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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Jon R. Hilliard, AICP

INTRODUCTION

This Preliminary Staff Assessment (PSA) is a publication by California Energy
Commission (Energy Commission) staff for the Puente Power Project (P3). NRG
Oxnard Energy Center (applicant/project owner), an indirect, wholly owned subsidiary of
NRG, Inc., has submitted an Application for Certification to develop and operate a 262-
megawatt (MW) electric power project on a 3-acre portion of the 36-acre Mandalay
Generating Station (MGS) at 393 North Harbor Boulevard, Oxnard, Ventura County.
The project comprises one gas-fired combustion turbine generator (CTG), a 188-foot tall
exhaust stack, and miscellaneous improvements necessary to either extend or reuse
existing site structures and utilities. The existing MGS Units 1 and 2 would be
decommissioned, and the power blocks and exhaust structure would be demolished
and removed, once P3 is built and operational (assuming it is approved by the Energy
Commission). The existing MGS Unit 3 will continue to operate.

Approval (certification of a license) for a thermal power plant with a generating capacity
of 50 MW or greater falls under the regulatory oversight of the Energy Commission
(Pub. Resources Code § 25500, et seq.). As such, the Energy Commission is the lead
agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Energy
Commission’s certified regulatory program provides the environmental analysis that
satisfies CEQA requirements. In fulfilling this responsibility, Energy Commission staff
provides an independent assessment of the project’s engineering design, evaluates its
potential effects on the environment and on public health and safety, and considers
environmental justice populations, and determines whether the project is in
conformance with all applicable local, state, and federal laws, ordinances, regulations
and standards (LORS). LORS compliance and determinations of key federal Clean Air
Act and Clean Water Act requirements are made by staff’s active coordination with, and
incorporation of, other regulatory agencies and their findings (such as the Ventura
County Air Pollution Control District and its Preliminary Determination of Compliance
[PDOC]). The result of staff’s research, collaboration and comprehensive process of
discovery and analysis are recommendations for mitigation requirements to mitigate
any significant adverse environmental effects resulting from the proposed P3 project
and the demolition of the MGS.

Following publication of this PSA, there will be a 45-day comment period. Agencies,
intervenors, and the public are invited to submit comments on staff’'s analyses of project
impacts and the proposed conditions of certification designed to mitigate those
significant impacts on the environment, public health, and the transmission system from
the proposed construction and operation of the project and the demolition of the MGS.

For the ease of the reader, this PSA provides a description of the environmental setting
of the entire project. Specific details of the project are explained in the Project
Description and other technical sections of this PSA. A summary of the P3
components is provided below:
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e A single General Electric (GE) Model 7HA.01 CTG, with a maximum 271 net MW
capability, with a 262 net MW generating capacity, that would entail simple-cycle,
fast-start peaking generation capability;

e A 188-foot-tall exhaust stack, oriented in location towards the westerly (beach) side
of the site;

e Four 100-foot-tall poles carrying transmission line connections from the new
powerblock to an existing 230 kilovolt (kV) switchyard immediately to the east of P3
owned and operated by Southern California Edison (SCE); and

e Extensions of existing water, storm drain, fire water loop, septic and gas lines to
service the CTG and support buildings.

This PSA is not the decision document for these proceedings, nor does it contain
findings of the Energy Commission related to environmental impacts or the project’s
compliance with local, state, and federal LORS. Rather, the PSA is a precursor to the
Final Staff Assessment (FSA) which will serve as staff's testimony during evidentiary
hearings to be held by an assigned Committee of two Energy Commissioners
(Commissioner Janea Scott the Presiding Member, and Commissioner Karen Douglas
the Associate Member . During evidentiary hearings, the Committee will consider
testimony, comment, and input provided and presented by staff, the applicant,
intervenors, governmental agencies, and the public. The Committee will then engage in
deliberation and review of the record before writing and submitting the Presiding
Member’s Proposed Decision (PMPD) for a 30-day public comment period and then to
the full Energy Commission for consideration and action. Following a public hearing,
most likely during a monthly Business Meeting, the full Commission will make a final
decision on the 33P3 proposal, expected in February of 201720172017.

PROJECT BACKGROUND

The P3 is proposed as a replacement project for the majority of power currently
generated by the existing MGS, which serves the Moorpark subarea of the Big Creek/
Ventura local reliability area in the Greater Los Angeles basin. P3 would replace the 430
MW generating capacity of MGS Units 1 and 2 with a new, single 262 MW CTG. MGS
Units 1 and 2 are subject to the California State Water Resources Control Board’s
Statewide Water Quality Control Policy on the Use of Coastal and Estuarine Waters for
Power Plant Cooling, also referred to as the Once-Through Cooling (OTC) Policy.
Irrespective of the proposed development of P3, pumping of ocean water for cooling
MGS Units 1 and 2 must be reduced or eliminated as of the OTC Policy compliance
date of December 31, 2020. If P3 is approved and developed, MGS Units 1 and 2 would
be retired by the completion of commissioning of P3. The decommissioned facilities and
structures would be demolished to existing grade, and the existing 200-foot tall exhaust
stack, and Units 1 and 2 boilers, turbines and other power block structures would be
removed.
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PROPOSED PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The P3 would be located on a 3-acre portion of the 36-acre MGS property, at the
northwest corner which borders the McGrath Lake State Park and Beach. The MGS
property is accessed from South Harbor Boulevard via a driveway located north of the
Edison Canal. Lands around the project site support some existing energy generation
and petroleum transport and storage structures, although lands immediately to the north
and west are protected open space (state park, beach and a habitat mitigation area).
The project site has previously been graded and compacted, and in the past was used
to store fills dredged on a periodic basis from the Edison Canal. The remainder of the
MGS property is fully developed with paving, structures and landscaping.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The AFC describes the applicant’s objectives for the P3 proposal, which are
summarized as follows:

e Fulfill NRG’s obligations under its 20-year Resource Adequacy Purchase Agreement
(RAPA) with SCE requiring development of a 262-MW nominal net output of newer,
more flexible and efficient natural-gas generation®;

e Provide an efficient, reliable, and predictable power supply by using a simple-cycle,
naturalgas—fired combustion turbine to replace the existing once-through cooling
(OTC) generation;

e Support the local capacity requirements of the California Independent System
Operator (CAISO) Big Creek/Ventura local capacity reliability (LCR) area;

e Develop a 262-MW nominal net power-generating plant that provides operational
flexibility with rapid-start and fast-ramping capability;

e Be designed, permitted, built, and commissioned by June 1, 2020;

e Minimize environmental impacts and development costs by developing on an
existing brownfield site and reusing existing infrastructure;

e Site the project on property that has an industrial land use designation with
consistent zoning?; and

e Safely produce electricity without creating significant environmental impacts.

' On May 26, 2016 the California Public Utilities Commission approved a 20 year contract between
SCE and NRG to provide electrical generating power from the P3.

2 On June 7, 2016 the Oxnard City Council voted 5-0 to approve an amendment to the city’s Oxnard
General Plan to prohibit power generation facilities greater than 50 MW in areas subject to coastal
hazards (which includes the MGS and P3 sites). Unless rescinded or otherwise reconsidered, the general
plan amendment will become effective July 7, 2016. Staff will address any inconsistencies between the
P3 and local land use plans arising from approval of the general plan amendment in the Final Staff
Assessment.
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PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Project alternatives developed for the P3 are fully discussed in the Alternatives section
of this PSA, and include an evaluation of the following:

1. No Project Alternative: MGS Units 1 and 2 remain nonoperational for an
undetermined time;

2. Conceptual Site Reconfiguration Alternatives: Two alternative arrangements of new
site features and buildings; and

3. Off-Site Alternatives: Analysis of two alternative sites for location of a project similar
to the P3 — one at East 5™ Street approximately 7.2 miles east of MGS, and one
near Ormond Beach at East McWane Avenue approximately 6.5 mile southeast of
MGS.

Staff has concluded that the No Project Alternative could cause significant and
unavoidable impacts to biological and visual resources and would not meet any of the
project’s basic objectives. The two Site Reconfiguration Alternatives would avoid filling
2.03 acres of Coastal Commission jurisdictional wetlands; no other environmental
impacts would be reduced or avoided by reconfiguring the power plant facilities on the
P3 site. Reconfiguring the site would not create any new environmental impacts
compared to the proposed P3. Either site reconfiguration would likely attain the basic
project objectives. The two off-site Alternatives would meet at least half of the project’s
basic objectives, but their feasibility is uncertain given that neither site is under control
of the applicant. Under the East 5" Street Off-site Alternative, no impact would occur
from the risk of inundation by tsunami, but use of this site would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts related to aircraft and pilot safety. The Ormond Beach area — East
McWane Avenue off-site Alternative would avoid three potentially significant effects of
the proposed P3 without causing other significant effects. Impacts that would be
avoided include filling of jurisdictional wetlands, risk of inundation by tsunami, and
temporary water quality impacts during demolition. However, the Ormond Beach area-
East McWane Avenue off-site alternative would not include the beneficial visual
improvements that result from removal of MGS Units 1 and 2 as part of the project.

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION

Below is a summary of environmental consequences and mitigation proposed in this
PSA. This section also provides a summary of outstanding information that will be
analyzed in the FSA.
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Executive Summary Table 1-2
Environmental and Engineering Assessment

. . Additional

Technical Area Complies with Impacts Information
LORS Mitigated .

Required

Air Quality/Greenhouse gases Yes No Yes
Biological Resources Yes Yes No
Cultural Resources Yes Yes No
Hazardous Materials Yes Yes No
Land Use Yes® Yes No
Noise and Vibration Yes Yes No
Public Health Yes Yes No
Socioeconomics Yes Yes No
Soil and Water Resources Yes Yes No
Traffic & Transportation Yes Yes No
Transmission Line Safety/Nuisance Yes Yes No
Visual Resources Yes Yes No
Waste Management Yes Yes No
Worker Safety and Fire Protection Yes Yes No
Facility Design Yes Yes No
Geology & Paleontology Yes Yes No
Power Plant Efficiency Yes Yes No
Power Plant Reliability Yes Yes No
Transmission System Engineering Yes Yes No

AIR QUALITY/GREENHOUSE GASES

At the time of publication, the proposed P3 project has not been fully mitigated. Staff
has identified the need for additional mitigation for particulate matter less than 10
microns (PM10) and sulfur dioxide (a precursor to PM10) emissions impacts under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Staff is continuing the development of
mitigation measures to ensure the proposed Air Quality conditions of certification would
include suitable mitigation to reduce the P3’s direct and cumulative Air Quality impacts
to a less than significant level. These conditions would reduce air quality impacts to
less than significant for any population in the project’s six-mile radius, including the
Environmental Justice (EJ) population.

® The proposed project is consistent with the current development patterns for the area established by the
city of Oxnard General Plan Land Use Element, Local Coastal Plan (LCP) and Coastal Zoning Ordinance.
In addition, the project is consistent with development standards of the Coastal Energy Facilities (EC)
sub-zone. However, it must be noted that on June 7, 2016 the city council of Oxnard voted 5-0 to approve
an amendment to the city’s General Plan to prohibit power generation facilities greater than 50 MW in
areas subject to coastal hazards (which includes the MGS and P3 sites). Unless rescinded or otherwise
reconsidered, the general plan amendment will become effective July 7, 2016. Staff will address any
inconsistencies between the P3 and local land use plans arising from approval of the general plan
amendment in the Final Staff Assessment.
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The P3 is an industrial brownfield site with an operating power plant. Although the
majority of habitat on-site is disturbed with nonnative iceplant mats, one special-status
species, woolly seablite, occurs on the project site. The rest of the site is developed,
paved, or covered with ruderal (weedy) species, and ornamental landscaping. Special-
status wildlife are not expected to occur on the site; however, dunes to the west of the
site support nesting western snowy plover (a federally-listed threatened species) and
critical habitat for western snowy plover, as well as nesting habitat for the California
least tern (a federally and state-listed endangered species). Salt marsh habitat north of
McGrath Lake and wetlands immediately north of the project may support special-status
birds including the Belding’s savannah sparrow (a state-listed endangered species), and
California black rail (a state-listed threatened species). Given the proximity of the
proposed project to the aforementioned biological resources, construction and operation
would result in the direct and indirect effects presented in Biological Resources Table
8. With implementation of proposed conditions of certification, compliance with LORS
would be achieved and direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts would be avoided,
minimized, or mitigated to less-than-significant levels. These conditions would reduce
biological resources impacts to less than significant for any population in the project’s
six-mile radius, including the EJ population.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

The proposed P3 could result in significant, direct impacts to buried archaeological
resources, which may qualify as historical or unique archaeological resources under the
California Environmental Quality Act. The adoption and implementation of Conditions of
Certification CUL-1 through CUL-8 would ensure that the applicant would be able to
respond quickly and effectively in the event archaeological resources are found buried
beneath the project site during construction-related ground disturbance.

Staff’s analysis of the proposed Puente Power Project with regard to ethnographic and
historical built environment resources concludes that no ethnographic or historical built
environment resources are present in the project areas of analysis and therefore no
such resources would be impacted by the construction or operation of the project.

The PSA considers environmental justice populations in the project analysis, and staff
has not identified any Native American environmental justice populations that either
reside within 6 miles of the project or that rely on any subsistence resources that could
be impacted by P3.

EFFICIENCY

While the project would consume substantial amounts of energy, it would do so in a
sufficiently efficient manner to satisfy the project’s objectives of producing peak load
electricity and ancillary load-following services. It would not create significant adverse
effects on energy supplies or resources, would not require additional sources of energy
supply, and would not consume energy in a wasteful or inefficient manner. No
conditions of certification apply to Power Plant Efficiency.
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FACILITY DESIGN

Staff has evaluated the proposed engineering LORS, design criteria, and design
methods for the project, and concludes that the project will comply with applicable
engineering LORS. The Facility Design conditions of certification will ensure that the P3
is completed in accordance with these LORS.

GEOLOGY & PALEONTOLOGY

Because of its geologic setting, the P3 site could be subject to very strong levels of
earthquake-related ground shaking. The significant effects of strong ground shaking on
the P3 structures must be mitigated through structural designs required by the most
recent edition of the California Building Code (CBC). The CBC requires that structures
be designed to resist seismic stresses from anticipated maximum ground acceleration.

In addition to strong seismic shaking, the project may be subject to soil failure caused
by liquefaction and/or dynamic compaction. A design-level geotechnical investigation
required for the project by the CBC in accordance with proposed Conditions of
Certification GEO-1 and proposed Facility Design Conditions of Certification GEN-1,
GEN-5 and CIVIL-1, would present standard engineering design requirements for
mitigation of strong seismic shaking, liquefaction and potential excessive settlement due
to dynamic compaction.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Staff's evaluation of the proposed project (with proposed mitigation measures) indicates
that hazardous material use would pose no significant impact to the public. Staff's
analysis also shows that there would be no significant cumulative impact. With adoption
of the proposed conditions of certification, the proposed project would comply with all
applicable LORS. In response to California Health and Safety Code, section 25531 et
seq., the applicant would be required to develop a Risk Management Plan (RMP). To
ensure the adequacy of the RMP, staff’'s proposed conditions of certification require that
the RMP be submitted for concurrent review by the City of Oxnard Fire Department and
by Energy Commission staff. In addition, staff's proposed Condition of Certification
HAZ-2 requires the review and approval of the RMP by staff prior to the delivery of any
hazardous materials to the facility. Other proposed conditions of certification address
the issue of the transportation, storage, and use of aqueous ammonia, in addition to site
security matters. These conditions would reduce potential hazardous materials impacts
to less than significant for any population in the project’s six-mile radius, including the
EJ population.

LAND USE

With staff’'s proposed condition of certification, the proposed Puente Power Project (P3)
would comply with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS)
related to land use. The P3 would be required to provide an area for public access and
use to satisfy the Warren-Alquist Act. Staff will work with the city of Oxnard, the
applicant, and other agencies and individuals to designate a site and use that will satisfy
this requirement. Staff will finalize Condition of Certification LAND-1 in the Final Staff
Assessment (FSA) to ensure that the P3 provides a public use area. No significant land
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use impacts have been identified for any population in the project’s six-mile radius,
including the area’s EJ population.

The proposed project is consistent with the current development patterns for the area
established by the city of Oxnard General Plan Land Use Element, Local Coastal Plan
(LCP) and Coastal Zoning Ordinance. In addition, the project is consistent with
development standards of the Coastal Energy Facilities (EC) sub-zone. However, it
must be noted that on June 7, 2016 the city council of Oxnard voted 5-0 to approve an
amendment to the city’s General Plan to prohibit power generation facilities greater than
50 MW in areas subject to coastal hazards (which includes the MGS and P3 sites).
Unless rescinded or otherwise reconsidered, the general plan amendment will become
effective July 7, 2016. Staff will address any inconsistencies between the P3 and local
land use plans arising from approval of the general plan amendment in the Final Staff
Assessment.

NOISE AND VIBRATION

Staff concludes that if the P3 is built and operated in conformance with the proposed
Noise and Vibration conditions of certification, it would comply with all applicable noise
and vibration laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS) and would produce
no significant direct or cumulative adverse noise impacts on people within the project
area, including the environmental justice population. Staff would work under the
authority of the Energy Commission’s Compliance Project Manager (CPM) to monitor
and review the reporting of project performance during construction, demolition, and the
full term of operation, including facility closure.

PUBLIC HEALTH

Staff has analyzed the potential public health risks associated with construction and
operation of the P3 using a highly conservative methodology that accounts for impacts
on the most sensitive individuals in any given population. Staff concludes that, with full
mitigation, there would be no significant health impacts from the project’s toxic air
contaminant emissions on residents and workers in the area, including the EJ
population within a 6 mile radius of the P3.

