 10-micron particulate matter
PM,s = sub 2.5-micron particulate matter
SO, = sulfur dioxide
ug/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter

D. Cumulative Impacts

The project’s cumulative impacts were estimated through air dispersion modeling. The
cumulative impacts modeling incorporated the existing Watson Cogeneration Facility turbines
and cooling tower. Consultation with the SCAQMD confirmed that there are no projects within
six miles from the project site that are under construction or have received permits to be built or
operate in the foreseeable future. Therefore, no additional sources were included in the
cumulative impact assessment and no additional cumulative impacts are expected.



E.

Mitigation

Applicant proposed mitigation for construction includes:

[ ]

The Applicant will have an on-site construction mitigation manager who will be
responsible for the implementation and compliance of the construction mitigation
program. The documentation of the ongoing implementation and compliance with
the proposed construction mitigations will be provided on a periodic basis.

All unpaved roads and disturbed areas in the Watson Project and Construction
Laydown and Parking Area will be watered as frequently as necessary to control
fugitive dust. The frequency of watering will be on a minimum schedule of every
two hours during the daily construction activity period. Watering may be reduced or
eliminated during periods of precipitation.

On-site vehicle speeds will be limited to 5 miles per hour on unpaved areas within the
project construction site.

The construction site entrance will be posted with visible speed limit signs.

All construction equipment vehicle tires will be inspected and cleaned as necessary to
be free of dirt prior to leaving the construction site via paved roadways.

Gravel ramps will be provided at the tire cleaning area.

All unpaved exits from the construction site will be graveled or treated to reduce
track-out to public roadways.

All construction vehicles will enter the construction site through the treated entrance
roadways, unless an alternative route has been provided.

Construction areas adjacent to any paved roadway will be provided with sandbags or
other similar measures as specified in the construction Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to prevent runoff to roadways.

All paved roads within the construction site will be cleaned on a periodic basis (or
less during periods of precipitation), to prevent the accumulation of dirt and debris.

The first 500 feet of any public roadway exiting the construction site will be cleaned
on a periodic basis (or less during periods of precipitation), using wet sweepers or
air-filtered dry vacuum sweepers, when construction activity occurs or on any day
when dirt or runoff from the construction site is visible on the public roadways.

Any soil storage piles and/or disturbed areas that remain inactive for longer than
10 days will be covered, or shall be 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 will be covered, or the materials shall be
sufficiently wetted and loaded onto the trucks in a manner to minimize fugitive dust
emissions. A minimum freeboard height of 2 feet will be required on all bulk
materials transport.



+ Wind erosion control techniques (such as windbreaks, water, chemical dust
suppressants, and/or vegetation) will be used on all construction areas that may be
disturbed. Any windbreaks installed to comply with this condition will remain in
place until the soil is stabilized or permanently covered with vegetation.

» Disturbed areas, which are presently vegetated, will be re-vegetated as soon as
practical.

To mitigate exhaust emissions from construction equipment, the Applicant is proposing the
following:

e The Applicant will work with the general contractor to utilize to the extent feasible,
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)/Air Resources Board Tier 3
engine compliant equipment for equipment over 50 horsepower.

¢ Ensure periodic maintenance and inspections per the manufacturers specifications.
* Reduce idling time through equipment and construction scheduling.

¢ Use California low sulfur diesel fuels (<=15 ppm,, Sulfur).

The implementation of CEC recommended mitigation measures is expected to limit and control
the fugitive dust emissions to a level of insignificance.

Mitigation measures include the use of BACT and ERCs. BACT will be applied on the
turbine/HRSG which will minimize emissions of criteria pollutants and hazardous air pollutants.
BACT will also be utilized on the cooling tower which will limit PM ¢/, 5 emissions through the
use of high efficiency drift eliminators. Mitigation through the use of ERCs are summarized
below.

¢ NOy and SOy mitigation, in the form of Regional Clean Air Initiatives Market
(RECLAIM Trading Credits [RTCs]) will be achieved via the RECLAIM program
either through existing holdings or through purchase.

* VOC mitigation will be achieved by obtaining sufficient purchased ERCs to fully
satisfy the Regulation XIII offset requirements.

e PM,, emissions from the new cogeneration unit will be addressed through adoption of
an emissions limit for all five cogeneration units, which is equal to the current limit
for the existing four units, minus 1 Ib PM,¢/day. The existing CEC license limits
PM, emissions from the four existing cogeneration units to 1,244 Ibs/day; hence the
new limit will be 1,243 Ibs PM,¢/day for all five cogeneration units. For this project,
an exemption from emissions offsets under District Rule 1,304, due to Concurrent
Facility Modification, is claimed for PM( emissions.

2.3  Proposed Licensing Conditions

The Staff Assessment included 15 conditions of certification. The Applicant agrees with and
will abide by all of the proposed air quality conditions of certification.
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» Staff Assessment, Section 4.1

e Air Quality
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3.0 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

3.1 Introduction

A. Name: David Kisner

B. Qualifications: Mr. Kisner’s qualifications are as noted in his resume contained in
Appendix A.

C. Prior Filings: In addition to the statements herein, this testimony includes by reference
the following documents submitted in this proceeding:

* AFC dated March 2009 (Volume I, Section 5.6; Volume II, Appendix N) [Exhibit 1]

¢ Supplement in Response to CEC Data Adequacy Review, dated June 2009,
Biological Resources Data Adequacy Worksheet and Appendix B [Exhibit 2]

= Response to Questions from CEC Staff, dated June 2010, Biology [Exhibit 15]

+ Comments on the Preliminary Staff Assessment, dated January 2011, Section 4.2
[Exhibit 16]

3.2 Summary of Testimony

To the best of my knowledge, all of the facts contained in this testimony (including all
referenced documents) are true and correct. To the extent this testimony contains opinions, such
opinions are my own. I make these statements, and render these opinions freely and under oath
for the purpose of constituting sworn testimony in this proceeding.

A. Regional Overview

The Applicant is proposing the Watson Project as an expansion of the existing Watson
Cogeneration Facility, a steam and electrical generating (cogeneration) facility that is located in
the City of Carson in Southern California. The Project Site is a 2.5-acre brown field site located
within the boundary of the existing Watson Cogeneration Facility, which is a 21.7-acre area
within the 428-acre parcel further described as APN 7315-006-003, 1801 Sepulveda Boulevard,
Carson, California, 907445 and is integral to BP’s existing Carson Refinery (BP Refinery). The
Project Site elevation is approximately 32 feet above mean sea level. Because the site is located
within the existing refinery property boundary, the Project Site and surrounding areas are highly
developed, and have been subject to disturbance for many years.

The Project’s primary objectives are to improve reliability and to provide additional process
steam 1in response to the refinery’s process steam demand. The Project complements the existing
cogeneration facility located within the confines of the refinery. The existing facility has four
GE 7EA CTGs, four HRSGs, and two steam turbine generators. The Project consists of adding a
fifth CTG/HRSG to the existing configuration and is referred to as the “fifth train.”

The Construction Laydown and Parking Area is a paved 25-acre parcel located approximately 1
mile southeast of the Project Site, at the northeast corner of East Sepulveda Boulevard and South
Alameda Street. The area is owned by BP and is currently used as a truck parking and staging
area.
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No off-site improvements associated with the Project, such as water supply, natural gas or
wastewater pipelines, are currently planned for the Project. The Project will connect to the
existing supply pipelines currently located at the facility.

Together, the Project Site and the surrounding refinery constitute an industrial facility devoid of
native vegetation. The refinery area is open and dry and completely hardscaped. Vegetation
present on-site consists of scattered landscape plants and ruderal invasive species. The Project
disturbance will be localized and contained mainly to the areas designated for the additional train
and the two additional cooling tower cells. No off-site linears will be constructed. The Project
Construction Laydown and Parking Area will be used only for storage and equipment parking,
with no ground disturbance.