Staff concludes that construction and operation of the Puente Power Project (P3) would
not cause significant adverse direct, indirect, or cumulative socioeconomic impacts on
the project area’s housing, law enforcement services, or parks. Staff also concludes the
project would not induce a substantial population growth or displacement of population,
or induce substantial increases in demand for housing, parks, or law enforcement
services. Staff-proposed Condition of Certification SOCIO-1 would ensure project
compliance with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS).

RELIABILITY

Staff concludes that P3 would be built to operate in a manner consistent with industry
norms for reliable operation and would be able to achieve the equivalent availability
factor of between 94 and 98 percent predicted in the AFC. (The equivalent availability
factor of a power plant is the percentage of time it is available to generate power,
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accounting for both planned and unplanned outages.) No conditions of certification are
proposed for power plant reliability.

SOCIOECONOMICS

Staff concludes that construction and operation of the P3 would not cause significant
adverse direct, indirect, or cumulative socioeconomic impacts on the project area’s
housing, law enforcement services, or parks. Staff also concludes the project would not
induce a substantial population growth or displacement of population, or induce
substantial increases in demand for housing, parks, or law enforcement services. Staff-
proposed Condition of Certification SOCIO-1 would ensure project compliance with
applicable LORS.

Staff concludes the socioeconomics impacts from the proposed P3 are less than
significant. Therefore, the socioeconomic impacts are less than significant for any
population within the six-mile radius of the P3, including the EJ population

SOIL AND WATER RESOURCES

The proposed P3 could potentially impact soil and water resources. Staff compared the
project to the existing baseline conditions and evaluated the potential for P3 to: cause
accelerated wind or water erosion and sedimentation; exacerbate flood conditions in the
vicinity of the project; adversely affect surface or groundwater supplies; degrade surface
or groundwater quality; and comply with all applicable LORS and state policies. Staff
also discusses the present and future flood risks in terms of the severity of
consequences from flood hazards. Using significance criteria based on the CEQA
Guidelines, staff concludes that the project would not result in significant adverse
impacts that cannot be avoided or mitigated, including any population in the project’s
six-mile radius, which includes the EJ population.

Staff also concludes that P3 would not result in the indirect impact of inducing
population growth in the vicinity, and P3’s incremental effects on regional water supply
or the quality of surface water and groundwater would not be cumulatively considerable.

TRAFFIC & TRANSPORTATION

As proposed, the construction and operation of P3 could result in significant impacts to
the nearby traffic and transportation system. Staff has determined that with
implementation of staff's proposed conditions of certification, impacts from P3 to the
surrounding traffic and transportation system would be less than significant, including
impacts to any population in the project’s six-mile radius, which includes the EJ
population. Condition of Certification TRANS-2 would require implementation of a
Traffic Control Plan (TCP) that would reduce the potential for accidents caused by
construction traffic exiting the project site to travel northbound on Harbor Boulevard.
Conditions of Certification TRANS-6 and TRANS-7 would mitigate potentially significant
impacts to aviation from the thermal plumes that P3 would generate from the
combustion turbine generator (CTG) stack. Condition of Certification TRANS-6 would
require obstruction marking and lighting of the CTG stack to alert pilots of the location of
the plumes at night. Condition of Certification TRANS-7 would require the project owner
to work with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the Oxnard Airport Manager
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to notify all pilots using the Oxnard Airport and airspace above the P3 site of potential
thermal plume hazards.

TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY/NUISANCE

The project proposes constructing one new single-circuit, 220-kilovolt (kV) transmission
line to connect the proposed P3 to Southern California Edison’s (SCE’s) switchyard
adjacent to the existing MGS site. The proposed lines would lie entirely within the
boundaries of the P3 and MGS sites, and no offsite lines would be necessary. The
proposed 220-kV line would be designed, constructed, operated, routed, and
maintained according to SCE’s guidelines for line safety and field management, which
in turn conform to applicable LORS. MGS Units 1 and 2 would cease operations once
P3 construction is complete; MGS Unit 3 would remain on-line. Since this is an existing
power plant site and the connecting transmission line would be short in length with no
nearby residences, there would be no potential for the residential electric and magnetic
field exposures which have been of some health concern in recent years. With the four
proposed conditions of certification, any safety and nuisance impacts from construction
and operation of the proposed line would be less than significant, including to any
population in the project’s six-mile radius, which includes the EJ population.

TRANSMISSION SYSTEM ENGINEERING

The proposed P3 transmission related system equipment, including the step-up
transformer, the 230-kV overhead transmission line, and the termination, are acceptable
and would comply with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards
(LORS). Interconnection of the P3 would not trigger any downstream transmission
system upgrades beyond the point of interconnection with the adjacent substation.
Because downstream upgrades are not necessary, additional environmental review
under CEQA, covering downstream impacts, is not necessary.

VISUAL RESOURCES

The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, nor
substantially damage a scenic resource. P3 would be in conformance with applicable
laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS) pertaining to visual resources,
with the effective implementation of the applicant’s proposed mitigation measures and
staff's proposed conditions of certification. The impacts on the general population would
be less than significant, including the population within a six-mile radius, which includes
the EJ population

WASTE MANAGEMENT

The MGS and P3 site is a highly disturbed brownfield site that requires remediation. The
owner, NRG, or previous owner Southern California Edison (SCE), would ensure that
impacted or contaminated areas on the P3 site are remediated where necessary. The
applicant would also implement a Soil Management Plan to provide guidance for proper
identification, handling, disposal and containment of contaminated soil during
demolition, construction and ground-disturbing activities. The P3’s proposed waste
management methods and mitigation measures, along with the proposed conditions of
certification and demolition waste recycling and diversion requirements, would ensure
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that wastes generated by the proposed project would not result in a significant impact to
local waste management and disposal facilities.

WORKER SAFETY AND FIRE PROTECTION

Staff concludes that if the applicant for the proposed P3 provides a Project Construction
Safety and Health Program and a Project Operations and Maintenance Safety and
Health Program as required by Conditions of Certification WORKER SAFETY-1, and -2
and fulfills the requirements of Condition of Certification WORKER SAFETY-3 through -
7, the project would incorporate sufficient measures to ensure adequate levels of
industrial safety and comply with applicable LORS. The project would result in less than
significant impacts on the general population, and the population in the project’s six-mile
radius, which includes the EJ population. Staff also concludes that the operation of the
power plant would not present a significant impact on the City of Oxnard Fire
Department.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Preparation of a cumulative impact analysis is required under CEQA. In the CEQA
Guidelines, “a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of
the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing
related impacts” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, 8§ 15130(a)(1)). Cumulative impacts must be
addressed if the incremental effect of a project, combined with the effects of other
projects is “cumulatively considerable” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, 8 15130(a)(2)). Such
incremental effects are to be “viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects” (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, § 15164(b)(1)). Together, these projects comprise the cumulative
scenario which forms the basis of the cumulative impact analysis.

CEQA also states that both the severity of impacts and the likelihood of their occurrence
are to be reflected in the discussion, “but the discussion need not provide as great detail
as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion of cumula-
tive impacts shall be guided by standards of practicality and reasonableness, and shall
focus on the cumulative impact to which the identified other projects contribute rather
than the attributes of other projects which do not contribute to the cumulative impact”
(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15130(b)).

DEFINITION OF THE CUMULATIVE PROJECT SCENARIO

Cumulative impacts analysis is intended to identify past, present, and probable future
projects that are closely related either in time or location to the project being considered,
and consider how they have harmed or may harm the environment. Most of the projects
on the Master Cumulative Project List below are required to undergo their own
independent environmental reviews under CEQA. Staff developed the list by contacting
planning staff with the city of Oxnard, and conducting a review of project information
from other agencies, including the cities of Ventura and Port Hueneme, the California
Department of Transportation, and the CEQANet database to develop a list of past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable projects.

Under CEQA, there are two acceptable and commonly used methodologies for
establishing the cumulative impact setting or scenario: the “list approach” and the
“projections approach.” The first approach would use a “list of past, present, and
probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit.
14, 8 15130(b)(1)(A)). The second approach is to use a “summary of projections
contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior
environmental document which has been adopted or certified, which described or
evaluated regional or area wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact.” ( Cal.
Code Regs., tit. 14, 8 15130(b)(1)(B)). This PSA uses the “list approach” for purposes of
state law to provide a tangible understanding and context for analyzing the potential
cumulative effects of the proposed project. All projects used in the cumulative impacts
analyses for this PSA are listed in the cumulative projects table (Executive Summary
Table 1), and locations are shown on Executive Summary Figure 1.
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APPROACH TO CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

This PSA evaluates cumulative impacts within the analysis of each resource area,
following three steps:

e Define the geographic scope of cumulative impact analysis for each discipline,
based on the potential area within which impacts of the P3 could combine with those
of other projects.

e Evaluate the effects of the P3 in combination with past and present (existing)
projects within the area of geographic effect defined for each discipline.

e Evaluate the effects of the P3 with foreseeable future projects that occur within the
area of geographic effect defined for each discipline.
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Executive Summary Table 1
P3 — Master Cumulative Project List

Distance
Llan:I Project Title Description Location Pr;})ect Status
(Miles)

1 Beach walk on the | 183 single-family homes, 109 detached condos, NE corner of W Fifth St | 0.83 Plan Check,
Mandalay Coast and on-site amenities. and Harbor Blvd, Dirt, gravel and
(formerly North Oxnard rock movement.
Shore Subdivision) Submitted plans

for off-site
improvements
for Harbor
Boulevard -
widening, etc.
No active
permits pulled
for houses yet

2 Oxnard Shores Modification of existing condition of approval to 5540 W Fifth St, 0.83 Approved
Mobile Home Park | allow for the development of three new mobile Oxnard
Expansion home sites.

3 Avalon Homes Coastal Development Permit for 64 single-family | Catamaran St, Oxnard | 1.34 Proposed - City
Subdivision homes and a tentative tract map for 16 parcels (4 currently

houses per parcel) on an 8.1-acre property. preparing Draft
EIR

4 Anacapa Coastal Development Permit for 70 5001 W Wooley Rd, 1.44 Plan Check - On

Townhomes condominiums in 5 buildings on a 3.5 acre Oxnard hold due to lack
property, and variance for setbacks. of funds. Owner
may sell project.

5 Rancho Victoria Major modification to revise site plan and 3600 & 3700 W. Fifth 2.00 Plan Check
Plaza Shopping architecture for approved shopping center, and St, Oxnard
Center revision to approved tentative subdivision map to

create and accommodate 11 commercial
buildings on 11 separate parcels.
6 Victoria/Hemlock 116 condominium dwelling units. 1830 S Victoria Ave, 2.48 Plan Check
Oxnard

7 Holiday Inn 40-room addition to existing Holiday Inn Express | 1080 Navigator Dr, 2.64 Approved
Express Hotel & Suites Hotel, consisting of 3 stories over Ventura
(PROJ-7630) 23,961 sq. ft.

8 Sondermann-Ring - | 300 Apartment Units and 20,292 sq. ft. Ventura Harbor 2.74 All planning
Amendment commercial retail. Includes private indoor and adjacent to Anchors approvals
(PROJ-6237) outdoor recreational facilities and 2.44-acre park | Way & Navigator Dr,
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Distance

Llan:I Project Title Description Location Pr;})ect Status
(Miles)
and waterfront promenade (3 stories). Ventura
9 Teal Club Specific 990 residential units of varying density, single- SE corner of Doris Ave | 2.84 Resubmitted;
Plan family, townhomes, condominium, and apartment | and N Patterson Rd, Draft EIR in
units; 21 ac. community park; 8 ac. school site; Oxnard preparation.
60,000 sq. ft. mixed use and retail; 132,000 sq.
ft. business research park; 1 ac. fire station site.
10 Ventura Harbor Increase number of boat slips from 40 to 80 (40 Anchors Way Dr/ 3.04 Mitigated
Marina and Yacht new boat slips). Expansion involves removing the | Beachmont St, Oxnard Negative
Yard Expansion existing dock structure, concrete ramps, a portion Declaration
of the existing pier, and fuel docks; construction published Aug.
of expanded dock structure; relocation of fuel 2015.
dock; onshore parking improvements; and other
related facility improvements. Expanded dock
would extend further into main channel of
Ventura Harbor, but consistent with June 2014
Ventura Port District Commission channel limits.
Parking improvements require removal of several
mature palm trees and other landscape
elements.
11 Victoria Corporate 7 single-story industrial office buildings. NE corner Victoria Ave | 3.28 Phased
Center (PROJ- and Olivas Park Dr, construction (1
03617) Ventura building at a
time).
Amendment for
first building
approved
Oct.2015.
Earliest estimate
to break ground
on first building
spring 2016.
12 Silver Bay Foods 2-story fish processing building 62,000 sq. ft. Transport St, Ventura 3.38 Plan check
(PROJ-7318)
13 Kaiser (PROJ- 72,000 sq. ft. medical center. NW corner Market St 3.71 In Planning
8479) and Valentine Rd, Process

Ventura
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Label
ID#

Project Title

Description

Location

Distance
to
Project
(Miles)

Status

14

Golf Course Self
Storage (PROJ-
8647)

Self-storage facility.

Golf Course Dr and
Leland St, Ventura

3.78

Proposed

15

Oralia's Bakery

1825 sq. ft. addition to existing bakery,
landscaping, site improvements.

942 W Wooley Rd,
Oxnard

3.86

Plan Check

16

Bruton Industries
Group Inc.

Two-story 6,400 sq. ft. office building.

4107 E Main St,
Ventura

3.89

All planning
approvals

17

Olivas Park Drive
Extension Project

(1) Extend Olivas Park Drive as 4-lane
Secondary Arterial between Golf Course Dr and
Auto Center Dr; (2) construct levee/floodwall
approximately 5,400 linear ft. along north side of
Santa Clara River that terminates 350 feet S of
Southern Pacific Railroad; (3) General Plan
amendments for land use changes for parcels
within 139-acre project boundary, (4) Specific
Plan amendment to revise boundaries of Auto
Center Specific Plan; and (5) zone changes for
amendment to revise boundaries of Auto Center
Specific Plan; and (5) zone changes for parcels
within project boundaries. Project also includes a
pre-zone and annexation of one county parcel.
Proposed zoning and land use amendments
could accommodate maximum of 1,258,000 sq.
ft. commercial and 75,000 sq. ft. industrial.
Roadway extension transition to join existing
improvements at Johnson Dr/U.S. 101
southbound ramps interchange. No
improvements other than the transition proposed
as part of this project at Johnson Dr/U.S. 101
interchange. Montalvo Community Services
District (MCSD) to abandon and remove existing
MCSD wastewater treatment plant components
and wastewater treated at this facility diverted to
city of Oxnard’s wastewater facility.

Between Golf Course
Dr and Johnson Dr,
Ventura

3.89

LAFCO hearing
Sept. 16, 2015

18

KIA Dealer Addition
(PROJ-8641)

3,382 sq. ft. addition and building remodel.

6424 Auto Center Dr,
Ventura

3.92

Proposed

19

Marriott-Residence
Inn (PROJ-5616)

New four-story hotel with 128 Rooms covering
87,000 sq. ft.

770 S Seaward Ave,
Ventura

3.94

Plan Check

June 2016

1-17

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY



Label

Distance
to

D # Project Title Description Location Project Status
(Miles)
20 Union Bank 4,860 sq. ft. bank. NE corner Mills and 3.95 Plan Check
Main St, Ventura
21 Santa Clara River Structural improvements to existing SCR-3 levee | N Ventura Rd, N of W 3.95 Unknown
Levee for FEMA certification. Between Bailard Landfill Vineyard Ave, Oxnard
Improvements and N Ventura Rd two options considered.
Downstream of Option 1A (Full Levee System) adds fill material
Union Pacific and riprap to raise existing levee (8,875 feet) with
Railroad (SCR-3) one tie-in to Bailard Landfill. Option 1B (Minimum
Project Levee System) adds fill material along portion of
existing levee (3,575 feet), with tie-ins to Bailard,
Coastal, and Santa Clara Landfills. Fill in existing
River Ridge Golf Course swale. Between N
Ventura Rd and UPRR bridge (Reach 4),
construct 950-foot long floodwall on river side of
road with visible height of 6 feet; install flood gate
across N Ventura Rd; and construct 4- to 6-foot
floodwall south side of N Ventura Rd for 860 ft.
22 Global Building Four new commercial buildings (3,000 sq. ft.) S Mills Rd, Ventura 3.96 Plan Check
23 Broome (The 198-250 apartment units, courtyard. Stacked Vacant land between 3.96 Proposed
Grove) (PROJ- units consisting of 2.5 stories. Copland & Telephone
00723) Rd, between the 126
and 101 Freeways,
Ventura
24 Anastasi Dev. 138 Condominiums and 20,230 sq. ft. of mixed SW corner of Seaward | 4.03 All planning
(PROJ-00756) use commercial (3-stories). Ave and Harbor Blvd, approvals
Ventura
25 The Grove Specific | Specific Plan and a Vesting Tentative Tract Map | Thille St and Copland 4.15 Unknown

Plan

enabling future development of residential
neighborhood ranging between 200 and 250
dwellings on approximately 26.51 acres (density
of 9.43 per units per acre) bounded by Thille
Community Neighborhood, on south by
Telephone Rd and Copland D, and on west by
La Posada mobile home park, and farther to west
by 101/126 highway interchange. Property
currently within unincorporated area, but within
the city of Ventura's Sphere of Interest.

Dr, Ventura
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Distance
Llan:I Project Title Description Location Pr;})ect Status
(Miles)

26 Island View Four-story apartment complex with 154 units. Alameda at 8th St 4.15 Under
Apartments- behind Montalvo construction
Westwood Square, Ventura
Communities
(PROJ-2008)

27 Ravello Holdings 5-story mixed-use structure with 306 apartment Johnson Dr and 4.20 Proposed
(PROJ-6811) units and 10,000 sq. ft. commercial. Northbank Dr, Ventura

28 Vallero (PROJ- 912 sq ft. automatic carwash and canopy. 2121 Harbor Blvd, 4.24 All planning
4627) Ventura approvals

29 The Lofts Conversion of existing 52,000 sq. ft. industrial 300 W Ninth St, Oxnard | 4.26 Approved
Affordable Senior building into 115 affordable senior apartments.