Before conducting field surveys, a review of literature was performed including a search of the
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory of Rare Plants Database (CNPS 2008), and the
California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB), to determine special-status species known to
occur or that could occur within the Project survey area.

B. Wildlife Resources

Biological field surveys were conducted according to the CEC regulations (CEC 2000). The
Project Site is defined as the area that could be directly disturbed during Project construction,
and includes the power facility site, and Construction Laydown and Parking Area. The Project
survey area includes the Project Site and a 1-mile radius buffer surrounding the cogeneration
facility where field surveys were conducted for botanical and wildlife resources.

1. General Wildlife Species

The Project Site and surrounding refinery provide no habitat for wildlife species due to the
existing site activities. It is unlikely that vertebrate species utilize the Project Site or surrounding
refinery due to the lack of vegetative cover and continual elevated levels of disturbance. The
noise, lights, and human activity resulting from typical refinery operations create an environment
unsuitable for species to forage or breed. A common pigeon or rock dove (Columba livia)
walking along the ground was the only vertebrate observed during the field survey. Species such
as house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), American crow
(Corvus brachyrhynchos), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), and black phoebe (Sayornis
nigricans) are typically found in disturbed/developed areas and may have some low potential to
occur in the Project Site. No evidence of avian breeding activity was found in the Project survey
area and no sign of other wildlife such as reptiles or mammals was observed.

2. Special Status Wildlife Species

No special-status wildlife species were observed during the field survey and the CNDDB has
none recorded within the Project survey area. However, records exist for 32 special-status
wildlife species within 1, 5, and 10 miles of the Project Site. Seven of these species have a low
potential to occur in the Project survey area.

3. Wildlife Movement Corridors

No substantial wildlife movement occurs through the Project Site, and the Project Site is not part
of a significant wildlife corridor, so no significant effects to wildlife movement are expected as a
result of the Project.

12



4. Construction Impacts to Wildlife

The construction of the Project would not significantly increase effects to the surrounding
environment beyond those currently associated with the facility’s operation. Potential effects
would be an insignificant change from any existing effects.

The Project includes the installation of one steam electrical turbine, two cooling tower cells, and
applicable connections to the infrastructure of the existing Watson Cogeneration Facility. No
off-site improvements are proposed. The Project Site is already graded to provide the proper
drainage. All areas disturbed during construction will be graded to a smooth surface and paved.
Construction of the Project will have no additional effects to native plant species because the
Project Site has no native vegetation.

No additional effects will occur to common native wildlife species at the Project Site because the
site is completely disturbed, no additional area will be disturbed beyond the Project Site, and
little sign of animal activity was detected at the Project Site during the field survey. Beyond the
potential of Project construction to affect bat species, the potential effects of Project construction
and operation are incremental and not significant due to the conditions at the Project Site.

An increase in air emissions and noise as a result of Project construction is not expected to cause
significant effects to wildlife. The Project survey area provides very poor to no habitat for
wildlife due to the high amount of activity and development. The wildlife observed at the
Project Site were species that are often found in disturbed or developed areas, and these species
are expected to adapt to the new noise levels and air emissions.

Two state species of concern, the pocketed free-tailed bat and the burrowing owl, have a low
potential to occur at the Project Site. However neither species was observed during survey of the
Project Site. The pocketed free-tailed bat may potentially use the maintenance building that
currently exists where the Project will be constructed. Based on historic observations, the
burrowing owl may occur within the Project Area. However, no known nests are within the
Project Area and known or assumed burrows are 0.25 mile away. Burrowing owls are protected
from direct harm under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act; the State also protects nest and nesting
activities of the burrowing owl. Measures typically employed to avoid effects to burrowing owls
involve no work activities within 150 feet of an active burrow. All previously known burrowing
owl burrows have been greater than 150 feet from the Project Areas. Therefore, it is not
anticipated that the Project will have any effect to burrowing owls.

The Construction Laydown and Parking Area is an existing asphalt parking area with no
vegetation present. Therefore, the Project is not expected to have any effects on vegetation.

S. Operations Impacts to Wildlife

The operation of the Project would not significantly increase effects to the surrounding
environment beyond those currently associated with the facility’s operation. Operation of the
Project would not cause significant effects to biologic resources or special-status species.
Potential effects would be an insignificant change from any existing effects. The potential
effects of Project operation and maintenance on biological resources include incremental
increase in air emissions, noise, and collision hazards beyond existing conditions.
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6. Potential Cumulative Impacts to Wildlife

Several projects have been identified within the surrounding area of the Watson Cogeneration
Facility (see Section 5.9.3 of the Land Use section of the Project’s AFC). Both the project site
and the proposed projects are within heavily industrialized and developed areas of limited
biological use. The proposed neighboring projects are primarily of a change or improvement to
an existing development. Effects to the natural habitat surrounding the Project Site occurred in
the previous century during the initial development of the surrounding areas. No cumulative
impacts are anticipated from the development of the cogeneration facility when evaluated with
the development of the proposed neighboring projects.

7. Permitting Overview
No permits are required for biological resources.
8. Mitigation for Wildlife

Preconstruction surveys shall be conducted for western burrowing owls for any areas subject to
disturbance from construction prior to the start of site mobilization. Surveys shall be conducted
by walking the entire project site and in areas within 500 feet of anticipated ground disturbance,
construction laydown areas, and parking area. In the event that owls or owl sign are identified
during the survey(s), the project owner shall identify the date and time of owl survey visit(s) and
a map depicting location(s) of owls and owl sign.

If owls are found and need to be relocated, only passive relocation of the owls would occur prior
to the start of construction and only during the non-breeding season (September 1 through
January 31).

During the breeding season (February 1 through August 31) occupied burrows shall not be
disturbed and shall be provided with a 250-foot protective buffer until the young have fledged.

No other biological effects are expected to occur as a result of the Project. Therefore, no other
avoidance or minimization measures are required to protect this resource.

9. Wildlife References

CDFQG (California Department of Fish and Game). 2008. California Natural Diversity Data
Base.

CEC (California Energy Commission). 2000. Rules of Practice and Procedure and Plant Site
Certification Regulations.

City of Carson. 2004. General Plan. Conservation and Open Space Elements. Available at
http://ci.carson.ca.us/content/files/pdfs/GenPlan/os_cons_chapter8.pdf.

Jameson, Jr., E.ZW. and J.J. Peeter. 1988. California Mammals. University of California Press,
Berkeley, California.

North American Breeding Bird Survey. 2006. Available at http://www.mbr-
pwrc.usgs.gov/bbs/grass/.a4740.htm.

Sauer, Maxine. BP Environmental Field Coordinator. Personal communication. September 4,
2008.

SCAG (Southern California Association of Governments). 2008. Available at
http://www.scag.ca.gov/.
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URS. 2009. Application for Certification (09-AF C-01) for Watson Cogeneration Steam and
Electric Reliability Project.

URS. 2009. Supplement in Response to CEC Data Adequacy Review Application for
Certification (09-AF C-01) for Watson Cogeneration Steam and Electric Reliability
Project. Submitted to: California Energy Commission. Submitted by: Watson
Cogeneration Company. June.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 2008. Website. Available at http://www.fws.gov.

Western Bat Working Group. 2008. Available at http://wbwg.org/species_accounts/
vespertilonidae/lano.pdf.