Apartments

30 Paseo Azteca New multi-tenant retail building with 10 spaces. 618 South A St, Oxnard | 4.30 Plan Check

31 Castillo Del Sol 40 affordable housing units for special needs 3005 E Main St, 4.33 Under
(PROJ-6187) residents, on-site manager’s unit, and supportive | Ventura Construction

services.

32 Surf Thru Carwash | Construct drive-thru car wash: 3,831 sq. ft. car 1971 N Oxnard Blvd, 4.35 Proposed

wash building, 591 sq. ft. pay building, self- Oxnard
service vacuum stations on 1.57 acre lot.

33 Chemical Building New building to hold 2 chemical tanks to treat 251 S Hayes Ave, 4.38 Approved

desalted water. Oxnard

34 Ventura 10,313 sq. ft. medical ophthalmology building. 3114 Telegraph Rd 4.39 In Planning
Ophthalmology Ventura Process

35 Tentative Final Tentative Subdivision Map for Tract No. Oxnard Blvd and 4.40 Unknown
Subdivision Map for | 5745 request to subdivide The Village Specific Wagon Wheel Rd,

Tract 5745 for Plan area in substantial conformance with Oxnard
Approved Village previously adopted specific plan by creating 17
Specific Plan numbered lots and 19 lettered lots for

development, public improvements, and open

space.

36 Community 5 1/2-story parking structure with 571 parking City Parking Lot, N of 4.45 Proposed
Memorial Hospital spaces and 1,399 sq. ft. retail liner. 29 N Brent St and S of
Parking Structure new Community

Memorial Hospital
building, Ventura

37 Wagon Wheel 219 market-rate apartments, recreation/meeting | Wagon Wheel Rd and 4.50 Proposed
Development room, tot lot, and landscaped paseos. Construct | Winchester Dr, Oxnard
Project (PA18) commercial area (16,303 sq. ft.)
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Label

Distance
to

D # Project Title Description Location Project Status
(Miles)
38 Community New hospital building. Adaptive reuse of existing | S of Loma Vista Rd, W | 4.54 Under
Memorial Hospital hospital (121,000 sq. ft.). New street extensions, | of Brent St, and N of construction
new public plaza. Main St, Ventura
39 Redevelopment of | Redevelop 14.47 acre Food 4 Less site, 150 W Esplanade Dr, 4.59 Under
the Food 4 Less including demolition of former Target building, Oxnard construction
Site construction of new building to be occupied by
Food 4 Less, fuel station associated with Food 4
Less, rehabilitation of existing on-site buildings,
and 2 new retail buildings, for net building area of
159,954 sq. ft.
40 Skyview Apartment | 240-unit affordable (100% affordable) housing 1250 S Oxnard Blvd, 4.65 Proposed
Complex apartment. Oxnard
41 Third Tower 15-story office tower in Esplanade Financial E Esplanade Dr, 4.70 Approved
Square. Approx. 300,000 sq. ft. Oxnard
42 RiverPark Senior 166,000 sqg. ft., 136-unit senior living facility. SE corner of Ventura 4.78 Proposed
Rd and Clyde River Dr,
Oxnard
43 Goldberg (PROJ- Five condominiums. 1837 E Thompson 4.79 All planning
04296) Blvd, Ventura approvals
44 Hughes (PROJ- Three condominiums. 1511 Vista Del Mar Dr, | 4.79 All planning
04590) Ventura approvals
45 The Container Single-story, 25,000 sq. ft. commercial building 450 Town Center Dr, 4.81 Under
Store within "The Collection" at "RiverPark Shopping Oxnard construction
Center".
46 Special Use Permit | Employee parking lot, trash enclosure, and lunch | 931 Richmond Ave, 4.84 Plan Check
and Zone Variance | area within 15,630 sq. ft. undeveloped site. Oxnard
a7 Café Scoop 10 condominium units and 5,554 sq. ft. 2170 E Main St, 4.84 All planning
(PROJ-00687) commercial space. Ventura approvals
48 Buildings 1100A 40,000 sg. ft, single-story, multi-tenant 601-691 Collection 4.85 Plan Check
and B The commercial building within The Collection at Blvd, Oxnard
Collection at RiverPark Shopping Center.
RiverPark
49 Thompson Village 26 units of multi-family residential. 1570 E Thompson 4.87 Proposed
(PROJ-7910) Blvd, Ventura
50 RiverPark Retail Single-story, multi-tenant commercial building Riverpark Blvd and 4.88 Plan Check

with drive thru for WSS Shoe Warehouse and

Krispy Kreme Doughnuts.

Vineyard Ave, Oxnard
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Llan:I Project Title Description Location Pr;})ect Status
(Miles)
51 Ventura/Vineyard 152 residential dwelling units. N corner Riverpark Blvd | 4.88 Plan Check
Homes and E Vineyard Ave,
Oxnard
52 Las Cortes 301 affordable housing units, 4 manager's units, | Near Colonia Park, 4.91 Phase 1 Under
parks, streets and sidewalks, landscaping and Oxnard Review
community buildings
53 Oxnard Crossroads | Two new commercial buildings. 481-491 Ventura Blvd, | 4.94 Approved
Oxnard
54 Sanjon Village 34 condominium units. SW corner of 4.99 In Planning
(PROJ-7224) Thompson Blvd and Process
Sanjon Rd, Ventura
55 RiverPark: Sonata | 53 apartments (3 story buildings) with garages 2905 Danvers River St, | 5.03 Under
Apartments and recreation facilities. Oxnard construction
56 RiverPark: Tempo 235 apartments (3 story buildings) with garages 443 Forest Park Blvd, 5.05 Under
Apartments and recreation facilities. Oxnard construction
57 Hemlock 23 apartments. 264/274 S Hemlock St, | 5.06 Plan Check
Apartments (PROJ- Ventura
1126)
58 Gill's Onions Plant | Three new buildings and improvements 1051 S Pacific Ave, 5.06 Plan Check
Expansion associated with parking, stormwater and street Oxnard
improvements for existing food processing and
manufacturing facility operating within a 13.72-
acre site.
59 Terraza de Las Four 16-unit multifamily buildings with total of 64 | Carmelita Ct, Oxnard 5.06 Under
Cortes affordable apartments, and one 1,080 sq. ft. construction
community building, parking and landscaping on
a 3.56 acre site.
60 Channel Islands 90,414 sq. ft. speculative industrial building. 1425 Mariner Dr, 5.09 Approved
Business Center Oxnard
61 Rincon Recycling Convert warehouse to recycling facility. 720 Pacific Ave, 5.10 Under
Oxnard construction
62 World Oil (PROJ- Three apartment units and 2,438 sq. ft. of 1571 E Main St, 5.14 In Planning
6018) commercial space. Ventura Process
63 Trailer Hotel New 34 unit airstream trailer park. 398 S Ash St, Ventura | 5.16 All planning
(PROJ-7213) approvals
64 Saint John the 1-story church facility on a vacant 35,000 sq. ft. 1200 Pacific Ave, 5.17 Plan Check
Baptist Coptic lot. Oxnard
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Distance
to

D # Project Title Description Location Project Status
(Miles)
Church
65 Santa Clara Eight apartments. 1254 & 1268 E Santa 5.18 All planning
Apartments (PROJ- Clara St, Ventura approvals
6263)
66 The Bluffs at Vista | Luxury apartment community with clubhouse, Triangle Site - Ash St 5.19 In Planning
Del Mar open space areas, and bluff-top public and Front St, Ventura Process
promenade.
67 J Street Drain Increased flow capacity of existing J Street Drain | J St and Redwood Ave | 5.19 Approved
Project to accommodate runoff from 100-year storm to S of Hueneme Rd,
event, reducing potential flooding of residential Oxnard and Port
and commercial areas in cities of Oxnard and Hueneme
Port Hueneme.
68 Rexford (PROJ- 25 condominiums. 918 E Thompson Blvd, | 5.21 All planning
03198) Ventura approvals
69 Amoretti 27,760 sq. ft. industrial building and lot merger to | 1551 Pacific Ave, 5.21 Under
combine two lots into one. Oxnard construction
70 Westerly I 69 single family detached homes. Nile River Dr, Oxnard 5.22 Plan Check
RiverPark Dist H-2
71 Veranda RiverPark | 95 detached single family homes. Owens River Dr, 5.26 Plan Check
Dist H-3 Oxnard
72 Best Western Remodel of 2 existing motel rooms into a gym 708 E Thompson Blvd, | 5.27 Proposed
(PROJ-6702) and meeting room and replace the 2 rooms Ventura
within a new 2nd story addition. All occurring in
555 sq. ft. area.
73 Trinity Plaza Construct 7,400 sq. ft. church on 43,136 sq. ft. SE corner of N Rose 5.29 Approved
proposed parcel; a 2,999 sq. ft. fast food (Carl's Ave and Camino Del
Jr) restaurant with drive thru on 31,768 sq. ft. Sol, Oxnard
proposed parcel; and a 6,100 sq. ft. multi-tenant
retail building on 26,094 sq. ft. proposed parcel.
74 St. Paul Baptist 18,000 square foot sanctuary with 788 seats. 1777 Statham Blvd, 5.34 Plan Check
Church Oxnard
75 Hilton - Harbor and | 160 room hotel: 5,242 sq. ft. retail space, a 5,337 | SE corner Harbor & 5.40 Proposed

Figueroa (PROJ-
8165)

sq. ft. restaurant, and a 1,555 sq. ft. upper roof
lounge (covered area only). Total project 4-
stories and 156,160 sq. ft.

Figueroa, Ventura
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Llan:I Project Title Description Location Pr;})ect Status
(Miles)
76 Starbucks with Single-story Starbucks coffee shop with a drive 1921 N Rose Ave, 5.40 Proposed
Drive Thru thru on a 20,603 sq. ft. lot (after lot merger). Oxnard
77 Matilija Investment | 15 condominiums. 11 S Ash St, Ventura 5.41 In Plan Check
Group (PROJ-
04315)
78 Ventura Downtown | 5-story, 255 unit, apartment complex. 120 E Santa Clara St, 5.43 Proposed
Housing (PROJ- Ventura
5085)
79 Lion's Gate Annex | Self-storage & RV storage. 2751 Statham Blvd, 5.44 Approved
Oxnard
80 Daly Project: 72 attached apartments (15% affordable). E Channel Islands Blvd | 5.49 Proposed
Channel Islands and Statham Blvd,
Oxnard
81 V2V Ventures 34 condominium units and 6,175 sq. ft. 300 E Santa Clara St, 5.51 All planning
commercial space. Ventura approvals
82 The Axis (Sienna) 91 detached single family homes. Tiber River Way, 5.53 Under
RiverPark Dist H-5 Oxnard construction
83 The District 113 detached single family homes. Tiber River Way, 5.53 Under
(Morning View) Oxnard construction
RiverPark Dist H-4
84 Retail building One-story 11,400 sq. ft. retail building. 105 W. Pleasant Valley | 5.58 Proposed
Rd, Oxnard
85 Mar-Y-Cel 138 units mixed use commercial (6,142 sq. ft.). NE corner Thompson 5.59 All planning
(Previously PROJ- Blvd and Ventura, approvals
00823) Ventura
86 Anacapa Courts 25 condominium units and 4,250 sq. ft. retail 299 E Main St, Ventura | 5.61 In Planning
(PROJ-8105) space. Process
87 La Barranca 9 single family residences. 5533 Foothill Rd, 5.65 Under
(PROJ-6098) Ventura construction
88 Santa Clara Courts | 24 condominium units. 72 W Santa Clara St, 5.66 Under
(PROJ-7290) Ventura construction
89 Pacific Water Single story 25,158 sq. ft. warehouse building. 2040 Eastman Ave, 5.69 Under
Conditioning Oxnard construction
90 Condominiums 16 condominium units and 1,200 sq ft. SW corner of Palm and | 5.70 All planning
(PROJ-03676) commercial space. Poli St., Ventura approvals
91 Fire Station No. 8 New 13,036 sq. ft. fire station and a 15,960 sq. ft. | 3000 S Rose Ave, 5.77 Under
training yard. Zone change to Community Oxnard construction
Reserve (C-R), additional height with a special
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Distance
to

D # Project Title Description Location Project Status
(Miles)
use permit, and a lot line adjustment for 3
parcels.
92 Raven Ridge 30 condominiums. 117 N Ventura Ave, 5.84 In Planning
(PROJ-8101) Ventura Process
93 Ventura Botanical New botanical gardens and support facilities Grant Park, Ventura 5.84 All planning
Gardens (PROJ- within Grant Park. approvals
5810)
94 Vista Pacifica Multi-family condominium complex with 40 units 5527 Saviers Rd, 5.86 Proposed
in 5 buildings with community park. Oxnard
95 Ventura Cannery 78 condos and 2,156 sq. ft. mixed use 130 N Garden St, 5.86 Under
Apartments commercial. Ventura Construction
96 Emerald Two-Story Commercial Building. 5587 Saviers Rd, 5.92 Approved
Professional Bldg. Oxnard
97 Matilija (PROJ- 28 condominiums. 221 N. Garden St, 5.94 All planning
03865) Ventura approvals
98 Pacifica Senior Convert existing 57-room hotel to 80 assisted 2211 E Gonzales Rd, 6.01 Under
Living at East living and memory care senior living facility. Oxnard construction
Village Addition of 10,392 sq. ft. memory care wing,
3,556 sq ft. assisted living, and 2,020 sq. ft.
kitchen/dining area. Site is 2.26 ac and existing
building with proposed addition is 54,073 sq. ft.
99 New Apartments 3 new apartment units. 162 W Park Row Ave, 6.01 In Planning
(PROJ-7920) Ventura Process
100 Gold Coast Construct an operations and maintenance NW corner of Auto 6.04 Proposed
Maintenance facility: 49,533 sq. ft. facility including 17,935 sq. | Center Dr and Paseo
Facility ft. office building, 24,330 sq. ft. maintenance Mercado, Oxnard
building, 2,105 sq. ft. fuel service station with
fueling bays, and 5,163 sq. ft. wash building.
Outdoor parking for 125 buses with landscaping
and parking improvements.
101 Chapman, Mike 7 apartments 95 E Ramona St, 6.18 Under
(PROJ-04691) Ventura Construction-
Duplex
constructed, 5
units pending
construction
102 4 Way Meat Market | 2,039 sq. ft. office. 724 N Ventura Ave, 6.22 In Planning
Ventura Process
103 Voelker Property 18 single family homes. 8324 Telegraph Rd, 6.41 In Planning
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(PROJ-8150) Ventura Process

104 Riverside 2-story, 24-Unit apartment complex. 691 Riverside St, 6.51 Proposed
Apartments (PROJ- Ventura
7529)

105 Westview Village Redevelopment of 180 public housing Between Barnett and 6.56 Proposed
(PROJ-7951) apartments and addition of 140 new apartments. | Vince and Riverside

and Snow streets,
Ventura

106 Coastal Apartment | Approximately 101 apartments and 70 unit senior | N corner of Butler Rd 6.78 Proposed
Homes and Coastal | living units. and E Pleasant Valley
Senior/Assisted Rd, Oxnard
Living

107 New Urban 80 condominium units and 1,779 sq. ft. 1995 N Ventura Ave, 6.90 All planning
Ventures (PROJ- commercial space. Ventura approvals
04182)

108 Logue (Revision to | Mixed use structure with 125 Condominium Units | 2055 N Ventura Ave, 6.94 All planning
Project-1200) and 7,300 sq. ft. commercial space. Ventura approvals
PROJ-7125

109 Northbank (PROJ- | 117 single family, 31 affordable for sale Eastern end of N Bank | 6.96 In Planning
6270) triplex/quadplex, and 50 apartments. Dr, Ventura Process

110 Industrial Building 10,200 sq. ft. industrial building. 255 W Stanley Ave, 6.98 In Planning

Ventura Process

111 Westside 120 single family residence and 36 2686 N. Ventura Ave, 7.14 All planning
Renaissance condominiums, three stories. Ventura approvals
(PROJ-04154)