C. Botanical Resources
1. General Botanical Resources

No natural or viable habitat occurs within the Project Site. The Project survey area is industrial
and highly disturbed in nature. The Project Site and surrounding refinery are hardscaped with
roadbase, rock, asphalt, or concrete with no natural habitat. Plant species that were observed
included ruderal vegetation with very few native species.

The adjacent stormwater retention basins are maintained and devoid of any habitat or plant
species. The small basin southwest of the main basin was observed to contain approximately
6 inches of clear water, at the time of the field survey.

The Construction Laydown and Parking Area was observed to have only scattered ruderal
species present along the asphalt berm. The remaining parking area is completely devoid of
vegetation. Mulefat (Bacharis salicifolia), tambleweeds (Amaranthus albus), and ornamental
grasses were observed along the berm.

Mulefat, tumbleweeds, and ornamental grasses were also observed along the dirt access road,
which follows the Dominguez Channel east of the Construction Laydown and Parking Area. Fan
palms (Washingtonia filifera) were also observed along the road.

No plant communities or species were associated with the Dominguez Channel. No native/
natural bank habitat is present. The bank of the channel is armored with large granite boulders.

It is unlikely the Project will cause a disturbance to any natural habitat or plant communities in
addition to the current conditions. The addition of the Project will incrementally increase any
effects related to the existing facility.

2. Special Status Plants

No special-status plant species were observed during the field survey and no record exists of any
special-status species within the Project survey area. However, 27 special status plant species
were identified as having low to no potential to occur within or near the Project Area.

No native plant species were observed within the Project Site. Although these observations are
limited due to conducting the survey in late summer outside of the blooming period for many
annual plant species, no special-status annual plant species are known or have the potential to
occur in the Project study area due to a high amount of soil disturbance, hardscaping, and
maintenance activity associated with the Watson Cogeneration Facility and the surrounding
refinery.
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3. Botanical Resources References

CDFG (California Department of Fish and Game). 2008. California Natural Diversity Data
Base.

CEC (California Energy Commission). 2000. Rules of Practice and Procedure and Plant Site
Certification Regulations.

City of Carson. 2004. General Plan. Conservation and Open Space Elements. Available at
http://ci.carson.ca.us/content/files/pdfs/GenPlan/os_cons chapter8.pdf.

CNPS (California Native Plant Society). 2008. Rare Plant Database.

Hickman, J.C. 1993. The Jepson Manual: Higher Plants of California. Berkeley and Los
Angeles: University of California Press, 1,400 pp.

Sauer, Maxine. BP Environmental Field Coordinator. Personal communication. September 4,
2008.

SCAG (Southern California Association of Governments). 2008. Available at
http://www.scag.ca.gov/.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2008. Website. Available at http://www.fws.gov.
D. Jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. and State

No jurisdictional waters are present within the Project Site. Adjacent to the Project Site, the
Dominguez Channel flows in a southeasterly direction east of the Project Site and adjacent to the
parking area. A formal determination of the Dominguez Channel with the federal and state
agencies was not conducted; however, the Dominguez Channel is considered jurisdictional
water. No effects or disturbances to the channel are anticipated either during construction or
operation of the facility. Discharges to the channel are not planned either during construction or
operation of the Project.

No jurisdictional wetlands occur within the Project Site. No wetland habitats were observed
adjacent or near the Project Site.

3.3  Proposed Licensing Conditions

The Staff Assessment recommends that 5 Conditions of Certification be adopted to avoid,
minimize, or mitigate potential or anticipated impacts to biological resources. The Applicant is
in agreement with these Conditions of Certification.

34 Correlation to Staff Assessment and Hearing Topics

e Staff Assessment, Section 4.2

+ Biological Resources
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4.0 CULTURAL RESOURCES

4.1 Introduction

A. Name: Jeremy Hollins, M.A.

B. Qualifications: Mr. Hollins’ qualifications are as noted in his resume contained in
Appendix A.

C. Prior Filings: In addition to the statements herein, this testimony includes by reference
the following documents submitted in this proceeding:

* AFC dated March 2009 (Volume I, Section 5.7) [Exhibit 1]

e AFC dated March 2009 (Volume II, Appendix J [previously submitted under
confidential cover])

¢ Comments on the Preliminary Staff Assessment, dated January 2011 (Comment 4.3)
[Exhibit 16]

4.2 Summary of Testimony

To the best of my knowledge, all of the facts contained in this Section of the Applicant’s
testimony (including all referenced documents) are true and correct. To the extent this testimony
contains opinions, such opinions are my own based upon my professional judgment. I make
these statements, and render these opinions freely and under oath for the purpose of constituting
sworn testimony in this proceeding.

A. Affected Environment

The Watson Project is a 2.5-acre brown field site located within the boundary of the existing
Watson Cogeneration Facility, which is a 21.7-acre area within the 428-acre parcel further
described as APN 7315-006-003, 1801 Sepulveda Boulevard, Carson, California, 90745 and is
integral to BP’s existing Carson Refinery (BP Refinery). The Project Area consists of two
components: the Project Site (which is the proposed location of project improvements or the
area of direct impact) and the Construction Laydown and Parking Area. The Construction
Laydown and Parking Area is a paved 25-acre parcel located approximately 1 mile southeast of
the Project Site, at the northeast corner of East Sepulveda Boulevard and South Alameda Street.
URS Corporation Americas (URS) was retained to conduct cultural resources studies, including
a 100 percent archaeological and historic architectural survey in support of preparation of an
Application of Certification, required by the CEC for power generating plants that produce an
excess of 50 MW of energy. The archaeological area of potential effect (APE) includes the
Project Area (Project Site and Construction Laydown and Parking Area), and an additional 200
feet around it. The historic architecture APE includes the Project Area parcels and extends one
full parcel’s distance from the Project Area (Project Site and Construction Laydown and Parking
Area).

Consultation with local Native American groups and interested parties included a letter sent to
the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) requesting information on sacred lands
and traditional cultural properties, and a list of Native American individuals and organizations
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that might have knowledge of or concerns with cultural resources within the Project area.
The records search by the NAHC of the Sacred Lands File did not reveal any specific site
information or specific sites in the Project area. Attempts were made to contact the Native
American representatives identified by the NAHC both in writing and by phone. The Native
American consultation results generally conveyed concern regarding the project’s potential to
impact buried prehistoric deposits, including burials. Three of the five respondents were
concerned about this possibility, and two of them expressed a desire to be kept informed as the
project progresses. One recommended construction monitoring. A fourth respondent was
severely critical of the project as a trespass on Native American rights. The fifth respondent
provided no details of his group’s concerns. None of the respondents identified any cultural
resources known by them to be located on the proposed project site.

Prior to field work, archival research was conducted, including a records search, performed at
the South Central Coastal Information Center in 2008, of an area encompassing the Project
area and a 1-mile radius. The purpose of the search was to identify all previously recorded
cultural resources and previous cultural resources investigations completed within a one-mile
radius of the project areas. The records search included a review of the California Points of
Historical Interests, the California Historical Landmarks, the California Register of Historical
Resources (CRHR), the National Register of Historic Places, the California State Historic
Resources Inventory, and the City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments listings.

The records search identified 26 previously conducted investigations and 11 previously recorded
cultural resources within the Project area and/or within a 1-mile radius. None of the previously
conducted investigations identified cultural resources in the Project area. Of the 11 previously
recorded cultural resources, none were within the Project Area and only five were within 500
feet of the Project Area. Of the 11 previously recorded cultural resources, seven were recorded
as archaeological sites and four were recorded as historic resources. None of the sites are listed
on the Archaeological Determination of Eligibility list, and no archaeological isolates have been
identified within a one-mile radius of the project areas.

Additional primary and secondary research on the history of the project area was completed at
the following repositories: Los Angeles County Library, Carson Branch; City of Carson Planning
and Building Departments; California State University, Fullerton, Library; Los Angeles County
Assessor-Recorder; Historical Society of Long Beach; Los Angeles Times photographic archives;
San Diego State University Library; University of California, San Diego, Geisel Library and
Mandeville Special Collections; and San Diego Public Library. In addition, various online
resources, such as Calisphere: A World of Digital Resources and the California Historic
Topographic Map Collection were consulted. Historic-period aerial photographs were obtained
from Environmental Data Resources, Inc. The research results from the literary research, from
historic maps and aerial images, were used to provide insight into the historical background of
the proposed project site, to refine the historical themes for the historical resources context, and
to provide specific information about properties within the project vicinity, but no additional
cultural resources were identified as a result of this research.

Historical societies and potentially interested parties were contacted requesting any pertinent
information regarding historic or other cultural resources within the records search boundary
(Project area and 1-mile radius). Those contacted included the City of Carson Planning
Department and the Wilmington Historical Society. There was no response from the
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Wilmington Historical Society. There are no locally listed cultural or historical resources in a
I-mile radius, according to the City of Carson.

No archaeological sites were identified during the archaeological survey, though it is possible
that there may be buried archaeological resources associated with prehistoric sites common
around what are now the port areas of Los Angeles County.

The historic architecture field survey identified a total of three properties within the historic
architecture APE. One property was within the Project Site parcel (1801 Sepulveda Boulevard
[APN 7315-006-003]), and two properties were located one parcel past the Project Area. The
property within the Project Site parcel is the BP Refinery. The two properties located one parcel
past the Project Area are a portion of the Southern Pacific Railroad (P-36-010330, CA-SBR-
10330H) and a portion of the Dominguez Canal. None of the properties identified and recorded
as a result of the intensive survey were determined eligible for the CRHR or determined to be
historical resources for purposes of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

B. Direct Effects

Direct effects are typically associated with construction activity and have the potential to
immediately alter, diminish, or destroy all or part of the character and quality of historic
architecture and archaeological resources. No significant or unique cultural resources were
found in the APEs during the archaeological pedestrian survey and historic architecture survey.
The construction of the Project is not expected to result in direct effects to historic architecture or
archaeological resources.

C. Indirect Effects

Indirect effects are related to the primary consequences of the completed Project and can cause a
change in the character or use of a resource by the introduction of undesirable auditory or visual
intrusions. The operation and maintenance of the Project are not expected to result in indirect
effects to historic architecture or archaeological resources.

D. Cumulative Impacts

The Project, when assessed with other projects, is not anticipated to have any foreseeable
cumulative effects to cultural resources. No significant or unique cultural resources were found
in the APEs during the archaeological pedestrian survey and historic architecture survey.
Cumulative effects from the Project on local and regional cultural resources are limited because
mitigation measures have been provided that would reduce potential effects to a less than
significant level in the event that an archaeological site is identified within the Project boundaries
during construction. In the event that a significant buried archaeology site is encountered during
construction, data recovery, and/or site avoidance would ensure that the information content of
the site would be retained. These measures would limit the cumulative effects the Project would
have on cultural resources in the region.

E. Mitigation Measures

Based on the present cultural resources analysis, staff concludes that the proposed project would
have no direct or indirect significant impacts to any historical resources. The three newly
recorded resources within the built-environment project area of analysis have not been found to
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be historical resources for purposes of CEQA, as they have not been found to be eligible to the
CRHR. There are no archaeological or cultural resources in the project’s area of analysis. The
construction of the fifth cogeneration unit and its operation would not result in an indirect impact
to any historical or cultural resources.

4.3  Proposed Licensing Conditions

The Staff Assessment included eight conditions of certification. The Applicant is in agreement
with these conditions.

4.4 Correlation to Staff Assessment and Hearing Topics

» Staff Assessment, Section 4.3

e Cultural Resources
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5.0 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

5.1 Introduction

A. Name: Tricia Winterbauer and Gregory S. Darvin (for the Off-Site Consequence
Analysis for aqueous ammonia)

B. Qualifications: The qualifications of the team members listed above are as noted in their
resumes contained in Appendix A.

C. Prior Filings: In addition to the statements herein, this testimony includes by reference
the following documents submitted in this proceeding:

* AFC dated March 2009 (Volume I, Section 5.15) [Exhibit 1]
* Aqueous Ammonia Off-Site Consequence Analysis, dated March 2010 [Exhibit 11]
* Aqueous Ammonia Off-Site Consequence Analysis, Revised April 2010 [Exhibit 13]

5.2 Summary of Testimony

To the best of our knowledge, all of the facts contained in this testimony (including all
referenced documents) are true and correct. To the extent this testimony contains opinions, such
opinions are our own. We make these statements, and render these opinions freely and under
oath for the purpose of constituting sworn testimony in this proceeding.

A. Affected Environment

The Project Site is a 2.5-acre brown field site located within the boundary of the existing Watson
Cogeneration Facility, which is a 21.7-acre area within the a 428-acre parcel further described as
APN 7315-006-003, 1801 Sepulveda Boulevard, Carson, California, 90745 and is integral to
BP’s existing Carson Refinery (BP Refinery). The street address of the Project Site is located
within the boundary of the existing Watson Cogeneration Facility at 22850 South Wilmington
Avenue, Carson, California. An existing warehouse/maintenance shop on a portion of the site
will be removed as part of the Project. A new warehouse/shop will be constructed at an alternate
location on refinery property. The Project Site is located approximately 0.7 mile south of the
405 Freeway, roughly bounded by Wilmington Avenue to the west, East Sepulveda Boulevard to
the south, and South Alameda Street to the east.

The site is located within the existing refinery property boundary, the Project Site and
surrounding areas are highly developed, and have been subject to disturbance for many years.

The Construction Laydown and Parking Area is a paved 25-acre parcel located approximately
1 mile southeast of the Project Site, at the northeast corner of East Sepulveda Boulevard and
South Alameda Street. The area is owned by BP and is currently used as a truck parking and
staging area.

No off-site improvements associated with the Project, such as water supply, natural gas or
wastewater pipelines, are currently planned for the Project. The Project will connect to the
existing supply pipelines currently located at the facility.
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B. Construction Impacts

The hazardous materials to be used during Project construction include gasoline, diesel fuel, oil,
and lubricants as well as minimal amounts of cleaners, solvents, adhesives, and paint materials.
However, no acutely hazardous materials will be used or stored on-site during construction. A
summary of the hazardous materials to be used and stored for construction is provided in AFC
Table 5.15-1, Hazardous Materials Usage and Storage During Construction Based on Title 22
Hazardous Characterization, and AFC Table 5.15-2, Hazardous Materials Usage and Storage
During Construction Based on Material Properties.

A Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP), which outlines hazardous materials handling,
storage, spill response, and reporting procedures will be prepared before the start of construction
activities. To comply with the HMBP, construction contractors will be required to ensure that
they use, store, and handle these materials in a way that complies with applicable federal, state,
and local LORS, including licensing, personnel training, accumulation limits, reporting
requirements, and recordkeeping. Each general contractor will also be responsible for
maintaining a Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) for each chemical used or stored on-site, and
construction workers will be made aware of the location and content of the MSDSs.

Contractors will be expected to implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) that are
consistent with the hazardous materials storage, handling, emergency spill response, and
reporting procedures specified in the HMBP. The most probable accidents involving hazardous
materials during construction would likely occur from small-scale spills during cleaning or use
of other materials in the storage areas or during refueling of equipment. Such materials generally
have a low relative risk to human health and the environment. Such spills will be immediately
cleaned up, and the materials containing hazardous substances will be properly disposed in
accordance with the HMBP and BMPs.