112 Westside 50 affordable senior apartments. 2686 N Ventura Ave, 7.14 Proposed
Renaissance Ventura
(PROJ-4677)

113 Westside Villas 35 condominium units, live/work units and 1,573 | N Ventura Ave, Ventura | 7.24 In Planning

sq. ft. mixed use commercial. Process

114 Enclave at North Vesting Tentative Map for subdivision of 12.61 SE corner Saticoy Ave | 7.27 In Plan Check
Bank (PROJ-4184) | acres into 84 residential lots with two open space | and N Bank Dr, Ventura

lots. Design Review and Density Bonus
Concessions for 91 residential units with 84
single-family units and 7 duplexes with adjacent
park space (EIR- 5-12-10586)(EIR-2473)
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115 The Farm; UC 131 single family homes, 34 townhomes, 2 parks | SE corner of Telegraph | 7.44 In Planning
Hansen SP (PROJ- | and 3 mini parks. (PROJ-03826 for affordable Rd and Saticoy Ave, Process
8446) component of this project) Ventura
116 UC Hansen Trust 24 farm worker apartments as part of specific SE corner Saticoy and 7.45 All planning
SP (PR0OJ-03826) plan (see PROJ-8446) Telegraph, Ventura approvals
117 Jenven Village SP 51 condominium units. SE of Well Rd and 7.80 Under
Amendment Darling Rd, Ventura Construction
(PROJ-1857)
118 Darling Apartments | 43 apartment and live/work units Darling & Wells, 7.80 All planning
Ventura approvals
119 Citrus Il (PROJ- 80-unit apartment complex. S of Citrus/E of Wells 7.87 In Planning
7772) Rd, Ventura Process
120 Westwood/ 216 detached homes and 110 attached homes. SW corner Wells and 7.87 All planning
Parklands (PROJ- Telegraph Rd, Ventura approvals
03829)
121 Citrus Il (PROJ- 78-unit 3-story apartment building. 11156-1172 Citrus Dr, 7.87 In Planning
8427) Ventura Process
122 Parklands 173 apartment units with community building. SW corner Telegraph 7.88 In Plan Check
Apartments (PROJ- Rd and Wells Rd,
4222) Ventura
123 East Village 50 low income apartments. Snapdragon and Los 7.90 Under
Residential (PROJ- Angeles Ave, Ventura construction
4154)
124 11101 Carlos 47-unit apartment complex. 11101 Carlos St, 7.98 In Planning
Street (PROJ- Ventura Process
7771)
125 Gisler Ranch Mixed | Three-story mixed use with 43 apartments and 11101 Carlos St, 7.98 In Planning
Use (PROJ-8428) 1,200 sq. ft. retail space. Ventura Process
126 Citrus Place 59 single family and 60 townhomes. Citrus & Peach, 8.17 Under
(PROJ-6355) Ventura construction
127 North Pleasant Construction/operation of a groundwater Las Posas Rd/Lewis 13.74 Unknown
not Valley (NPV) treatment facility, including drilling and production | Rd, Camarillo
shown | Treatment Facility of two new wells, installation of pipelines for
on distribution of raw well water, product water and
map brine. Facility would provide treated water to
Camarillo's existing service area, with average
design capacity of 7,500 acre feet year of
production water.
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Distance

Llan:I Project Title Description Location Prcg?ect Status
(Miles)
128 East Area 1 501 acres site for up to: (1) 1,500 residential Telegraph Rd and 16.21 Unknown
not Specific Plan dwelling units, (2) 240,000 sq. ft. commercial and | Padre Lane, Santa
shown | Amendment light industrial, (3) 9.2 acres of civic uses for Paula
on school facilities, and 225.3 acres open space and
map park uses.
129 Santa Barbara (1)Reconstruct existing 66 kV subtransmission City of Ventura, 20.46 In review with
not County Reliability facilities within existing and new utility rights-of- Ventura County to city CPUC. Final
shown | Project way between the existing Santa Clara Substation | of Carpenteria, Santa EIR published
on in Ventura County and the existing Carpinteria Barbara County May 2015. Two
map Substation located in the city of Carpinteria in erratas followed.
Santa Barbara County (Segments 4 and 3B); (2) Coastal
Modify subtransmission, substation, and/or development
telecommunications equipment within the permit
existing Carpinteria, Casitas, Getty, Goleta, necessary from
Ortega, Santa Barbara, Santa Clara, and Santa Barbara
Ventura Substations; and (3) Install fiber optic County.
telecommunications equipment for the protection, Estimated 2
monitoring and control of subtransmission and year
substation equipment along Segments 1,2, and 4 construction
and at Carpinteria, Casitas, Santa Clara, and
Ventura Substations.
130 Moorpark Newbury | New 66 kV subtransmission line and related E Los Angeles Ave, W | 20.67 Draft CPUC
not 66 kV facilities within portion of SCE's existing Los Angeles Ave, and Decision
shown | Subtransmission Moorpark-Ormond Beach 220 kV Transmission Gabbert Rd, Moorpark published May
on Line Project Line right-of-way (ROW) and portion of SCE's 20, 2016. Final
map Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy 66 kV hearing June 23,

Subtransmission Line ROW. New
subtransmission line between SCE's Moorpark
Substation and Newbury Substation and
construction of 1,200 ft. underground line, 5
miles new 66 kV line, 2 miles new 66 kV line
within Moorpark-Newbury-Pharmacy 66 kV
subtransmission line, and 1 mile new 66 kV
subtransmission line into Newbury Substation.

2016. Estimate
July 2016 permit
to construct at
earliest.
Estimated 10-
month
construction.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY FIGURE 1
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ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

The California Resources Agency recognizes that environmental justice (EJ)
communities are commonly identified as those where residents are predominantly
minorities or live below the poverty level; where residents have been excluded from the
environmental policy setting or decision-making process; where they are subject to a
disproportionate impact from one or more environmental hazards; and where residents
experience disparate implementation of environmental regulations, requirements,
practices, and activities in their communities. Environmental justice efforts attempt to
address the inequities of environmental protection in these communities.

An EJ analysis is composed of the following:

e I|dentification of areas potentially affected by various emissions or impacts from a
proposed project;

e Providing notice in appropriate languages (when possible) of the proposed project
and opportunities for participation in public workshops to EJ communities;

e A determination of whether there is a significant population of minority persons, or
persons below the poverty level living in an area potentially affected by the proposed
project; and

e A determination of whether there may be a significant adverse impact on a
population of minority persons or persons below the poverty level caused by the
proposed project alone, or in combination with other existing and/or planned projects
in the area.

California law defines EJ as “the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures and
income with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and enforcement of
environmental laws, regulations, and policies” (Gov. Code §65040.12; Pub. Resources
Code, 88 71000-71400). All departments, boards, commissions, conservancies and
special programs of the Resources Agency must consider EJ in their decision-making
process if their actions have an impact on the environment, environmental laws, or
policies. Such actions that require EJ consideration may include:

e adopting regulations;

e enforcing environmental laws or regulations;

e making discretionary decisions or taking actions that affect the environment;
e providing funding for activities affecting the environment; and

e interacting with the public on environmental issues.

DEMOGRAPHIC SCREENING ANALYSIS

As part of its CEQA analysis for the Application for Certification for the P3, Energy
Commission staff used 2010 U.S. Census data to identify the minority populations and
the most recent U.S. Census data from the American Community Survey (ACS) to
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identify below-poverty level populations within the six-mile radius of the P3%. The
demographic screening is based on Environmental Justice: Guidance Under the
National Environmental Policy Act (CEQ, 1997) and Guidance for Incorporating
Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA’'s Compliance Analyses (US EPA, 1998), which
provides staff with information on outreach and public involvement.

Socioeconomics Figure 1 shows the presence of an EJ population based on race and
ethnicity within the six-mile radius of the P3 site. Socioeconomics Table 3 shows that
the cities of Oxnard and Port Hueneme have a higher percent of people living below the
federal poverty level compared with those in Ventura County. Staff considers that the
below-poverty-level population in the cities of Oxnard and Port Hueneme also
constitutes an EJ population based on poverty. The Socioeconomics section of this
document contains a full explanation of how staff determines the presence of EJ
populations.

Staff in the 11 technical disciplines of Air Quality, Hazardous Materials Management,
Land Use, Noise and Vibration, Public Health, Socioeconomics, Soil and Water
Resources, Traffic and Transportation, Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance, Visual
Resources, and Waste Management are required to consider the impacts of the P3 on
the EJ population.

ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE POPULATION
CONSIDERATIONS

Final Guidance for Incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA’s Compliance
Analyses (US EPA 1998) encourages outreach to community-based organizations and
tribal governments to identify those minority groups who utilize or are dependent upon
natural and cultural resources that could be potentially affected by the proposed action.
The Public Advisor’'s Office is responsible for outreach to local communities affected by
a project. Cultural Resources staff initiates consultations with tribal governments to
discern whether a proposed energy facility may impact cultural resources and related
Native American practices.

CONCLUSION

The Air Quality staff is continuing the development of mitigation measures to ensure the
proposed Air Quality conditions of certification would include suitable mitigation to
reduce the P3’s direct and cumulative air quality impacts to a less than significant level.
These mitigation measures for particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM10) and
sulfur dioxide (SO2) will be further discussed and analyzed in the Final Staff
Assessment (FSA). Implementation of these conditions would reduce air quality impacts
to less than significant for any population in the project’s six-mile radius, including the
EJ population.

The Hazardous Materials Management, Land Use, Noise and Vibration, Public Health,
Socioeconomics, Soil and Water Resources, Traffic and Transportation, Transmission
Line Safety and Nuisance, Visual Resources, and Waste Management staff conclude

* Demographic screening data is presented in the Socioeconomics section.
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that the P3, either as proposed or conditioned through conditions of certification, would
result in less than significant impacts related to their technical areas and therefore have
a less than significant impact to any population in the project’s six-mile radius, including
the EJ population.
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INTRODUCTION
Jon R. Hilliard, AICP

PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

This Preliminary Staff Assessment (PSA) is the California Energy Commission staff's
independent analysis of the proposed Puente Power Project (P3, or project). This PSA
is a staff document. It is not promulgated by the siting Committee (two Energy
Commission Commissioners who have been assigned to this project), nor is it a draft
decision.

The PSA is an informational document and describes the following:
e the proposed project;
e the existing environment;

o staff's analysis of whether the facilities can be constructed and operated safely and
reliably in accordance with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and standards
(LORS);

e the environmental consequences of the project including potential public health and
safety impacts;

e the potential cumulative impacts of the project in conjunction with other existing and
known planned developments;

e mitigation measures proposed by the applicant, staff, interested agencies, local
organizations, and intervenors which may lessen or eliminate potential impacts;

e staff’'s proposed conditions of certification (conditions) under which the project
should be constructed and operated, if it is certified; and

e project alternatives.

The analyses contained in this PSA are based upon information from the: 1) Application
for Certification (AFC), 2) responses to data requests, 3) supplementary information
from the applicant, federal, state and local agencies, interested organizations and
individuals, 4) existing documents and publications, 5) independent research by
Commission staff, and 6) comments at public hearings and workshops.

The PSA presents preliminary conclusions about potential environmental impacts and
conformity with laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS), as well as
proposed conditions that apply to the design, construction, operation and closure of the
project. The analyses for most technical areas include discussions of proposed
conditions. The conditions contain staff's recommended measures to mitigate the
project’s environmental impacts and to ensure conformance with LORS. Each proposed
conditions is followed by a proposed means of “verification” to ensure the conditions are
implemented.
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The Energy Commission staff’'s analyses were prepared in accordance with Public
Resources Code section 25500 et seq. and Title 20, California Code of Regulations
section 1701 et seq., and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.)

ORGANIZATION OF THE PRELIMINARY STAFF ASSESSMENT

The PSA begins with an Executive Summary, Introduction, and Project Description. The
next 20 chapters contain the environmental, engineering, public health and safety and
alternatives analyses of the proposed project. The following chapter outlines the
standards for assuring compliance with the Energy Commission license during project
development, operation and closure. The final chapter is a list of staff that contributed to
preparing this PSA.

Each of the 20 technical area assessments includes a discussion of:
applicable LORS;

e the regional and site-specific setting;

e project specific and cumulative impacts;
e mitigation measures;
e closure requirements;
e conclusions and recommendations; and

e conditions of certification for demolition, construction and operation.

ENERGY COMMISSION SITING PROCESS

The Energy Commission has the exclusive authority to certify the construction,
modification, and operation of thermal electric power plants 50 megawatts (MW) or
larger. The Energy Commission certification is in lieu of any permit required by state,
regional, or local agencies, and federal agencies to the extent permitted by federal law
(Pub. Resources Code, § 25500). The Energy Commission must review thermal power
plant AFCs to assess potential environmental and engineering impacts including
potential impacts to public health and safety, potential measures to mitigate those
impacts, and compliance with applicable governmental laws or standards

(Pub. Resources Code, 8§ 25519 and § 25523(d)).

The Energy Commission’s siting regulations require staff to independently review the
AFC, assess whether all of the potential environmental impacts have been properly
identified, and whether additional mitigation or other more effective mitigation measures
are necessary, feasible, and available (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, § 1742 ). In addition,
this section requires staff to assess the completeness and adequacy of the measures
proposed by the applicant to ensure compliance with health and safety standards, and
the reliability of power plant operations. Staff is required to develop a compliance plan
(coordinated with other agencies) to ensure that applicable LORS are met (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 20, § 1744(b)).
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Staff conducts its environmental analysis in accordance with the requirements of CEQA.
No additional environmental impact report (EIR) is required because the Energy
Commission’s site certification program has been certified by the Secretary of the
California Natural Resources Agency as meeting all requirements of a certified
regulatory program (Pub. Resources Code, § 21080.5 and Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §
15251 (j)). The Energy Commission is the CEQA lead agency.

Commission staff prepares a PSA that presents to the applicant, intervenors,
organizations, agencies, other interested parties, and members of the public, staff's
analysis, conclusions, and recommendations regarding the project. Where it is
appropriate, the PSA incorporates comments received from agencies, the public, and
other parties to the siting case and comments made at public meetings.

Energy Commission regulations establish a mandatory 30-day public comment period
that follows publication of the PSA. In the case of P3, the Committee has issued a
scheduling order that provides a longer, 45-day, comment period. (Cal. Code Regs., tit.
20, 8 1742(c).) The comment period is used to: 1) elicit input on the PSA analysis, 2)
resolve issues between parties to the project and, 3) where consensus on issues exists,
narrow the scope of issues to be adjudicated in subsequent evidentiary hearings.
During this time, staff will conduct one or more workshops to discuss the conclusions,
proposed mitigation measures, and verification measures in the PSA. Based on the
workshop dialogue and any written comments received, staff may refine its analysis,
correct any errors, and finalize conditions of certification to reflect any changes agreed
to between the parties. These revisions and changes will be presented in a Final Staff
Assessment (FSA) that will be published and made available to the public and all
interested parties.

The FSA is only one piece of evidence that will be considered by the Committee in
reaching a decision on whether or not to recommend that the full Energy Commission
approve the proposed project. At the public evidentiary hearings, all parties will be
afforded an opportunity to present evidence and to rebut the testimony of other parties,
thereby creating a hearing record on which a decision on the project can be based. The
hearing before the Committee also allows all parties to argue their positions on disputed
matters, if any, and it provides a forum for the Committee to receive comments from the
public and other governmental agencies.

Following the hearings, the Committee’s recommendation to the full Energy
Commission on whether or not to approve the proposed project will be contained in a
document entitled the Presiding Member’s Proposed Decision (PMPD). Following
publication, the PMPD is circulated in order to receive written public comments. At the
conclusion of the comment period, the Committee may prepare a revised PMPD. At the
close of the comment period for any revised PMPD, the PMPD is submitted to the full
Energy Commission for a decision.
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AGENCY COORDINATION

As noted above, the Energy Commission certification is in lieu of any permit required by
state, regional, or local agencies and federal agencies to the extent permitted by federal
law (Pub. Resources Code, 8§ 25500). However, the Commission staff typically seeks
comments from, and works closely with, other regulatory agencies that administer
LORS that are applicable to proposed projects. The agencies associated with the P3
siting review include the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
California Coastal Commission, State Lands Commission, State Water Resources
Control Board/Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, California
Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District,
Ventura County, and the City of Oxnard.

OUTREACH

The Energy Commission’s outreach program is primarily facilitated by the Public
Adviser’s Office (PAO). This is an ongoing process that to date has involved the
following efforts:

LIBRARIES

On April 24, 2015, Energy Commission staff sent the P3 AFC to local libraries in
Oxnard, and to the state libraries in Eureka, Sacramento, Fresno, San Francisco, Los
Angeles and San Diego.

INITIAL OUTREACH EFFORTS

Energy Commission staff and the Public Advisor’s Office (PAO) coordinated closely on
public outreach early in the review process. A Notice of Receipt of the AFC and Notice
of Public participation were docketed and mailed to the project mail list on April 27,
2015. Public notices for the project in both English and Spanish were published in local
newspapers on May 24, 2015 and May 28, 2015. The PAO made a presentation to the
Oxnard City Council on July 14, 2015, outlining the Commission’s review process and
avenues for public participation.

The PAO contacted local elected officials, , Native American tribal groups, and
community groups, including Central Coast United for a Sustainable Economy
(CAUSE), Mixteco Indigena Community Organizing Project (MICOP), , and the United
Farm Workers. PAO also published notices in English and Spanish in the local
newspapers prior to the August 27, 2015 Site Visit, Informational Hearing and
Environmental Scoping Meeting. Spanish-language interpreters facilitated public
comment at the hearing.

Energy Commission staff will reach out and encourage community groups to participate
during the PSA public comment period and at the PSA workshop.

Energy Commission regulations require staff to notice, at a minimum, property owners

within 1,000 feet of a project and 500 feet of a linear facility (such as transmission lines,
gas lines, and water lines). This was done for the project, and the property owners list
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has been augmented to include the surrounding political jurisdictions, school districts,
state and federal agencies, and interest groups.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations,” focuses federal attention on the
environment and human health conditions of minority communities and calls on federal
agencies to achieve environmental justice as part of their mission. The order requires
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and all other federal agencies (as
well as state agencies receiving federal funds) to develop strategies to address this
issue. The agencies are required to identify and address any disproportionately high
and adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs, policies, and
activities on minority and/or low-income populations.

For all siting cases, Energy Commission staff conducts an environmental justice
screening analysis in accordance with the Final Guidance for Incorporating
Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA’s NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act)
Compliance Analysis, dated April 1998. The purpose of the screening analysis is to
determine whether a minority or low-income population exists within the potentially
affected area of the proposed site.

California Government Code, sections 71000-71400 defines environmental justice to
mean “fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the
development, adoption, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws,
regulations, and policies.” Staff’s specific activities, with respect to environmental justice
for the P3, are discussed in the EXECUTIVE SUMMARY. Environmental Justice is
analyzed for the area surrounding P3 in the SOCIOECONOMICS section of this PSA.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Jon R. Hilliard, AICP

INTRODUCTION

The Preliminary Staff Assessment (PSA) for the Puente Power Project (P3) contains 21
technical analyses of potential environmental effects and engineering factors associated
with the development and operation of the project. The owner and applicant, NRG
Energy Center Oxnard LLC, an indirect, wholly owned subsidiary of NRG Energy, Inc.,
proposes to construct a 262-megawatt (MW) gas-powered electrical generating facility
and related site improvements on a 3-acre portion of the 36 acre Mandalay Generating
Station (MGS) site located at 393 North Harbor Boulevard in the coastal city of Oxnard,
Ventura County. This section includes information and figures from the owner’s
Application for Certification (AFC) to the California Energy Commission and
supplemental information filed in support of the AFC, which are part of the project
docket and can be accessed by selecting “Dockets for this Proceeding” at the following
web address for reference: http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/puente/index.html.