If a large spill were to occur, the spill area would be bermed or controlled as quickly as practical
to minimize the footprint of the spill in accordance with the HMBP and BMPs. Contaminated
soil materials produced during cleanup of a spill would be stored, transported, and disposed of in
accordance with local, state, and federal regulations. If a spill or leak into the environment were
to involve hazardous materials equal to or greater than the specific reportable quantity, federal,
state, and local reporting requirements would be adhered to. In particular, the Health Hazardous
Materials Division of the Los Angeles County Fire Department would be notified.

The effects associated with the use of hazardous materials during construction will be less than
significant as a result of Watson implementing the above procedures and mitigation measures
HAZMAT-1 through HAZMAT-4, as discussed in AFC Section 5.15.4, Mitigation Measures.

C. Operation and Maintenance Impacts

The hazardous materials to be used or stored on-site during Project operation include natural gas
and welding gases, transformer and lubricating oils, aqueous ammonia and minimal quantities of
paints, oils, solvents, and cleaners and other maintenance chemicals. Hazardous materials are
listed in AFC Table 5.15-3, Hazardous Materials Usage and Storage During Operation Based on
Title 22 Hazardous Characterization, and AFC Table 5.15-4, Hazardous Materials Usage and
Storage During Operation Based on Material Properties. The existing Watson Cogeneration
Facility utilizes anhydrous ammonia. The filed AFC for the Watson Project described the
Applicant’s intent to use additional anhydrous ammonia for the Project. However, subsequent to
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the filing of the AFC, the Applicant agreed to a request from SCAQMD to change to aqueous
ammonia for the Project. As a result, the Applicant prepared and filed an Oft-site Consequence
Analysis for the aqueous ammonia in 2010.

Hazardous materials will be stored and used in vessels, tanks or containers specifically designed
for their individual characteristics. Flammable materials that will be used during Project
operation include natural gas and welding gases and transformer and lubricating oil. The risk of
a fire or explosion will be minimized through adherence to applicable codes and the
implementation of effective safety management practices.

Aqueous ammonia is used in the selective catalytic reduction technology to control nitrogen
oxide emissions. The ammonia used for this system will be stored in a 12,000-gallon tank at the
Project Site. The maximum expected demand for aqueous ammonia is approximately

496 gallons per day. The number of ammonia truck deliveries to the Watson Cogeneration
Facility will increase by 31 per year to accommodate the aqueous ammonia for the Project.

A Risk Management Plan (RMP) has already been prepared and implemented to manage and
minimize the risks associated with the storage and use of anhydrous ammonia and flammable
gases at the Watson Cogeneration Facility. This RMP will be updated as necessary for the
Project’s aqueous ammonia and will be used during Project operation.

An HMBP has already been prepared and implemented for the use and storage of hazardous
materials at the Watson Cogeneration Facility. This HMBP will be updated as necessary for the
Project and will be used during Project operation. An additional HMBP will be required for the
Construction Laydown and Parking Area. The Project will implement BMPs that are consistent
with the hazardous materials handling, emergency spill response, and reporting procedures
specified in the HMBPs.

With the implementation of the HMBPs and BMPs, the long-term and cumulative effects
associated with spills or releases of hazardous materials would be avoided. Therefore, the effects
of hazardous materials handling associated with the Project will be less than significant.

D. Cumulative Effects

Given the land uses in the area surrounding the Project Site and the limited incremental increase
in the amount of hazardous materials that will be used as part of the Project, no significant
cumulative effects are expected to result from hazardous materials handling for the Project in
combination with known future projects.

E. Mitigation Measures

As outlined in the Project AFC, potential impacts during construction and operational phases of
the project will be mitigated through implementation of engineered controls, training BMPs, and
the development of plans and procedures.

Mitigation Measures HAZMAT-1 through HAZMAT-4 of the Project AFC include the use of an
on-site safety officer to implement health and safety guidelines, and the development of standard
operating procedures for fueling and maintenance of equipment, spill response and disposal,
emergency response, and container storage requirements for hazardous materials.

Mitigation Measures HAZMAT-5 through HAZMAT-9 of the Project AFC include standard
operating procedures for containerized hazardous materials in accordance with applicable LORS;
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MSDSs being available for hazardous materials used onsite, training in the proper handling and
the procedures for emergency response to chemical spills or accidental releases; update of
existing Watson Cogeneration Facility plans and procedures to address hazardous materials
management at the Project Site for hazardous materials storage, hazardous materials emergency
response, hazardous materials employee training, hazard recognition, fire safety, first-
aid/emergency medical response, hazardous materials release containment/control procedures,
hazard communication training, personal protective equipment (PPE) training, and release
reporting requirements (i.e. HMBP, RMP, Process Safety Management, worker safety program,
fire response program, facility safety program, and standard operating procedures); and spill
response procedures.

5.3  Proposed Licensing Conditions

The Staff Assessment included eight conditions of certification. The Applicant agrees with these
certifications.

5.4 Correlation to Staff Assessment and Hearing Topics

= Staff Assessment, Section 4.4

e Hazardous Materials
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6.0 LAND USE

6.1 Introduction

A. Name: Jean Sanson, AICP

B. Qualifications: Ms. Sanson’s qualifications are as noted in her resume contained in
Appendix A.

C. Prior Filings: In addition to the statements herein, this testimony includes by reference
the following documents submitted in this proceeding:
* AFC dated March 2009 (Volume I, Section 5.9; Volume II, Appendix Q) [Exhibit 1]

¢ Supplement in Response to CEC Data Adequacy Review, dated June 2009 (Land Use
Data Adequacy Worksheet and Appendix C) [Exhibit 2]

+ Response to Questions from CEC Staff, dated June 2010 (Land Use) [Exhibit 15]

6.2 Summary of Testimony

To the best of my knowledge, all of the facts contained in this Section of the Applicant’s
testimony (including all referenced documents) are true and correct. To the extent this testimony
is based on opinions, such opinions are my own based upon my professional judgment. I make
these statements, and render these opinions freely and under oath for the purpose of constituting
sworn testimony in this proceeding.

A. Affected Environment

The Project Site is located within the boundary of the BP Refinery in the City of Carson. The
Project Site is designated Heavy Industrial by the City of Carson General Plan (GP), and is
accordingly zoned Manufacturing, Heavy (MH) by the City of Carson Zoning Ordinance. The
study area is comprised of the land uses within a 1-mile radius of the Project Site. Portions of
the study area, outside of the Project Site, are located within the City of Los Angeles and the City
of Long Beach.

For the purposes of environmental review and permitting, the CEC is the lead state agency for
compliance with the CEQA.

B. General Description of Study Area

The Project Site is adjacent to industrial uses and located within the industrial zoned 428-acre
boundary of the existing BP Refinery. Specifically, existing land uses immediately adjacent to,
and nearby, the Project Site include the following:

» North: the Watson Cogeneration Facility, BP Refinery, a light industrial business
park; and an automobile dealership. The closest residential area to the Project Site is
located 0.61 mile northwest of the Project Site.

» South: the BP Refinery and commercial uses. A residential area is located
approximately 0.79 mile from the Project Site.

+ Fast: the Watson Cogeneration Facility and the Dominguez Channel
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e West: the Watson Cogeneration Facility and the “Watson Center,” a light industrial
office complex.

Community facilities within the study area include residential units, ten schools, three parks, four
day care centers, twelve places of worship, one nursing home and a fire station. No agricultural
uses exist within the study area and the proposed Watson Project would not convert any
farmland with Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) designations of Prime
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide or Local Importance to non-agricultural
use. No other potentially sensitive land uses are located within the study area.