PROJECT OVERVIEW

P3 would replace two aging gas-fired steam-generating units (Units 1 and 2) at the
existing MGS with a new General Electric (GE) Frame 7HA.01 single-fuel combustion
turbine generator (CTG) and associated auxiliaries. P3 would be developed on
approximately 3 acres of previously disturbed vacant brownfield land located within the
existing boundaries of MGS. All construction laydown and parking areas would also be
within the existing MGS site. To minimize environmental impacts associated with the
construction of new operations, maintenance, warehouse, and transmission
interconnections, existing ancillary systems would be upgraded and repurposed to
serve P3 to the extent feasible. If P3 is approved and developed, MGS Units 1 and 2
would be retired by the completion of commissioning of P3. A Site Plan of the project is
attached as Figure 1.

The generator output from P3 would be stepped-up to 220-kilovolt (kV) transmission
voltage from the CTG operating in simple-cycle mode. The power block would provide
peaking power and is expected to operate at up to approximately 30 percent capacity
factor. Full-load output of the unit under expected operating and ambient (temperature/
relative humidity) conditions would range from approximately 241 net megawatts (MW)
to a peak of 271 net MW. The new generating unit would tie into the existing Mandalay
Switchyard, owned by Southern California Edison (SCE), using one of the breaker
positions that would be vacated when MGS Units 1 and 2 are removed from service and
demolished.

P3 would use natural gas supplied by Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas)
and connect to a new gas metering station adjacent to the P3 site. A new natural gas
pipeline of approximately 500 feet would extend from the new gas metering station
through a new gas compressor to the combustion turbine interface.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 1
Puente Power Project - Site Plan
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Total estimated annual water use for P3 is expected to be approximately 16 acre-feet
per year (AFY). The processs water and potable water source will be water from the
City of Oxnard; the point of connection would be to the existing MGS potable water
supply. Sanitary wastewater would be discharged to the MGS existing septic system.
Process wastewater would be stored in one of the MGS existing basins, and ultimately
discharged to the ocean via an existing outfall. Stormwater runoff from the project site
would be directed through new stormwater conveyance lines to either the service water
tank for reuse (to offset potable water use), or to the existing North and South retention
basins north of MGS Units 1 and 2 that discharge through the existing outfall to the
Pacific Ocean.

Construction of P3 is expected to occur over a 21-month period, from October 2018
through June 2020. Construction is expected to cost approximately $235 to $270 million
(in 2015 dollars). Commercial operation of P3 is expected by June 2020, with an
assumed operating life of 30 years. Decommissioning of MGS Units 1 and 2 is
anticipated to begin by December 2020, and take approximately 6 months. Demolition
of MGS Units 1 and 2 and other related structures would commence by late 2021 and
take approximately 15 months.

PROJECT SETTING, LOCATION AND SITE DESCRIPTION

A Project Location Map is provided in the attached Figure 2. The project is in an
oceanfront area containing a mix of energy generation, oil storage and conveyance,
agricultural, recreational and conservation land uses. The immediate area includes
SCE-owned power-generating and transmission facilities. P3 will be sited on
approximately 3 acres of the northern portion of the existing MGS property, which is
identified as Assessor’s Parcel Number 183-0-022-025. The project site is part of the
historic Rio De Santa Clara Mexican Land Grant, being un-sectioned land outside of the
township - range system, but near to Township 2 North, Range 23 West, on the

U.S. Geological Survey Oxnard/Oxnard OE Topographic Map Quadrangles.

The site is bordered by sand dunes and the Pacific Ocean to the west, McGrath Lake
State Park and land owned by SunCal to the north, industrial uses to the north, south,
and east (consisting of petroleum distribution, and electric power and distribution
facilities), and agricultural uses farther to the east across Harbor Boulevard. The closest
existing residential neighborhood is the Oxnard Shores Mobile Home Park,
approximately 0.75 mile (or approximately 3,900 feet) south from the proposed P3
stack, south of W. 5th Street and west of Harbor Boulevard. The North Shore at
Mandalay Bay is an approved residential development scheduled to commence
construction in 2016, located on the east side of Harbor Boulevard, to the south and
east of MGS and SCE’s McGrath Peaker Plant.

The distance from the proposed P3 stack to the closest North Shore at Mandalay Bay
development boundary is approximately 0.47 mile, or approximately 2,460 feet.

The existing MGS property, including the 3-acre P3 site, was graded during the
development of the MGS in the 1950s, and is currently at approximately elevation

14 feet mean lower low water (MLLW) level. The top of the dunes to the west of the P3
site ranges from approximately elevation 20 to 30 feet MLLW. An artificial berm was
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 2
Puente Power Project - Project Location
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constructed along the northern and eastern edges of the property in the early 1970s to
protect the facility from flooding. The top of the engineered berm is at an elevation of
approximately 20 feet MLLW. The current site topography is depicted in the attached
Figure 3.

The site is underlain by eolian and alluvial deposits consisting predominantly of sand
and silty sand with some interbedded sandy silt and clay. Soil groundwater levels near
the site are influenced by tidal fluctuation, precipitation, irrigation, and groundwater
pumping. During a recent geotechnical investigation, groundwater was detected at
approximately 9 feet below ground surface (bgs) (AFC Volume Il, Appendix A-9, pg.
11), and historically has been reported as high as 5 feet bgs. The portion of the MGS
property where P3 will be located was originally slated for development of future steam-
generating units (identified in previous plans as MGS Units 3 and 4); however, these
were never constructed at this location, although an alternative MGS Unit 3 (discussed
in PROJECT COMPONENTS below) was constructed on-site immediately south of
Units 1 and 2.

A 30-inch-diameter gas line traverses the P3 site that was intended to be the fuel supply

for the future steam-generating units. This line would be capped and either left in place,
or removed if necessitated by P3 construction.

APPLICANT'S PROJECT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES

As described in the AFC, P3 would be owned and operated by NRG Energy Center
Oxnard, LLC. The Executive Summary (section 1.0) of the AFC describes the
applicant’s objectives for the P3 proposal as follows:

e Fulfill NRG’s obligations under its 20-year Resource Adequacy Purchase Agreement
(RAPA) with SCE requiring development of a 262-MW nominal net output of newer,
more flexible and efficient natural-gas generation at the site of the existing MGS;

e Provide an efficient, reliable, and predictable power supply by using a simple-cycle,
natural-gas—fired combustion turbine to replace the existing once-through cooling
(OTC) generation;

e Support the local capacity requirements of the California Independent System
Operator (Cal ISO) Big Creek/Ventura Local Capacity Reliability (LCR) area;

e Develop a 262-MW nominal net power-generating plant that provides efficient
operational flexibility with rapid-start and fast-ramping capability to allow for efficient
integration of renewable energy sources in the California electrical grid;

e Be designed, permitted, built, and commissioned by Junel, 2020;
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 3
Puente Power Project - Site Topography
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e Minimize environmental impacts and development costs by developing on an
existing brownfield site and reusing existing transmission, water, wastewater, and
natural-gas infrastructure;

e Site the project on property that has an industrial land use designation with
consistent zoning?; and

e Safely produce electricity without creating significant environmental impacts.

PROJECT COMPONENTS

Existing MGS

The existing MGS is a natural-gas—fired steam electric generating facility owned by
NRG California South LP, consisting of two conventional steam turbine units (Units 1
and 2) and one gas combustion turbine unit (Unit 3). Existing site components are
identified on the Plot Plan attached as Figure 4.

MGS Units 1 and 2 were constructed in the 1950s, and have a combined generating
capacity of 430 MW. Cooling water for Units 1 and 2 is ocean water conveyed via the
2.5-mile-long Edison Canal from the Channel Islands Harbor (also referred to as the
Mandalay Canal). The generating station intake is in the Edison Canal. At maximum
capacity, MGS maintains a total pumping capacity rated at 254 million gallons per day.
MGS discharges up to 255.3 million gallons per day of wastewater consisting of OTC
water and other process wastewaters into the Pacific Ocean via a concrete-and-rock
rock-lined structure at a point immediately offshore of the facility. MGS has a National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for withdrawal and discharge
from the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB, 2001).

MGS Units 1 and 2 are subject to the California State Water Resources Control Board’s
Statewide Water Quality Control Policy on the Use of Coastal and Estuarine Waters for
Power Plant Cooling, also referred to as the Once-Through Cooling (or OTC) Policy.
Irrespective of the proposed development of P3, pumping of ocean water for cooling
MGS Units 1 and 2 must be reduced or eliminated as of the OTC Policy compliance
date of December 31, 2020. If P3 is approved and developed, MGS Units 1 and 2 would
be retired by the completion of commissioning of P3 and removed. A detailed
description of demolition activities is provided below.

MGS Unit 3 is a jet-engine—powered unit that was commissioned in 1970, and has a
generating capacity of approximately 130 MW. Unit 3 is connected to the neighboring
SCE 66-kV switchyard, and provides local reliability. Unit 3 will continue to operate and
will not be affected by P3 or the demolition of MGS Units 1 and 2.

10n June 7, 2016 the Oxnard City Council voted 5-0 to approve an Amendment to the City’s Local
General Plan to prohibit power generation facilities greater than 50 MW in areas subject to coastal
hazards (which includes the MGS and P3 sites). Unless rescinded or otherwise reconsidered, the
General Plan Amendment will become effective July 7, 2016. Staff will address any inconsistencies
between the P3 and local land use plans arising from approval of the General Plan Amendment in the
Final Staff Assessment.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 4
Puente Power Project - Plot Plan
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MGS Facilities to be Decommissioned and Removed

If P3 is approved and developed, MGS Units 1 and 2 would be retired, decommissioned
and demolished to existing grade after P3 is completed and commissioned. The
decommissioning and demolition process and the potential environmental impacts are
addressed in a supplement to the AFC titled “Project Enhancement and Refinement,
Demolition of Mandalay Generating Station Units 1 and 2, docketed November 19, 2015
(TN #206698, referred to in this PSA as the Supplement).

Decommissioning Activities

Decommissioning will consist of the following activities:

e De-energize electrical equipment;

e Purge gases (e.g., natural gas, hydrogen) from equipment;

. Remove oil from all pumps, motors, pipes, oil reservoirs, transformers, and other
equipment;

e Electrically isolate equipment;

e Physically isolate equipment by disconnecting from piping systems or other means;

e Operate and maintain equipment as required for environmental permit compliance
(e.g., storm drainage system);

¢ Remove from service the backup diesel generator; and

e Verify that all facilities are left in a safe condition.

MGS Units 1 and 2 and certain existing ancillary facilities would be removed to
accommodate development of P3, while other structures would be repurposed for future
use in connection with P3. These activities, and any environmental impacts associated
with them, are reasonably foreseeable consequences of P3, and will be described and
analyzed in this PSA.

Demolition Activities

Applicant proposes to demolish all above-grade structures associated with MGS Units 1
and 2 following their retirement and decommissioning. The demolition of Units 1 and 2
would generally occur in the western portion of the MGS property, south of the three
basins and north of the water storage tanks area. All construction laydown and parking
areas would be within the existing MGS site, and are the same ones to be used during
construction of P3 (see Figure 1 — Site Plan, and Figure 5 — Demolition Areas).

The specific sequencing of demolition activities would provide for coordinated removal
of MGS Units 1 and 2 and continued operation and maintenance of P3 and MGS Unit 3.
Decommissioning of Units 1 and 2 would commence upon retirement of both units (no
later than December 31, 2020), and is anticipated to take approximately 6 months.

Asbestos abatement and above-grade demolition work for MGS Units 1 and 2 is
anticipated to take approximately 15 months following completion of decommissioning,
and would be completed by late 2022. A simulation depicting the completed P3 facility
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 5
Puente Power Project - Demolition Area
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and site conditions after demolition of MGS Units 1 and 2 is contained in Figure 6 —
Project Finished Conditions.

Demolition would proceed in a series of tasks associated with each of the following
major parts of MGS Units 1 and 2:

Asbestos removal;

Demolition to grade of the Units 1 and 2 turbine plant equipment and building;
Demolition to grade of the Units 1 and 2 boiler plant equipment and structures;
Demolition to grade of the 200-foot-tall exhaust stack;

Removal of empty hazardous-materials-contaminated equipment; and

Removal of transformers and associated electrical equipment up to the SCE
switchyard.

These tasks are described below.

Asbestos Removal: Asbestos-containing materials (ACM) are prevalent throughout
the MGS plant equipment and structures. Past surveys would be verified and a new
survey conducted, if necessary, to identify the presence of ACM. Asbestos removal

will take place in compliance with all federal, state, and local requirements, including
those for personnel protection.

Turbine plant equipment and buildings: MGS Units 1 and 2 steam turbine
generators were constructed as outdoor units served by a concrete operating floor,
under which are housed turbine cycle components. These structures would be
demolished to an “at-grade” condition. Approximately 500 linear feet of abandoned
10-inch-diameter fuel oil pipeline south of MGS Unit 2 near the water storage tanks
would be removed to make room for auxiliary equipment for P3. Existing stormwater
sumps in the area would be maintained during and following demolition activities.
Subgrade infrastructure that could present a safety risk if not filled would be filled
with crushed concrete derived from demolition activities.

Boiler plants equipment and structures: MGS Units 1 and 2 boilers were constructed
as outdoor units. The structures and systems would be demolished to an “at-grade”
condition, with the core steel structures felled by implosion using explosive charges
placed per an engineered blast plan. Existing stormwater sumps in the area will be
maintained during and following demolition activities. Subgrade infrastructure that
could present a safety risk if not filled would be filled with crushed concrete derived
from demolition activities.

Exhaust stack: The 200-foot-tall stack shared by MGS Units 1 and 2 would be
demolished to an “at-grade” condition, with the core structure felled by implosion
using explosive charges placed per an engineered blast plan. Subgrade
infrastructure that could present a safety risk if not filled would be filled with crushed
concrete derived from demolition activities.

Contaminated equipment: All chemicals, hazardous materials, and contaminated

equipment associated exclusively with MGS Units 1 and 2 would be removed from
site and disposed of in appropriate facilities as part of the decommissioning process.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 6
Puente Power Project - Project Finished Conditions
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e Transformers and associated equipment: Transformers and associated electrical
equipment (such as isolated-phase buses, breakers, and transmission lines) will be
removed up to an interface with the SCE switchyard.

Existing Equipment and Structures to be Reused or Repurposed for
P3

The major MGS equipment and features to be re-purposed for the P3 are described
below:

e The existing MGS service water storage tank and demineralized water/reverse
osmosis (RO) equipment, storage tanks, and systems will be retained and used as
the source for evaporative cooling water for P3’'s CTG. A new 3-inch-diameter water
pipeline would be installed from P3 to the connection with the existing demineralized
water storage tanks.

e The existing MGS firewater pumps and tank (lower portion of the Service Water
Tank) would be retained, and used to service the new facility. The firewater loop
would be extended to service the new plant. The power supply to these two electric
fire pumps would be changed. One pump will be connected to the new P3
switchgear and backed up by a new emergency diesel generator. The other will be
connected to MGS Unit 3 switchgear, which is fed from the SCE 66-kV system, and
would become the emergency backup fire pump.

e The existing ammonia receiving and storage system and tanks would be retained
and reused, but the ammonia changed from 29 percent to 19 percent aqueous
ammonia concentration. The ammonia line will be extended as required to
interconnect to P3’'s ammonia distribution system.

e A portion of the existing MGS warehouse would be reconfigured to add a control
room for the new plant, including all required heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning (HVAC) modifications.

e Two of the existing MGS retention basins (North Basin and South Basin) would be
reused to retain stormwater from the P3 area and the rest of the MGS site, and store
the wastewater generated from P3.

e The existing MGS administration building would continue to be used as the
administration building for the new P3 facility and the existing MGS Unit 3. Upgrades
are likely to include new wall and roof insulation, new windows, new low-flow
plumbing fixtures, new electrical lighting, and new heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning units.

e The existing MGS septic system would continue to be used.

New P3 Generation Facility

If approved, P3 would consist of a 262-MW (nominal net) electric generating facility
operating in simple-cycle mode. The combustion-gas turbine would connect to an
electric generator, which would interconnect to the existing SCE switchyard adjacent to
the MGS site. P3 would interconnect to the Cal ISO’s transmission grid, and power
generated by the facility made available to serve energy needs throughout California,
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and more specifically the capacity needs of the Moorpark sub-area of the Big Creek/
Ventura Local Reliability Area (LRA).

PROCESS DESCRIPTION

If approved, P3 will consist of one GE 7HA.01 natural-gas—fired combustion turbine
generator (CTG). The actual output of the CTG will vary in response to ambient air
temperature conditions and the use of evaporative coolers. Full load output of the unit
under expected operating and ambient (temperature/relative humidity) conditions will
range from approximately 241 net MW to a peak of 271 net MW. The overall annual
availability, as measured by equivalent availability factor (EAF) of the unit, is expected
to be approximately 94 to 98 percent.

The simple-cycle CTG would be equipped with an emissions control system to include
selective catalytic reduction (SCR) and oxidation catalyst, an ammonia system, a
continuous emission monitoring system (CEMS), and a 188-foot-tall exhaust stack.

MECHANICAL SYSTEM

Major mechanical equipment for P3 comprises three main systems — the combustion
turbine generator, the cooling system for heat rejection, and noise control features.