C. Environmental Analysis

The Watson Project was evaluated against CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, CEQA Checklist to
evaluate the potential land use impacts associated with implementation of the project. For each
of the appropriate checklist criteria, it was determined that implementation of the Watson Project
would not result in any unmitigable land use impacts. Specifically, it was determined that:

1. The Watson Project would not result in conversion of any Farmland (as classified by the
FMMP) to non-agricultural use, conflict with existing agricultural zoning or Williamson Act
contracts or convert forest land to non-forest use.

2. The Watson Project would not physically divide or disrupt an established community
because the Project Site is adjacent to industrial uses and located within the industrial zoned
428-acre boundary of the existing BP Refinery.

3. The Watson Project would not require construction of new parks or expansion of recreational
facilities nor substantially increase the use of existing and regional parks.

4. The Watson Project would not conflict with applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. The Project
would be consistent with the City of Carson GP and the MH zoning designation and is
consistent with the character of these permitted uses and development in the area. Further,
the Watson Project would not be incompatible with existing on-site or nearby land uses with
the implementation of Condition of Certification VIS-1, which would require a landscape
plan to implement landscaping along the BP Refinery property line on Wilmington Avenue.

5. The proposed Project Site is not subject to any habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan or within the boundaries of any wildlife preserve or critical
habitat area. Based on the historic and current industrial use on site and the surrounding
industrial zoning the Project Site is devoid of native vegetation and as a result would not
conflict with any habitat, natural community conservation plan or biological opinion as there
are no listed threatened or endangered species on site.

6. The Watson Project would not create a significant adverse impact on low income and
minority populations with the implementation of staff’s proposed conditions of certification
in the Air Quality, Hazardous Materials Management, Noise and Vibration, Public Health,
Traffic and Transportation, and Visual Resources sections of this staff assessment.

D. Cumulative Impacts

The Watson Project is consistent with the applicable plans and policies and, therefore, would not
result in significant land use, recreation, or agricultural impacts. The Project Site does not lie
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within critical habitat, and therefore, would not result in a cumulative conflict with any habitat
conservation plan. Further, it is expected that the reasonably foreseeable projects considered in
the cumulative analysis would also not contribute to a significant impacts on land use, recreation,
or agricultural impacts because each of these projects will receive development approvals that
could not be issued without a determination that these projects are consistent with applicable
plans and policies, including development, farmland, and habitat conservation policies.

E. Mitigation
The land use impacts of the proposed project are less than significant, and therefore do not
require any specific land use conditions to help mitigate project impacts.

6.3 Proposed Licensing Conditions

The Staff Assessment for the project filed by the CEC proposed no conditions of certification.
The Applicant accepts this assessment.

6.4 Correlation to Staff Assessment and Hearing Topics

» Staff Assessment, Section 4.5

s [and Use
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7.0 NOISE AND VIBRATION

7.1 Introduction

A. Name: Ronald E. Reeves

B. Qualifications: Mr. Reeves has 20 years of technical, managerial, and supervisorial
experience in the field of applied engineering acoustics and noise control. Mr. Reeves’s
expertise includes environmental/ community noise modeling, predictive noise analyses,
noise monitoring/measurement, preparation of CEQA/National Environmental Policy Act
noise assessment documentation, and industrial facility noise analysis, mitigation, and
control. Additional information regarding Mr. Reeves’ experience is presented in his resume
contained in Appendix A.

C. Prior Filings: In addition to the statements herein, this testimony includes by
reference the following documents submitted in this proceeding:

* AFC dated March 2009 (Volume I, Section 5.12; Volume II, Appendix M)
[Exhibit 1]

7.2 Summary of Testimony

To the best of my knowledge, all of the facts contained in this testimony (including all
referenced documents) are true and correct. To the extent this testimony contains opinions, such
opinions are my own. | make these statements, and render these opinions freely and under oath
for the purpose of constituting sworn testimony in this proceeding.

A.  Opening Statement

The Project Site is a 2.5-acre brown field site located within the boundary of the existing Watson
Cogeneration Facility, which is a 21.7-acre area within the 428-acre parcel further described as
APN 7315-006-003, 1801 Sepulveda Boulevard, Carson, California, 90745 and is integral to
BP’s existing Carson Refinery (BP Refinery). The street address of the Project Site is located
within the boundary of the existing Watson Cogeneration Facility at 22850 South Wilmington
Avenue, Carson, California. An existing warehouse/maintenance shop on a portion of the site
will be removed as part of the Project. The Project Site is located approximately 0.7 mile south
of the 405 Freeway, roughly bounded by Wilmington Avenue to the west, East Sepulveda
Boulevard to the south, and South Alameda Street to the east.

The Project Area is zoned MH and is surrounded by existing refineries, intermodal transit yards,
several freight rail lines, and other industrial facilities. Land uses of adjoining and nearby
properties within 1 mile of the Project Site are varied, consisting of industrial, commercial, and
residential properties.

Noise sources in the vicinity of the Project Site consist of roadways, airports (Compton and Long
Beach Airports), stationary sources (including industrial, commercial, and construction activity),
and railways (including Union Pacific Railroad, Burlington Northern Santa Fe, the Alameda
Corridor, and the Los Angeles Metro Blue Line). According to the City of Carson General Plan
Noise Element (2006), the most pervasive noise source within the city, including the Project
Area, is vehicular traffic due to large volumes of truck traffic and rail line operations. Field
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noise measurements, conducted in 1999 and documented in the GP, indicate noise levels from
vehicular traffic greater than 65 dBA L, at all measured locations.

Generally, the design basis for noise control is the most stringent noise level required by any of
the applicable LORS. This design philosophy will ensure that the noise from this project will
comply with local ordinances as well as the CEC’s guideline for the late-night noise increase
increment. These local requirements and CEC guidelines will be met with a combination of
inherent operational principles, project design features that provide noise reduction from the
expected major noise sources, and the intrinsic benefit of large propagation distances. These
noise reduction features involve both architectural and equipment considerations. Architectural
considerations involve the sound isolation performance of the architectural components,
including the walls, roof, doors, windows, and louvers, of buildings housing equipment.
Equipment considerations involve reduced noise emissions from the equipment sources
themselves, as well as potential sound treatment systems including enclosures, silencers, and/or
localized barriers. During the Project’s detailed engineering phase, each equipment component
will be evaluated to determine and update the noise control strategies necessary to support the
overall project acoustical design.

B. Summary

The Project involves increasing generating capacity at the existing Watson Cogeneration
Facility. The maximum potential increase in far field noise levels (i.e., where the sound field is
spreading spherically and hence dissipating with increasing distance from the source) due to
Project operation is 0.8 A-weighted decibels (dBA) above existing operational noise levels. In
the context of the existing ambient noise environment, off-site noise levels as a result of the
Project will be essentially unchanged from existing conditions. In summary, the results of this
analysis indicate that the noise associated with the Project will wholly conform to limits
established by the City of Carson General Plan Noise Element (2006), the City of Carson Noise
Control Ordinance, and siting standards promulgated by the CEC.

To assure and confirm that noise impacts remain less than significant, the noise production
characteristics of the Project equipment will be re-evaluated during the detailed design phase and
appropriate noise level specifications will be issued for plant equipment.

7.3  Proposed Licensing Conditions

The Staff Assessment recommends eight Conditions of Certification to address noise and vibration
issues for the project. These conditions are acceptable to the Applicant.