ELECTRICAL SYSTEM

The bulk of the electric power produced by the facility will be transmitted to the grid.

A small amount of electric power will be used on site to power auxiliaries such as
pumps and fans, control systems, and general facility loads, including lighting, heating,
and air conditioning. Some power will also be converted from alternating current (AC) to
direct current (DC), which will be used as backup power for control systems and other
uses.

Uninterruptible Power Supply System

The CTG will also have an essential service 120 volt AC, single-phase, 60 hertz
uninterruptible power supply (UPS) to supply AC power to essential instrumentation, to
critical equipment loads, and to unit protection and safety systems that require
uninterruptible AC power.

Emergency Power System

The Emergency Power System would provide power via a diesel generator to plant
auxiliaries that are required to shut down the plant in the unlikely event of a total loss of
the normal AC system. The new diesel generator will be 500 kilowatts (kW), with Tier 4
certification (Caterpillar 500 kW, 625 kilovolts, C15 ATAAC or similar).

FUEL GAS SUPPLY AND USE

The project will be fueled with pipeline-quality natural gas delivered by SoCalGas. Gas
supplies will be acquired from gas providers in supply regions accessible through the
SoCalGas transmission system.
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Nominal full-load fuel consumption will be approximately 2,500 million British Thermal
Units (MMBtu) per hour, higher heating value (HHV).

Total annual fuel consumption will be 6,790,000 MMBtu (HHV), based on a 30 percent
dispatch. Fuel consumed during start-ups and shutdowns is expected to be 78,000
MMBtu (HHV), based on a total of 200 annual start-up/shutdown events.

The natural gas will be delivered to the site, and be routed from the new gas metering
station area to the gas compression enclosure, where it will pass through the
compressor to reach the required operational pressure of approximately 500 pounds per
square inch.The location of the proposed gas compressor enclosure is shown on Figure
4. The new gas line route is shown on Figure 7. The maximum depth of excavation for
the gas line is approximately 4 feet.

WATER SUPPLY AND TREATMENT

The power plant’s various water uses will include water for the CTG inlet air evaporative
coolers, service water system users, and potable water. The simple-cycle combustion
turbine will use dry low NOX burners; therefore, NOX injection water will not be
necessary.

Water Source and Quality

P3 will use potable water from the city of Oxnard. The city already supplies potable
water to MGS. Depending on availability, P3 stormwater may be reclaimed and stored
in the existing service water tank, thereby displacing a corresponding amount of potable
water usage.

P3 will use the existing MGS service water storage tank. This 445,000 gallon storage
tank provides storage capacity for service water and fire water. Approximately 100,000
gallons of the 445,000-gallon service water storage tank will be reserved for firefighting
water usage. The remaining 345,000 gallons of water storage will be available for
process/utility service. This equates to approximately 91 hours of capacity at maximum
demand. New service water and demineralized water supply lines will be extended to
P3 from the existing MGS system. No additional pumps are required. Figure 8 shows
the points of connection and routes of the extended water supply lines to P3. The new
service water line and the new demineralized water line will each be approximately
1,450 feet long; these lines will be installed in the same trench and are both expected to
be a 3 inch-diameter high-density polyethylene (HDPE) pipe. In addition, a new 2 inch-
diameter, 630 foot-long domestic water line will be installed to connect to the existing
MGS domestic water supply tie-in. The maximum depth of excavation for the pipeline
installation is approximately 4 feet.

Water Treatment Reguirements

Water treatment requirements for the project will vary depending on the specific use of
the water. The following describes the main water treatment requirements:

e Demineralized water would be produced on site by a membrane-based production
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 7
Puente Power Project - Gas and Water Lines
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 8
Puente Power Project - FireWater Loop
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facility comprising a 2 pass RO system preceded by a softener.

e Demineralized water will be stored in the two demineralized water storage tanks.
Each tank provides sufficient capacity for approximately 96 hours of peak-load
operation coinciding with an outage of the water treatment system. The primary user
of demineralized water is the evaporative cooler, which is used for power
augmentation.

Consumptive Water Requirements

The simple-cycle P3 unit is expected to operate less than 30 percent of the time, during
peak power demand periods. Therefore, total estimated annual water use at P3 is
expected to be approximately 16 AFY.

The following sections describe P3’s water uses.

e CTG Evaporative Coolers

Makeup water for the CTG evaporative coolers will be a 50/50 blend of demineralized
and service water. The blowdown will be discharged to the existing MGS wastewater
system. From there, it will be pumped to the existing North and South Basins, and
discharged to the existing outfall. As required, water will be added to the evaporative
cooler to replace the water that is lost to evaporation and blowdown.

e Potable Water
The facility will require potable water for personnel consumption, eyewash stations,

showers, and sanitary needs. Potable water will tie into an existing potable water line on
the MGS property, and no onsite treatment is required.

WASTE MANAGEMENT

This section describes the waste management processes leading to proper collection,
treatment, and disposal of wastes. Wastes include process wastewater, solid
nonhazardous waste, and hazardous waste. Additional information on waste
management is provided in Section 4.14, Waste Management.

Wastewater

Plant process wastewater streams will be collected in the existing North and South
Basins. The wastewater will be tested and discharged to the ocean in accordance with
the MGS NPDES Permit No. CA0001180 discharge requirements.

Reject from the first pass reverse-osmosis unit would be discharged directly to the
existing MGS basins, along with clear oil-water separator (OWS) effluent and
evaporative cooler blowdown. Reject from the second pass RO will be recycled within
the plant, and consequently will not generate wastewater.

The blowdown stream from the CTG evaporative cooler will be sent directly to the
existing wastewater sump via the existing oily wastewater system.
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An oil-water separator system (OWS) will be installed to collect wastewater from
equipment washdowns, leakage, and miscellaneous plant drains. After passing through
the OWS, water from the clear effluent chambers would be discharged to the existing
wastewater sump, and ultimately routed to the existing MGS basins.

The existing domestic waste system collects discharge from sinks, toilets, and other
sanitary facilities in the Administration building, which is discharged to the MGS’ existing
sanitary sewer collection system, which consists of septic tanks and leach field. The
amount of domestic water used and sanitary wastewater generated is expected to be
approximately the same as current operations, and no modifications to the existing
septic system are anticipated.

Stormwater Runoff

Stormwater runoff from P3 will be directed via a new conveyance system to either the
service water tank for reuse onsite, or to the existing North and South Basins. The
combined basins maximum storage capacity, with no freeboard, will be approximately
2.5 AF. Up to an estimated 400,000 gallons per year of rain water (depending upon
precipitation pattern) could be collected and used as service water and irrigation water
to reduce the amount of potable water used by P3.

All equipment that has potential for leakage of oil or hazardous chemicals would be
situated in spill containment areas. The oil from the oil containment chambers of the
OWS would be collected and shipped off site for recycling.

Solid Nonhazardous Waste

The construction, operation, and maintenance of P3 will generate nonhazardous solid
wastes typical of power generation facilities. Construction wastes generally include soill,
scrap wood, excess concrete, empty containers, scrap metal, paper products, and
insulation. Typical wastes generated during operation and maintenance include scrap
metal and plastic, insulation material, paper, glass, empty containers, and other
miscellaneous solid wastes. These materials are collected for recycling or transfer to
landfills in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements.

Hazardous Waste

Hazardous wastes will be generated as a result of project construction, operation, and
maintenance, as discussed in in the WASTE MANAGEMENT Section of this PSA.

Construction

Interface with existing equipment, as well as demolition/removal of an abandoned fuel
oil pipe, will generate hazardous waste, including asbestos-containing material from
equipment and pipeline insulation. The majority of hazardous waste generated during
construction/demolition will be liquid wastes such as waste oil and other lubricants from
machinery operations; solvents used for cleaning and materials preparation; waste
paints; and other material coatings as well as residual fuel oil from the aforementioned
demolition.
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Operation

Hazardous wastes generated by P3 would include spent SCR and oxidation catalyst,
used oil filters, used oil, and chemical cleaning wastes. Spent SCR and oxidation
catalyst will be recycled by the catalyst supplier, if possible, or disposed in a Class |
landfill. Used oil filters will be drained and disposed of in an offsite disposal facility. Used
oil will be recovered and recycled by a waste-oil recycling contractor.

Chemical cleaning wastes would consist of acid and alkaline cleaning solutions and
washwater used in periodic cleaning of the CTG. These wastes, which may have
elevated concentrations of metals, will be tested and disposed of in accordance with
applicable LORS.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT

Construction

Hazardous materials used during construction of the project will be kept in a designated
area in the proposed laydown areas shown on Figure 1. The area designated for
construction office facilities will include areas designated for construction equipment
fueling, maintenance, and parking. Appropriate measures will be provided, including
approved dual-walled fuel tanks, fueling equipment, containment, supply of absorbent
material, and disposal containers for waste lubricants. The Emergency Action Plan
developed for the project will include a section that addresses accidental releases of
hazardous materials.

Operation

A variety of hazardous reagents and materials would be stored and used at P3 in
conjunction with operation and maintenance of the project. In general, the number of
materials would be less than those currently used for the operation of MGS Units 1, 2,
and 3, because there will no longer be a steam cycle as part of the generation facility.
The type and character of other materials would be the same as or comparable to those
used in the current operations. Hazardous materials that may be routinely stored in bulk
and used in conjunction with the project include, but are not limited to, petroleum
products, flammable and/or compressed gases, acids and caustics, aqueous ammonia,
water treatment and cleaning chemicals, paints, and some solvents.

Curbs, berms, and concrete pits will be used where accidental release of hazardous
chemicals may occur, constructed in accordance with the applicable LORS.
Containment areas will be drained to appropriate collection sumps or neutralization
tanks for recycling or offsite disposal. Piping and tanks exposed to potential traffic
hazards will be protected by traffic barriers.

P3 would use existing hazardous materials storage and handling facilities on the MGS
site, as described in the HMBP. Additional facilities specific to the new P3 would also be
provided. All materials will be segregated and regulated independently.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 3-20 June 2016



FIRE PROTECTION

The project proposes to use the existing MGS firewater pumps and service water tank
to service the new facility. The existing firewater loop would be expanded as shown on
Figure 8. The system will include a multi-zone water-mist fire protection system for the
CTG furnished by the CTG manufacturer (GE), fire hydrants, and portable fire
extinguishers. The primary source of fire protection water will be water stored in the
existing MGS Service Water Storage Tank. Approximately 100,000 gallons of water are
reserved in the tank for fire water use.

CIVIL FEATURES

Roads and Fencing

The power plant site would be accessed by one of the existing MGS entrances on North
Harbor Boulevard. Approximately 4 inches of gravel will be placed on the existing
unpaved roads. Chain-link security fencing is already in place around the existing plant
site.

Sanitary Wastewater System
Sanitary wastes will continue to be discharged to the MGS’ existing septic system.

Site Drainage

The proposed grading and drainage plan is shown on Figure 9. The drainage areas and
flows are based on the proposed grading and drainage scheme discussed in the
previous WASTE MANAGEMENT section.

Earthwork and Foundation

Proposed earthwork on the power plant site will consist of excavation and compaction of
earth to create the plant grade, and excavation for foundations and underground
systems. Materials suitable for compaction will be stored in stockpiles at designated
locations using proper erosion prevention methods. Any contaminated materials
encountered during the excavation will be disposed of in accordance with applicable
LORS.

The project intends to reuse or recycle as much of the excess soil as appropriate. The
excess soil will be characterized so that clean soils can be reused. Soil that cannot be
reused will be transported to an appropriate landfill site. The maximum excavation
depths in feet bgs for the following project components are:

e 7 feet bgs for P3 turbine block;

e 5 feet bgs for the reminder of P3 foundations;
e 5 feet bgs for transmission poles; and

e 4 feet bgs for all requisite piping.

In addition to these excavations, piles will be driven to support the foundation for the
turbine block to a depth of 70 feet bgs. Because the existing soils are composed of
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 9

Puente Power Project - Site Grading and Drainage
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sand, and because groundwater occurs at between 5 to 9 feet bgs, no predrilling for the
pile installation is proposed. Instead, the piles will be driven to their maximum depth.

Project Construction

Site mobilization, grading, construction, and start-up/commissioning are estimated to
take approximately 21 months. Decommissioning of Units 1 and 2 is expected to occur
from June 2020 to August 2020. Demolition of MGS Units 1 and 2 is expected to occur
from late 2021 through late 2022. The project construction schedule, construction staff,
craft manpower, and average frequency of vehicle traffic are detailed in the sections
below.

Power Generation Facility

Site mobilization of the project is expected to ensue following receipt of certification from
the Energy Commission. The EPC contractor construction force would be expected to
mobilize and begin onsite construction in October 2018. Construction and startup of P3
would be completed by June 2020. The schedule has been estimated based on a
single-shift, 10 hour day and 50 hour week. The majority of construction operations are
expected to take place between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. However, longer workdays or
work weeks may be necessary to make up schedule delays or complete critical
construction activities, such as extended concrete pours for plant foundations, provided
the limits of the local Noise Ordinance are not exceeded. During the start-up and testing
phase of the project, some activities may continue 24 hours per day, 7 days per week.
The onsite workforce is expected to reach its peak of 90 individuals in May 2019.
Construction access to the site will be via North Harbor Boulevard.

Construction Plan

The project would be executed by an engineering, procurement and construction (EPC)
contractor that would be responsible for the design, procurement, construction, and
start-up of the facility. The EPC contractor would select subcontractors for certain
specialty work as required. Site preparation work will include site grading and
stormwater control. Crushed rock will be used for temporary roads, laydown, and work
areas that are not currently paved.

Approximately 5.7 acres in the MGS will be used for construction laydown, offices, and
parking. Approximately 0.9 acre of the 5.7 acres is currently paved. The remaining
unpaved areas to be used for construction laydown and parking areas will be graded
(as necessary), and surfaced with 4 inches of crushed rock.

At the end of construction, these areas will be cleaned up, but the crushed rock
surfacing and fencing will remain in place. No additional restoration will be required at
the end of construction.

Construction Materials and Equipment Delivery

Construction materials such as concrete, pipe, wire and cable, fuels, reinforcing steel,
and small tools and consumables will be delivered to the P3 site by truck. The heavy
equipment, such as the combustion turbine, GSU transformer and associated
components will be transported by rail, and then trucked to the site.
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Gas Pipeline Construction

The natural gas pipeline connection would be completed in time to support the
construction interface in March 2019.

If required, the existing 10 inch and 30 inch underground gas lines serving MGS Unit 3,
and Units 1 and 2, respectively, may need to be relocated prior to the start of
construction. These two gas lines currently run through the proposed P3 site.

Construction Land Disturbance Control Measures

The EPC contractor would be responsible for implementing fugitive dust control
measures during construction at the project site to minimize the formation of fugitive
dust.

As discussed in the AIR QUALITY section of this PSA, required fugitive dust mitigation
measures are expected to control more than 90 percent of the fugitive dust that occurs
during onsite construction.

In addition, a construction storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) incorporating
construction best management practices (BMPs) will be prepared and implemented.

Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan

A site-specific health and safety plan (HSP) will be developed by the EPC contractor for
its scope of work. The HSP will incorporate information and procedures to be followed
by onsite personnel for the completion of the work.

The HSP will outline requirements and provide guidance for control of construction
safety hazards in compliance with safety standards and protection of public health.

Demolition Plan — Site Fuel Lines

If the project is approved, demolition and removal of the abandoned fuel oil pipe will
begin. The demolition and removal would occur between MGS Unit 2 and the former
fuel oil tank. If required, the existing 10-inch and 30-inch underground gas lines serving
MGS Unit 3, and Units 1 and 2, respectively, may need to be relocated prior to the start
of construction. These two gas lines currently run through the proposed project site.

To reduce demolition impacts, BMPs will be employed. The BMPs include maintaining
and using all concrete and asphalt pavement, sweeping and dampening pavements as
necessary to prevent dust nuisances, watering for dust suppression, and covering all
truck loads prior to exiting the demolition work zone area.

Project Operation

Plant operation will require approximately 17 full-time permanent personnel, with 12
employees working a day shift and 5 employees working a standard 8 hour day. The
plant will be staffed 7 days a week, 24 hours a day. When the plant is not operating,
personnel will be present as necessary for maintenance and to prepare the plant for
start-up. P3 will use existing MGS staff. Power produced by P3 would be sold into the
California wholesale power market to support local reliability and serve electric demand
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in Southern California. Peak-load operation most likely will occur during summer peak
hours, and minimum-load operation during off-peak hours. Shutdown periods for annual
maintenance would be scheduled during extended periods of low demand, which
typically occur in the autumn or spring.

The design of P3 provides for a wide range of operating flexibility; that is, an ability to
start up quickly and operate efficiently across its dispatch range. Overall annual
availability of the power plant is expected to be in the range of 94 to 98 percent.

Facility Closure

Facility closure can be temporary or permanent. See the COMPLIANCE CONDITIONS
section of this PSA for a description of temporary, short-term, and long-term closure
plans that would be required if the project is approved.

SCHEDULE

Construction of P3 is expected to occur over a 21-month period, and demolition of MGS
Units 1 and 2 is expected to take an additional 18 months. Table 3-1 below outlines the
basic phases of construction, decommissioning and demolition.
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Table 3-1
Project Schedule by Phase

PROJECT PHASE 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

P3 Construction - Site mobilization,

minor demolition and site preparation, —
development of the CTG and SCR

foundations and structures; March 30, 2018

through November 19, 2019

P3 Start-Up - Start-up testing and .
commissioning; November 20, 2019
through June 1, 2020

MGS Units 1 and 2

Decommissioning - De-energize

electrical equipment, purge/fremove all _
gasses and fluids from equipment, remove

backup gnerator, isolate equipment and

disconnect from piping and fuel systems;
June 2020 through June 2021

MGS Units 1 and 2 Demolition -

Asbestos and HBM removal, Demolish _

MGS Units 1 and 2 turbine and bouler
equipment/buildings and SCR; June 2021
through 2022
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AIR QUALITY

Jacquelyn Record

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

At the time of publication, the proposed Puente Power Project (P3) project has not
been fully mitigated. Staff has identified the need for additional mitigation for
particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM10) and sulfur dioxide (a precursor to
PM10) emissions impacts. Staff is continuing the development of mitigation measures
in the proposed Air Quality conditions of certification to include suitable mitigation to
reduce the P3’s direct and cumulative Air Quality impacts to a less than significant
level. Staff proposes Condition of Certification AQ-SC9 to provide this mitigation.