7.4 Correlation to Staff Assessment and Hearing Topics

» Staff Assessment, Section 4.6

s Noise
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8.0 PUBLIC HEALTH

8.1 Introduction

A. Name: Richard B. Booth

B. Qualifications: Mr. Booth is a Senior Air Quality Consultant and Project Manager with
over thirty-five years of consulting experience conducting air quality permitting assessments
for new and modified industrial and energy related sources. Additional details on his
qualifications are presented on his resume contained in Appendix A.

C. Prior Filings: In addition to the statements herein, this testimony includes by reference
the following documents submitted in this proceeding:

e AFC dated March 2009 (Volume I, Section 5.16; Volume II, Appendix O) [Exhibit 1]

 Watson Cogeneration Steam and Electric Reliability Project, Addendum Application
for Using Aqueous Ammonia in Watson Cogeneration Steam and Electric Reliability
Project, AA/Ns 496922, 496924, and 496925 [Reference: Watson Cogeneration
Company, Electric Generation (Process 17), BP Carson Refinery, Facility ID 131003]
and Application for Change of Condition to Watson Cogeneration Units 1-4 (Watson
Cogeneration Steam and Electric Reliability Project) [Reference: Watson
Cogeneration Company at the BP Carson Refinery (Facility ID 131003; Process 17,
Systems 1-4), dated February 24, 2010 [Exhibit 10]

+ Authority to Construct Permit Application [SCAQMD ATC Application], dated
March 23, 2009 [Exhibit 21]

* Responses to CEC Data Requests #1-39, dated September 2009 (Responses 10, 11,
13) [Exhibit 3]

e Remainder of Responses to CEC Data Requests #1-39, dated October 2009
(Response 12) [Exhibit 5]

8.2 Summary of Testimony

To the best of my knowledge, all of the facts contained in this testimony (including all
referenced documents) are true and correct. To the extent this testimony contains opinion, such
opinion is my own. I make these statements, and render these opinions freely and under oath for
the purpose of constituting sworn testimony in this proceeding.

A. Affected Environment

As proposed by the Applicant, the Project is situated on the site of the existing Watson
Cogeneration Facility, which has been providing process steam and electric power to the
adjacent BP Refinery for over 20 years. The Project Site is a 2.5-acre brown field site located
within the boundary of the existing Watson Cogeneration Facility, which is a 21.7-acre area
within the 428-acre parcel further described as APN 7315-006-003, 1801 Sepulveda Boulevard,
Carson, California, 90745, and is integral to the existing BP Refinery. The street address of the
Project Site is located within the boundary of the existing Watson Cogeneration Facility at 22850
South Wilmington Avenue, Carson, California. An existing warehouse/maintenance shop on a
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portion of the site will be removed as part of the Project. The Project Site is located
approximately 0.7 mile south of the 405 Freeway, roughly bounded by Wilmington Avenue to
the west, East Sepulveda Boulevard to the south, and South Alameda Street to the east. The
Project Site elevation is approximately 32 feet above mean sea level. Because the site is located
within the existing refinery property boundary, the Project Site and surrounding areas are highly
developed, and have been subject to disturbance for many years. There are several hundred
identified sensitive receptors located within a 6-mile radius of the project site (as described in the
AFC, Appendix O).

B. Construction Impacts

Construction will occur at the proposed project. Construction impacts to public health as a result
of air quality impacts will be in the form of fugitive dust and vehicle exhaust emissions. Fugitive
dust emissions will result from construction equipment disturbing (excavating, grading, and
dumping) soils on the proposed project site and from the movement of vehicles on unpaved soils.
Vehicle exhaust emissions are associated with burning ultra-low sulfur diesel and gasoline in the
construction equipment, construction vehicles, and construction worker’s automobiles traveling
to and from the construction site. These construction impacts will be temporary and finite in
duration with construction activities expected to be completed within approximately 20 months.

A screening health risk assessment (SHRA) was performed for the construction activities,
primarily exhaust emissions associated with the use of onsite diesel construction equipment. The
SHRA for construction was conducted consistent with the Health Risk Assessment Guidance for
Analyzing Cancer Risks from Mobile Source Diesel Emissions, South Coast AQMD, December
2002. The results of the screening level health risk assessment (HRA) indicated the following:

e Cancer risk < 1.26 E® (9 year exposure)

e Cancer risk < 0.23 E* (20 month exposure)

e Chronic HI <0.00084 (9 year exposure)

e Chronic HI <0.000155 (20 month exposure)

e Acute HI = n/a (no Acute REL has been established for diesel PM)

These values are well below the significance thresholds established by the SCAQMD. It should
be noted that the SCAQMD does not require HRAs for construction activities, and the district
significance thresholds are not applied to construction related activities. No significant public
health effects are expected during construction.

C. Operations Impacts

Potential public health impacts from onsite stationary source operations were determined by
performing air dispersion modeling coupled with the latest version of the California Air
Resources Board Hot Spots Analysis Reporting Program (CARB HARP) model. The air
modeling input and output were used in the HARP On-Ramp pre-processor and made ready for
use in HARP. HARP was supplemented via the use of device and process specific emissions
files. Emissions of combustion by-products from stationary sources (proposed new turbine), as
well as direct emissions from the proposed cooling tower were evaluated in the facility HRA.
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Emissions values and operational scenarios for the facility were evaluated using HARP. The
HRA values for the facility expansion are as follows:

Table Public Health-1

New Turbine and Modified Cooling Tower

. . Applicable Significance
Risk Category MIR Project Values Threshold
Cancer Risk 3.82E° See Table 5.16-5 in AFC
Chronic Hazard Index 0.104 Section 5.16 (Public Health)
Acute Hazard Index 0.129
Cancer Burden ~0.028

MIR Receptor #: 9882
Acute MIR, Receptor #1053, HI=0.026

D. Cumulative Impacts

In September 2009 a comprehensive HRA for the refinery (which included the existing
cogeneration facility) was performed by AECOM Inc. The analysis performed was an updated
HRA pursuant to AB2588 and was submitted to the SCAQMD for review. The results of this
refinery wide analysis were combined with the HRA results for the proposed project and are
presented below. No other sources beyond the refinery boundaries were included in the
cumulative impacts assessment. The combined results indicate that the cumulative cancer health
risks from the expansion project in conjunction with the refinery wide risks as per the September
2009 AB2588 HRA are below the 10 in a million level, and the chronic and acute hazard indices
are well below the significance level of 1.0.

Table Public Health-2

Cumulative Impacts (Refinery plus Project)

. . Applicable Significance
Risk Category MIR Project Values Threshold

Cancer Risk 8.69 E° See Table 5.16-5 in AFC

Chronic Hazard Index 0.156 Section 5.16 (Public Health)
Acute Hazard Index 0.0402
Cancer Burden na
MIR Receptor #: 282

E. Mitigation

Fugitive dust and tailpipe emissions from construction activities will be controlled through the
applicant proposed and CEC recommended mitigation measures which include fugitive dust
control, use of Tier 2 and 3 off-road engines, and the implementation of an on-site construction
mitigation manager. The use of these mitigation measures is expected to reduce construction
health related impacts to levels below or less than significance.

Federal, state, and local air district rules and regulations do not require the project to mitigate the
operational air quality impacts as the emissions of these pollutants will be less than significant.
Mitigation will be utilized that will reduce the non-stationary source emissions through the use of
new on-road and off-road vehicles that meet California emission standards in addition to the
development of a site Operations Dust Control Plan which will minimize fugitive dust emissions
during operation and maintenance activities. In addition, the various stationary devices and
processes, i.e., turbine and cooling tower systems are proposed with BACT.
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8.3  Proposed Licensing Conditions

The Staff Assessment includes one condition of certification. The Applicant is in agreement
with this condition.