Air quality issues related to the project are addressed through staff’'s analysis,
additional staff recommended conditions of certification, and in the Ventura County Air
Pollution Control District’'s (VCAPCD) Preliminary Determination of Compliance
(PDOC) for the project. The P3 applicant has identified specific emissions reduction
credits (ERCs) they would use to mitigate the proposed project’s air quality impacts for
meeting the requirements of the VCAPCD District Rules and Regulations.

As part of this analysis, staff considered the environmental justice population, local farm
workers, and recreational users. Staff has assessed both the potential for localized
impacts and regional impacts for the project’s construction and operation, including the
proposed demolition of the Mandalay Generating Station (MGS). Staff has
recommended mitigation and monitoring requirements that should be sufficient to
reduce the adverse construction, demolition, and operating emission impacts to less
than significant.

Global climate change and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from the project are
discussed and analyzed in Air Quality Appendix AIR-1. P3 would replace less efficient
existing facilities with a modern, flexible, dispatchable, lower emission of carbon dioxide
per megawatt hour (CO,/MWh) unit, which would emit approximately 0.508 metric
tonnes of carbon dioxide per net megawatt hour (MTCO2/MWh). P3, as a peaker
facility, would meet specific local need. P3 would be permitted for 2,150 hours of
operation per year, but would be expected to operate at a lower fraction of those
maximum permitted hours due to the fact that simple cycle generators are generally
only dispatched when needed. The facility would emit over 25,000 metric tonnes of
carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCOZ2E) emissions and therefore would be subject to
mandatory state and federal GHG reporting requirements. The project, as a peaking
project with an enforceable operating limitation less than 60 percent of capacity, is not
subject to the requirements of Senate Bill 1368 (Perata, Chapter 598, Statutes of 2006),
the State’s Emission Performance Standard.

If built, P3 would be required to participate in California’s greenhouse gas cap-and-trade
program. This cap-and-trade program is part of a broad effort by the State of California
to reduce GHG emissions as required by Assembly Bill 32 (Nufez, Chapter 488,
Statutes of 2006) (AB 32), which is implemented by the California Air Resources Board
(ARB). Market participants, such as P3, would be required to report their GHG
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emissions and to obtain GHG emissions allowances (and offsets) for those reported
emissions by purchasing allowances from the capped market and offsets from outside
the AB 32 program. Thus, P3, as a GHG cap-and-trade participant, would be consistent
with California’s landmark AB 32 program, which is a statewide program coordinated
with a region-wide Western Climate Initiative program to reduce California’s GHG
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.

INTRODUCTION

This analysis evaluates the expected air quality impacts of the emissions due to the
construction and operation of the proposed P3 by NRG, LLC (applicant). P3 would be
located in Oxnard and developed within the existing boundaries of the NRG-owned
Mandalay Generating Station (MGS). The project would be located on approximately
3 acres of previously disturbed vacant land in the northern portion of the existing MGS
site adjacent to the Pacific Ocean.

The analysis in this section focuses on the impacts of the proposed project’s criteria air
pollutant emissions, while the climate change/greenhouse gases emissions impact
analysis is provided in Appendix AIR-1, and the air toxics emissions health impacts are
analyzed separately in the Public Health section. Criteria air pollutants are defined as
those air contaminants for which the state and/or federal government has established
an ambient air quality standard to protect public health. The criteria pollutants analyzed
are nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide (SO,), carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (O3),
respirable particulate matter (PM10), and fine particulate matter (PM2.5). In addition,
volatile organic compound (VOC) also called reactive organic compound (ROC)
emissions are analyzed because they are precursors to both Oz and particulate matter.
Because NO; and SO, readily react in the atmosphere to form other oxides of nitrogen
and sulfur respectively, the terms nitrogen oxides (NOx) and sulfur oxides (SOx) are
also used when discussing these two pollutants.

In carrying out the analysis, staff evaluated the following major points:

e Whether P3 is likely to conform with applicable federal, state and District air quality
laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS) (Title 20, California Code of
Regulations, section 1742 (d));

e Whether P3 is likely to cause significant air quality impacts, including new violations
of ambient air quality standards or contributions to existing violations of those
standards (Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section 1744.5); and

e Whether the mitigation proposed for P3 is adequate to lessen the potential impacts
to a level of insignificance (Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section 1742

(b)).

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS

The following federal, state, and local laws and policies shown below in Air Quality
Table 1 pertain to the control of criteria pollutant emissions and mitigation of air quality
impacts. Staff’'s analysis examines the project’s compliance with these requirements.
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Air Quality Table 1

Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS)

Applicable LORS

| Description

Federal

Title 40 CFR Part 51 (New Source
Review)

Title 40 CFR Part 52 (Prevention
of Significant Deterioration
Program)

Nonattainment New Source Review (NSR) requires a permit and
requires Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and offsets.

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) requires major sources
or major modifications to major sources to obtain permits for
attainment pollutants. P3 would be a modification of an existing
major source, the Mandalay Generating Station, and thus the trigger
levels are emissions increases of 40 tons per year of NOx or VOC or
SOx, 15 tons per year of PM10, or 100 tons per year of CO. P3 is
not expected to trigger a major modification under this rule.

Title 40 CFR 60, Subpart 1111

New Source Performance Standard for Stationary Compression
Ignition Internal Combustion Engines. Establishes emission
standards for compression ignition internal combustion engines,
including emergency generators and fire water pump engines.

Title 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart
KKKK (Standards of Performance
for Stationary Combustion
Turbines)

New Source Performance Standard for Stationary Combustion
Turbines: 15 parts per million (ppm) NOx at 15 % O, and fuel sulfur
limit of 0.060 Ib SOx per million Btu heat input. BACT would be more
restrictive.

Title 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart
TTTT

(Standards of Performance for
Greenhouse Gas Emissions for
Electrical Generating Units)

This rule establishes, effective October 23, 2015, standards for
emissions for carbon dioxide (CO,) for newly constructed, modified,
and reconstructed affected fossil fuel-fired electricity utility
generating units (EGUS).

Title 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart
YYYY (National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants [NESHAPS] for
Combustion turbines)

Establishes national emission standards to limit emissions of
hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) from facilities in specific categories.
Projects would be subject to the Title 40 CFR, Part 63 requirements
if the HAP Potential to Emit (PTE) is greater or equal to 25 tons per
year (tpy) for total HAPs or 10 tpy for individual HAPs. 40 CFR Part
63 Subpart YYYY requires combustion turbines to comply with a
formaldehyde emission limit of 91 parts per billion by volume dry
basis (ppbvd) measured at 15 percent O2. In addition, 40 CFR Part
63 Subpart YYYY requires an operating limitation such that the
operator of the equipment maintains the 4-hour rolling average of
the catalyst inlet temperature within the range suggested by the
catalyst manufacturer.

Title 40 CFR Part 64 (Compliance
Assurance Monitoring [CAM])

The CAM regulation applies to major stationary sources, which use
control equipment to achieve a specified emission limit. The rule is
intended to provide “reasonable assurance” that the control systems
are operating properly to maintain compliance with the emission
limits. This subpart rule applies to new turbines because the NOx
and CO emissions are subject to Best Available Control Technology
(BACT) limits and are achieved with added equipment, i.e., selective
catalytic reduction (SCR) and an oxidation catalyst.

40 CFR Part 70

Title V: Federal permit. Title V permit application is required within
one year of start of operation. See Rule 33.

40 CFR Part 72

Acid Rain Program. Requires permit and obtaining sulfur oxides
credits. See Rule 34.

State

Health and Safety Code (HSC)
section 40910-40930

Permitting of source needs to be consistent with Air Resource Board
(ARB) approved Clean Air Plans.
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Applicable LORS

Description

HSC section 41700
(Nuisance Regulation)

Restricts emissions that would cause nuisance or injury.

California Public Resources Code
§25523(a); 2300-2309:CEC &
ARB Memorandum of
Understanding

Requires that an Energy Commission Decision on an AFC to assure
protection of environmental quality.

Title 13 California Code of
Regulations, §2449

In-Use Off-road Diesel Vehicle Regulation. Imposes idling limits of five
minutes, requires a plan for emissions reductions for medium to large
fleets, requires all vehicles with engines greater than 25 horsepower
(HP) to be reported to the California Air Resources Board (ARB) and
labeled, and restricts adding older vehicles into fleets.

Title 13, California Code of
Regulations, §2485

Prohibits idling longer than five minutes for diesel fueled commercial
motor vehicles.

Title 17, California Code of
Regulations, §93115

(Airborne Toxic Control Measure
for Stationary Compression
Ignition Engines)

Limits types of fuels allowed, establishes maximum emission rates
and establishes recordkeeping requirements for stationary
compression ignition engines, including diesel-fueled emergency
generator and fire water pump engines.

Local — Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) Rule and Regulations

Regulation Il — Permits, Operating
and Construction, New Source
Review

This regulation sets forth the regulatory framework of the application
for, and issuance of, construction and operation permits for new,
altered, and existing equipment. Included in these requirements are
the federally delegated requirements for New Source Review, Title V
Permits, and the Acid Rain Program.

Regulation II, Rule 26, establish the review requirements for new,
replacements, modified or relocated facilities, in conformance with
the federal New Source Review regulation to ensure that these
facilities do not interfere with progress in attainment of the national
ambient air quality standards and that future economic growth in
Ventura County is not unnecessarily restricted. This regulation
establishes Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and emission
offset requirements.

Rule 10 — Specifies permitting requirements.

Rule 26.9 — Establishes a procedure for coordinating VCAPCD
review of power plant projects with the Energy Commission process.
Rules 26.1 through 26.12 — Implements new source review
programs as well as the new source review requirements of the
California CAA.

Rule 26.13 — Adopts the federal PSD program.

Rule 33.1 through 33.10 — Implements the Title V federal operating
permit.

Rule 34 — Acid Deposit Control
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Applicable LORS Description

Rules 50 to Rule 57.1 - This regulation sets forth the restrictions for
visible emissions, odor nuisance, fugitive dust, various air emissions,
and fuel contaminants.

This regulation also specifies additional performance standards for
stationary combustion turbines and other internal combustion
engines.

Rule 50 — Limits visible emission to no darker than Ringelmann No.
1 for periods greater than 3 minutes in any hour.

Rule 51 — Prohibits emissions in qualities that adversely affect public
health, other business, or property.

Rule 54 — Limits sulfur emissions on site and off site.

Rule 55 — Limits visible dust emissions from construction activities.
Rule 57.1 — Limits PM emissions from stationary sources.

Rule 64 — Limits the sulfur content of fuels combusted in stationary
sources.

Rule 72 — Adopts the federal standards of National Standards of
Performance (NSPS) for New Stationary Sources.

Rule 73 — Requires units to comply with federal NESHAP standards.
Rule 74.9 — Limits CO, NOx, and ROC emissions from stationary
reciprocating engines greater than or equal to 50 bhp.

Rule 74.23 — Limits NOx emissions from stationary combustion
turbines.

Regulation IV — Prohibitions,
General and Source Specific
Regulations

Rule 101 — Requires sampling and testing at facilities required to
comply with this rule.

Rule 102 — Requires source tests necessary to verify compliance
with emission limits.

Rule 103 — Requires project owner to maintain in good working
order, and operate a Continuous Monitoring System in accordance
with this provision.

Regulation VI — Source Testing
and Stack Monitoring

SETTING

METEOROLOGICAL CONDITIONS

Ventura County has a Mediterranean climate, typical of most coastal California cities
and is known to experience Santa Ana winds off the Transverse Ranges on occasion,
which can increase temperatures. The area is controlled by a subtropical high-pressure
system that is located off the Pacific coast. In the summer, this strong high-pressure
system results in clear skies, high temperatures, and low humidity. Very little
precipitation occurs during the summer months of June through August because storms
are blocked by the high-pressure system. Beginning in the fall and continuing through
the winter, the high pressure weakens and moves south, allowing storm systems to
move through the area. Temperature, winds, and rainfall are more variable during these
months, and stagnant conditions occur more frequently than during summer months.
Weather patterns include periods of stormy weather with rain and gusty winds, clear
weather that can occur after a storm, or persistent marine layer conditions, with or
without ground fog, that can occur during extended parts of the year. The city of Ventura
receives an average of 17.5 inches of rain annually (WC 2015).

Temperature, wind speed, and wind direction data collected at the Oxnard Airport
monitoring station, about 2.1 miles east of the project site, were processed and a
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eleven-year data set (1998-2008) was provided with the Application for Certification
(AFC) air dispersion modeling files (PPP 2015a), and the Revised Air Quality Modeling
Files (CEC 2015jj). These data were used in this analysis. The specific location of this
meteorological station is approximately two miles from the surf zone, and should
represent the local weather patterns, including persistent marine layer and fog
conditions, nearly identical to the project site. The most predominant annual wind
direction from this monitoring site is onshore from the west-northwest with a strong
secondary northeast to east-northeast offshore component. Onshore winds are the
most predominant during both the second and third quarters. The winds during the first
and fourth quarters have a more predominate offshore component. In all cases, annual
and quarterly, the wind direction frequencies outside the previously stated predominate
onshore and offshore directions are fairly low. The average wind speed is 3.2 meters
per second and dead calm hours occur infrequently, about 2.7 percent of the time. The
wind speeds are generally higher during daylight hours, and are highest during the first
and second quarters of the year.

Along with wind flow, atmospheric stability and mixing heights are important factors in
the determination of pollutant dispersion. Atmospheric stability refers to the amount of
atmospheric turbulence and mixing. In general, the less stable an atmosphere, the
greater the turbulence, which results in more mixing and better dispersion. The mixing
height, measured from the ground upward, is the height of the atmospheric layer in
which convection and mechanical turbulence promote mixing. Good ventilation results
from a high mixing height and at least moderate wind speeds within the mixing layer. In
general, mixing is more limited at night and in the winter in Ventura County when there
is a higher potential for the presence of lower level inversion layers along with low
speed surface winds.

EXISTING AIR QUALITY

The project is located within the jurisdiction of the District. The applicable federal and
California ambient air quality standards (AAQS) are presented in Air Quality Table 2.
As indicated in this table, the averaging times for the various air quality standards (the
duration over which they are measured) range from one hour to annual average. The
standards are read as a mass fraction, in parts per million (ppm), or as a concentration,
in milligrams or micrograms of pollutant per cubic meter of air (mg/m? or ug/m?3).

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and the ARB classify an area as
attainment, unclassified, or nonattainment, depending on whether or not the monitored
ambient air quality data show compliance, insufficient data is available, or non-
compliance with the ambient air quality standards, respectively. The P3 project site is
located within the South Central Coast Air Basin (SCCAB). This area is designated as
nonattainment for both the federal and state ozone standards and the state PM10 and
PM2.5 standards. Air Quality Table 3 summarizes federal and state attainment status
of criteria pollutants for the SCCAB.
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Air Quality Table 2
Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Averaging Time Federal Standard California Standard
0.070 ppm
Ozone 8 Hour (147 ugF/)r?]3) a 0.070 ppm (137 pg/m®)
¢}
(©3) 1 Hour — 0.09 ppm (180 pg/m?®)
Carbon Monoxide 8 Hour 9 ppm (10 mg/m®) 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m®)
(CO) 1 Hour 35 ppm (40 mg/m?®) 20 ppm (23 mg/m®)
Nitrogen Dioxide Annual 0.053 ppm (100 pg/m”°) 0.03 ppm (57 pug/m°)
(NO,) 1 Hour 100 ppb (188 pg/m?) ® 0.18 ppm (339 pg/m®)
Sulfur Dioxide 24 Hour — 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m?®)
(SO2) 1 Hour 75 ppb (196 pg/m?) © 0.25 ppm (655 pg/m®)
Respirable Annual — 20 ug/m®
Particulate Matter
(PM10) 24 Hour 150 pg/m*® 50 ug/m®
Fine Annual 12.0 pg/m®° 12 pg/m®
Particulate Matter 5 3 me
(PM2.5) 4 Hour 5 pg/m —
Sulfates (SO,) 24 Hour — 25 pg/m3
Lead 30 Day Average — 15 pg/m3
ea
ing 3-Month Average 0.15 pg/m® —
Hydrogen Sulfide 1 Hour . 0.03 ppm (42 pg/ms)
(H2S)
Vinyl Chloride 3
(chloroethene) 24 Hour — 0.01 ppm (26 pg/m?)
In sufficient amount to
produce an extinction
Visibility Reducing 8 H coefficient of 0.23 per
Particulates our T kilometer due to particles
when the relative humidity is
less than 70 percent.

Source: ARB 2015a.
Notes:

a - Final rule signed October 1, 2015, and effective December 28, 2015. The previous (2008) O3 standards additionally remain in
effect in some areas. Revocation of the previous (2008) O; standards and transitioning to the current (2015) standards will be
addressed in the implementation rule for the current standards.

b - This one-hour federal standard is based on the 98th percentile of maximum daily peak hourly values, unlike the state one-hour
standard that is not to be exceeded standard.