8.4 Correlation to Staff Assessment and Hearing Topics

» Staff Assessment, Section 4.7

¢ Public Health
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9.0 SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES

9.1 Introduction

A. Name: Katie Carroz

B. Qualifications: Ms. Carroz’s qualifications are as noted in her resume contained in
Appendix A.

C. Prior Filings: In addition to the statements herein, this testimony includes by reference
the following documents submitted in this proceeding:

* AFC dated March 2009 (Volume I, Section 5.10) [Exhibit 1]

¢ Supplement in Response to CEC Data Adequacy Review, dated June 2009
(Socioeconomic Resources Data Adequacy Worksheet) (Exhibit 2]

+ Responses to CEC Data Requests #1-39, dated September 2009 (Responses 14 and
15) [Exhibit 3]

9.2 Summary of Testimony

To the best of my knowledge, all of the facts contained in this testimony (including all
referenced documents) are true and correct. To the extent this testimony contains opinions, such
opinions are my own. [ make these statements, and render these opinions freely and under oath
for the purpose of constituting sworn testimony in this proceeding.

A. Affected Environment

The Project Site is a 2.5-acre brown field site located within the boundary of the existing Watson
Cogeneration Facility, which is a 21.7-acre area within the 428-acre parcel further described as
APN 7315-006-003, 1801 Sepulveda Boulevard, Carson, California, 90745 and is integral to BP’s
existing Carson Refinery (BP Refinery). The street address of the Project Site is located within
the boundary of the existing Watson Cogeneration Facility at 22850 South Wilmington Avenue,
Carson, California. The Project Site is located approximately 0.7 mile south of the 405 Freeway,
roughly bounded by Wilmington Avenue to the west, East Sepulveda Boulevard to the south, and
South Alameda Street to the east.

The Project Site elevation is approximately 32 feet above mean sea level. Because the site is
located within the existing refinery property boundary, the Project Site and surrounding areas are
highly developed, and have been subject to disturbance for many years.

B. Construction Impacts

The on-site construction workforce for the Project will consist of laborers, craftsmen,
supervisory personnel, support personnel, and construction management personnel. The peak
construction workforce will number about 80 workers and is expected to occur during Month 12
of construction. The average size of the workforce over the 26-month site preparation,
construction, commissioning and startup period will be 41 workers. Construction is forecasted to
begin in May 2010 and end in January 2012. Commissioning and startup is forecasted to begin
in January 2012 with full-scale operation to initiate in June 2012.
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Peak construction employment will represent less than 0.1 percent of construction jobs in Los
Angeles County in 2007. The majority of the workforce (approximately 80 percent) is expected
to be hired from within Los Angeles County.

Given the available construction labor force in Los Angeles County, it is expected that an
adequate labor force within daily commute distance will be found to supply the workforce
needed to construct the Project. Given the wide availability of construction workers within a
daily commute of the Project Site, the Project would not result in an influx of a significant
number of construction workers to the Project Area. The effects of Project construction on the
local labor force would be less than significant.

Construction of the Project is estimated to cost between $140 million and $170 million. The total
payroll for construction is projected to be approximately $14.5 million. The capital cost would
be approximately $125.5 million to $155.5 million, including equipment, materials, and supplies.
An estimated $6.5 million (4 to 5 percent of non-labor construction cost) will be spent within
Los Angeles County on materials and supplies. The remaining materials (comprising
approximately 95 percent of non-labor cost), including the turbines, will be purchased outside of
Los Angeles County.

Businesses in the local area surrounding the Project Site could experience effects due to
construction nuisances (noise, dust, and traffic). Due to the temporary nature of construction, no
substantial and long-term disruptions to businesses will occur. As a result, the effects of Project
construction on businesses would be less than significant.

C. Operational Impacts

Watson expects that the Project will be staffed by existing employees of the BP Refinery. No
new employees (permanent or contract) will be hired for Project operation. Materials and
supplies for Project operation and maintenance would cost approximately $3 million annually,
not including fuel costs. Approximately 10 percent ($300,000) of the operations and
maintenance materials would be purchased in Los Angeles County. No relocations would occur
due to Project operation.

Similar to construction, operation of the Project would result in indirect and induced economic
impacts that would occur within Los Angeles County. Indirect and induced impacts were
estimated using IMPLAN for Los Angeles County. Unlike indirect and induced impacts from
construction, indirect and induced impacts from operation would represent permanent increases
in area economic variables.

Estimated indirect and induced effects of annual operation that would occur within Los Angeles
County would result in approximately: 0.5 additional jobs, $28,000 in labor income, and $85,000
in output.

Project operation will not require new employees. Effects to population and permanent and
temporary housing due to Project operation will be less than significant.

D. Cumulative Impacts

Los Angeles County has a large enough construction labor supply to meet demand resulting from
simultaneous construction of the Project and the 13 nearby projects. When analyzed skill by
skill, the Los Angeles County labor supply is large enough to meet demand for each type of
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skilled construction worker at peak demand if the Project and the 13 other nearby projects are
constructed simultaneously. The proposed projects could temporarily deplete certain types of
trade labor and equipment. However, these effects would likely be less-than-significant due to
(1) the specialized nature of power facility construction, and (2) the large supply of construction
workers and laborers within Los Angeles County and the labor force in surrounding counties.

E. Mitigation

No significant adverse socioeconomic effects were identified for the Project. Therefore, no
mitigation measures are necessary.

9.3  Proposed Licensing Conditions

The Staff Assessment for the project recommends one Condition of Certification to address
socioeconomic resource issues. The Applicant concurs with this condition.

9.4 Correlation to Staff Assessment and Hearing Topics

= Staff Assessment, Section 4.8

e Socioeconomics
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10.0 SOIL AND WATER RESOURCES
A. WATER RESOURCES

10A.1 Introduction

A. Name: Bob Collacott, Omar Olivares, Stephen Moore, and Stephen Garrett.

B. Qualifications: Qualifications of the team members listed above are as noted in their
resumes contained in Appendix A.

C. Prior Filings: In addition to the statements herein, this testimony includes by reference
the following documents submitted in this proceeding:

[ ]

[ ]

AFC dated March 2009 (Volume I, Section 5.5; Volume II, Appendices P, R, and S)
[Exhibit 1]

Supplement in Response to CEC Data Adequacy Review, dated June 2009 (Water
Resources Data Adequacy Worksheet and Appendix F) [Exhibit 2]

Responses to CEC Data Requests #1-39, dated September 2009 (Responses 18, 22,
and 32) [Exhibit 3]

Remainder of Responses to CEC Data Requests #1-39, dated October 2009
(Responses 16, 17, and 19 through 31) [Exhibit 5]

Responses to CEC Data Request Set 1 (32) and Set 2 (40-48), dated January 2010
(32, and 40 through 48) [Exhibit §]

Responses to Questions from the January 20, 2010 Issues Resolution Workshop,
dated February 2010 [Exhibit 9]

Supplement to Responses to Questions from the January 20, 2010 Issues Resolution
Workshop, dated April 2010 [Exhibit 12]

Comments on the Preliminary Staff Assessment, dated January 2011 (Section 4.9)
[Exhibit 16]

Responses to CEC Requests from the February 3, 2011 PSA Workshop Continuation,
dated March 2011 (this document includes the Revised Section 5.5 [Water
Resources]) [Exhibit 17]

Responses to June 15, 2011 CEC Data Requests, dated July 2011 (Introduction and
Responses 1 through 12) [Exhibit 18]

Comments on the Final Staff Assessment, dated September 2011 [Exhibit 20]

10A.2 Summary of Testimony

To the best of our knowledge, all of the facts contained in this testimony (including all
referenced documents) are true and correct. To the extent this testimony contains opinions, such
opinions are our own. We make these statements, a