¢ - This one-hour federal standard is based on the 99th percentile of maximum daily peak hourly values, unlike the state one-hour
standard that is a not be exceeded standard.

d - There is also a secondary standard of 15 pg/m®.
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Air Quality Table 3
Federal and State Attainment Status for the South Central Coast Air Basin 2

Pollutant Attainment Status
Federal State
Ozone Marginal Nonattainment (8-hr) Nonattainment
CcoO Attainment Attainment
NO, Attainment Attainment
SO, Attainment Attainment
PM10 Attainment Nonattainment
PM2.5 Attainment Attainment

Source: ARB 2015b, U.S. EPA 2015a, U.S. EPA 2015b, PDOC 2016
Note: a — The term Attainment is used for all designations, such as unclassifiable, that are functionally the same as an Attainment
designation.

The operating monitoring stations closest to the proposed project site with long-term
records for ozone, PM10, PM2.5 and NOx are the Oxnard Monitoring Station, which is
located at Rio Mesa High School, seven miles northeast of the project site. For CO, the
Goleta — Fairview monitoring station, located 36 miles northeast of the project site is
used. For Sox, the UC Santa Barbara monitoring station, which is located around 40
miles northwest of the project site is used. The coastal locations of the Oxnard, Goleta
and Santa Barbara County monitoring stations make them representative of conditions
in Oxnard than other monitoring stations nearby.

Ozone

In the presence of ultraviolet radiation, both nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic
compounds (VOC) go through a number of complex chemical reactions to form ozone.
Air Quality Table 4 summarizes the most project representative ambient ozone data
collected from the Oxnard —Rio Mesa School monitoring station. The table includes the
maximum one-hour and eight-hour ozone and the number of days above the California
ambient air quality standards (CAAQS). Ozone formation is higher in spring, summer,
and early fall and lower in the winter. The SCCAB was classified as an attainment area
for the previous federal one-hour ozone standard (no longer applicable) and is now
classified as a marginal nonattainment area for the federal eight-hour ozone standard.
The SCCAB is also classified as a nonattainment area for the state ozone standards.

The yearly trends from 1990 to 2014 for the maximum one-hour and eight-hour ozone
concentrations, referenced to the most stringent standard, and the number of days
exceeding the California one-hour and eight-hour standards for the Oxnard —Rio Mesa
School (1990-2014) monitoring station are shown in Air Quality Figure 1 and Figure 2,
respectively. On the first figure, the normalized concentration of 1.00 indicates the
standard is not exceeded.
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Air Quality Table 4
Ozone Air Quality Summary, 1991-2014 (ppm)

Days Above Month of Max. Days Above Month of Max.

Year CAAQS Max. 1-Hr Avg. CAAQS Max. 8-Hr Avg.
1-Hr 1-Hr Avg. (ppm) 8-Hr 8-Hr Avg. (ppm)

Oxnard — Rio Mesa School

1990 9 SEP 0.012 9 SEP 0.088
1991 12 SEP 0.120 42 SEP 0.107
1992 17 APR 0.141 26 APR 0.111
1993 8 MAY 0.138 22 MAY 0.100
1994 7 JUN 0.115 13 AUG 0.087
1995 7 OCT 0.124 16 OCT 0.104
1996 8 MAY 0.121 24 APR 0.097
1997 2 MAR 0.102 6 MAR 0.089
1998 1 JUL 0.106 7 JUL 0.084
1999 1 OCT 0.103 1 OCT 0.080
2000 0 JUN 0.084 1 JUN 0.072
2001 0 OCT 0.094 2 OCT 0.072
2002 0 JUL 0.086 0 JUN 0.067
2003 0 OCT 0.081 3 MAY 0.071
2004 0 SEP 0.084 1 SEP 0.079
2005 0 MAY 0.076 0 MAY 0.067
2006 0 SEP 0.089 0 SEP 0.070
2007 0 SEP 0.089 1 SEP 0.072
2008 0 JUN 0.086 1 JUN 0.074
2009 1 AUG 0.099 1 AUG 0.077
2011 0 OCT 0.081 0 OCT 0.068
2012 0 OCT 0.082 0 OCT 0.065
2013 0 MAY 0.067 0 MAY 0.062
2014 1 OCT 0.112 2 OCT 0.077

California Ambient Air Quality Standard (CAAQS): One-Hr, 0.09 ppm, 8-Hr, 0.070 ppm
National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS): Eight-Hr, 0.070 ppm, days above standard based on old standard of 0.080

ppm through 2007.
Source: ARB 2008 and ARB 2014c.

As these two figures show, the one-hour and eight-hour ozone concentrations were
highest in early 1990’s and the number of exceedances was highest in 1992. Maximum
concentrations and the number of AAQS exceedances have declined significantly since
1990. The air basin cannot be redesignated as attainment of the federal and state
o0zone concentration standards until all monitoring stations within the air basin show no
official exceedances of these standards for three consecutive years. Federal
redesignation requires an official request for redesignation and the approval of an
attainment or a maintenance plan.
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Air Quality Figure 1
Normalized Ozone Air Quality Maximum Concentrations
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Source: ARB 2015a

Air Quality Figure 2
Ozone — Number of Days Exceeding the Air Quality Standards
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Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10)

PM10 can be emitted directly or it can be formed many miles downwind from emission
sources when various precursor pollutants interact in the atmosphere. Gaseous
emissions of pollutants like NOx, SOx, and VOC from turbines, and ammonia from NOx
control equipment, given the right meteorological conditions, can form particulate matter
in the form of nitrates (NO3), sulfates (SO,), and organic particles. These pollutants are
known as secondary particulates, because they are not directly emitted, but are formed
through complex chemical reactions in the atmosphere.

PM nitrate (mainly ammonium nitrate) is formed in the atmosphere from the reaction of
nitric acid and ammonia. Nitric acid in turn originates from NOx emissions from
combustion sources. The nitrate ion concentrations during the wintertime are a
significant portion of the total PM10, and are likely even a higher contributor to
particulate matter of less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5). The nitrate ion is only a portion of
the PM nitrate, which can be in the form of ammonium nitrate (ammonium plus nitrate
ions) and some as sodium nitrate. If the ammonium and the sodium ions associated
with the nitrate ion are taken into consideration, PM nitrate contributions to the total PM
are even more significant.

As Air Quality Table 5 indicates, the representative monitoring stations annually
experience occasional violations of the state 24-hour PM10 standard (days above daily
CAAQS) and continue to exceed the state annual PM10 standard of 20 pg/m?. The
SCCARB is classified as an attainment area for the federal PM10 standard and as a
nonattainment area for the state PM10 standards.

As shown in Air Quality Table 5, the highest PM10 concentrations are generally
measured in the fall and winter; this is when there are frequent low-level inversions.
During the wintertime high PM10 episodes, the contribution of ground-level releases to
ambient PM10 concentrations is disproportionately high.

The 1990 to 2014 yearly trends for the maximum 24-hour PM10 and Annual Arithmetic
Mean PM10, referenced to the most stringent standard, and the number of days
exceeding the California 24-hour PM10 standard for the Oxnard — Rio Mesa School
(1990-2014) monitoring station are shown in Air Quality Figure 4 and Figure 5,
respectively.

As the two figures show, there is an overall gradual downward trend for annual PM10
concentrations and the number of violations of the California 24-hour standard since
1990; however, there has been little progress in the 24-hour PM10 concentrations since
1998.
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Air Quality Table 5
PM10 Air Quality Summary, 1990-2014 (ug/m?®)

Year Days * Above Daily Month of Max. Max. Annual Arithmetic
CAAQS Daily Avg. Daily Avg. Mean
(Hg/m”)
Oxnard — Rio Mesa School
1990 10 OCT 102 34.9
1991 4 JAN 59 32.3
1992 5 OCT 58 29
1993 4 OCT 63 29
1994 2 OCT 54 -
1995 3 NOV 62 25.9
1996 1 AUG 64 25.3
1998 2 OCT 69 23.3
1999 0 OCT 50 28.5
2000 1 AUG 52 27.6
2001 3 OCT 53 28.8
2002 2 AUG 100 28.5
2003 5 NOV 68° -
2004 1 APR 59 28.8
2005 2 JUL 54 25.5
2006 4 SEP 89 27.8
2007 2 SEP 65° 29.7
2008 3 JUL 80 26.2
2009 2 OCT 100 25.6
2010 1 MAR 62 21.7
2011 1 AUG 52 22.2
2012 1 AUG 57 21
2013 0 JUN 47 24.3
2014 2 MAR 51 -

California Ambient Air Quality Standard: 24-Hr, 50 pg/m>; Annual Arithmetic, 20 pg/m?®
National Ambient Air Quality Standard: 24-Hr, 150 pg/m®
* Days above the state standard (calculated), rounded to nearest whole day: PM10 is monitored approximately once every
six days. This value is a mathematical estimate of how many days the PM10 concentrations would have been greater than
the ambient air quality standard had each day been monitored.

-- Data not available

@ Excludes 2003 and 2007 firestorm events, second and third highest values are shown.

Source: ARB 2008, VCAPCD 2016, and ARB 2014c.
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Air Quality Figure 4
Normalized PM10 Air Quality Maximum Concentrations
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Air Quality Figure 5
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Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)

The SCCAB is classified as attainment for the federal and state fine particulate matter
(PM2.5) standards. As shown in Air Quality Table 6, the highest PM2.5 concentrations
are generally measured in the winter. The relative contribution of wood-smoke particles
to the PM2.5 concentrations may be even higher than its relative contribution to PM10
concentrations, considering that most of the wood-smoke particles are smaller than 2.5
microns.

As Air Quality Table 6 indicates, the 24-hour (three-year average 98™ percentile)
PM2.5 concentration levels and the annual average concentration levels have been
declining from 1999 through 2014. These concentrations were at or above the current
federal standards as of 2003, but the 24-hour concentrations have been below the
federal standard since 2001 and the area is classified as attainment of that federal and
state standards. The PM2.5 concentration data at the Oxnard — Rio Mesa School
monitoring station has also been below the state standard since 2004 and possibly
prior; however there was insufficient data prior to that year at the monitoring station for
the State Annual Average.

Air Quality Table 6
PM2.5 Air Quality Summary, 1999-2014 (ug/m®)

National 98" Percentile State National

Year Maximum Month of . Maximum Daily Annual Annual

Daily (ug/ms) Maximum Daily (ug/ms) Averagse Averagse

(Hg/m”) (ug/m")

Oxnard — Rio Mesa School
1999 36.7 NOV
2000 45.7 NOV

2001 41.0 NOV 32.4 - 13.1
2002 29.4 AUG 27.9 - 12.9
2003 81.7° OCT 28.7 - 11.7
2004 28.5 OCT 27.0 11.3 11.3
2005 35.2 MAR 23.8 10.5 10.5
2006 29.8 NOV 23.5 9.8 9.8
2007 39.9° OCT 27.5 10.6 10.6
2008 23.4 NOV 19.7 10.1 10.0
2009 19.7 APR 18.9 10.2 10.2
2010 21.4 DEC 16.5 8.5 8.4
2011 18.3 MAY 17.4 11.4 8.8
2012 30.8 DEC 17.0 - 8.7
2013 19.9 OCT 17.7 - 9.4
2014 22.2 FEB 17.8 9.4 9.3

California Ambient Air Quality Standard: Annual Arithmetic Mean, 12 pg/m®

National Ambient Air Quality Standards: 24-Hr Avg. Conc., 35 pg/m?® (based on 98 percent of the daily concentrations, average
over three years); Annual Arithmetic Mean, 12 ug/m3

“--* = unavailable data.

# Excludes 2003 and 2007 firestorm events

Source: ARB 2015
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Carbon Monoxide (CO)

The highest concentrations of CO occur when low wind speeds and a stable
atmosphere trap the pollution emitted at or near ground level in what is known as a
stable boundary layer. These conditions occur frequently in the wintertime, late in the
afternoon, persist during the night, and may extend one or two hours after sunrise.
Since mobile sources (motor vehicles) are the main source of CO, ambient
concentrations of CO are highly dependent on motor vehicle activity. In fact, the peak
CO concentrations occur during the rush hour traffic in the mornings and afternoons.
CO concentrations in Ventura County and the rest of the State have declined
significantly due to two state-wide programs: 1) the 1992 wintertime oxygenated
gasoline program, and 2) Phases | and Il of the reformulated gasoline program. New
vehicles with oxygen sensors and fuel injection systems have also contributed to the
decline in CO levels in the State. Today, all the areas of California are in attainment with
the CO ambient air quality standards.

Air Quality Table 7 shows the maximum one-hour and eight-hour CO concentrations
monitored in Goleta, which would be expected to have very similar CO concentrations
as at the project site in Oxnard due to its similar location. CO is considered a local
pollutant, as it is found in high concentrations near the source of emission. High levels
of CO emissions can also be generated from fireplaces and wood-burning stoves.
According to the data recorded at the Goleta — Fairview air monitoring station, there
have been no exceedances of the ambient air quality standards since 1992 (see Air
Quality Table 7).
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Air Quality Table 7

CO Air Quality Summary, 1992-2014 (ppm)

Maximum Maximum
Month of Max.
Year 8-Hr Average 1-Hr Average
8-Hr Average
(Ppm) (Ppm)
Goleta — Fairview
1992 -- 3.9 5.0
1993 -- 3.4 4.0
1994 JAN 2.6 4.7
1995 JAN 1.8 4.0
1996 FEB 1.6 3.4
1997 DEC 2.0 3.5
1998 NOV 2.2 4.6
1999 FEB 1.9 3.5
2000 APR 1.6 3.1
2002 JAN 1.1 2.8
2003 OoCT 11 1.9
2004 JAN 1.0 2.0
2005 JAN 0.8 1.8
2006 DEC 0.8 1.1
2007 NOV 11 2.2
2008 JAN 0.6 1.4
2009 DEC 0.6 1.6
2010 JAN 0.6 2.0
Month of Max. Maximum Maximum
Year 8-Hr Average 1-Hr Average
8-Hr Average
(Ppm) (Ppm)
2011 DEC 0.6 2.0
2012 MAR 0.7 1.6
2013 -- - 1.0
2014 -- -- 0.9

Source: ARB 2015, U.S. EPA 2015.
California Ambient Air Quality Standard: One-Hr, 20 ppm; Eight-Hr, 9.0 ppm
National Ambient Air Quality Standard: One-Hr, 35 ppm; Eight-Hr, 9 ppm

As shown in Air Quality Table 8, the maximum one-hour and annual concentrations of NO,
at the Oxnard — Rio Mesa School monitoring station are lower than the California and
national ambient air quality standards and typically occurred in winter or fall.
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Air Quality Table 8
NO, Air Quality Summary, 1990-2014 (ppm)

Year Month of Max. 1-Hr Maximum Annual Average
Average 1-Hr Average (ppm) (ppm)
Oxnard — Rio Mesa School
1990 JAN 0.1 0.017
1991 FEB 0.09 0.016
1992 NOV 0.063 0.013
1993 NOV 0.079 0.014
1994 NOV 0.104 0.015
1995 AUG 0.127 0.016
1996 JAN 0.11 0.015
1997 NOV 0.072 0.014
1998 JAN 0.088 0.013
1999 JAN 0.099 0.014
2000 NOV 0.074 0.014
2001 DEC 0.068 0.012
2002 oCT 0.057 0.011
2003 JAN 0.063 0.011
2004 AUG 0.07 0.011
2005 DEC 0.050 0.01
2006 JUN 0.053 0.01
2007 NOV 0.052 0.008
2008 SEP 0.051 0.008
2009 AUG 0.06 0.007
2010 AUG 0.090 (0.037) 0.007
2011 SEP 0.057 (0.033) 0.007
2012 JAN 0.040 (0.033) 0.007
2013 JAN 0.039 (0.030) 0.006
2014 JAN 0.1 0.017

California One-Hr Ambient Air Quality Standard: 0.18 ppm

California Annual Arithmetic Mean Ambient Air Quality Standard: 0.03 ppm
National One-Hr 98th Percentile Ambient Air Quality Standard: 0.100 ppm
National Annual Arithmetic Mean Ambient Air Quality Standard: 0.053 ppm
Values in “()” are the last three year 98th percentile values

Source: ARB 2015, U.S. EPA 2015.

Sulfur Dioxide (SO,)

Sulfur dioxide is typically emitted as a result of the combustion of a fuel containing
sulfur. Natural gas contains very little sulfur and consequently has very low SO,
emissions when combusted. By contrast, fuels high in sulfur content, such as coal, emit
very large amounts of SO, when combusted.

Sources of SO, emissions within the SCCAB come from every economic sector and
include a wide variety of fuels: gaseous, liquid and solid. The SCCAB is designated
attainment for all SO, state and federal ambient air quality standards. Air Quality Table 9
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shows the historical one-hour, 24-hour, and annual average SO, concentrations collected
from the UC Santa Barbara West Campus, Santa Barbara County monitoring station. As
Air Quality Table 9 shows, concentrations of SO, are far below the state and federal
SO, ambient air quality standards.

Air Quality Table 9
SO, Air Quality Summary, 2004-2014 (ppm)

Year Maximuma1 Month of Ma})x. Maximumb Annual
1-Hr Avg. 24-Hr Avg. 24-Hr Avg. Average
Santa Barbara — UCSB West Campus
2004 0.006 JAN 0.001 0.000
2005 0.006 JAN 0.002 0.000
2006 0.009 JAN 0.001 0.000
2007 0.005 (0.004) ocCT 0.001 0.000
2009 0.004 (0.004) JAN 0.001 0.000
2010 0.005 (0.004) DEC 0.001 0.000
2011 0.003 (0.002) APR 0.001 0.000
2012 0.002 (0.002) NOV 0.001 *
2013 0.002 (0.002) MAY 0.002 *
2014 * * * *

California Ambient Air Quality Standard: One-Hr, 0.25 ppm; 24-Hr, 0.04 ppm

National Ambient Air Quality Standard: One-Hr, 0.075 ppm, 99th percentile of maximum daily values
&Maximum 1-hr average is from the U.S. EPA website

® Maximum 24-hr average is from ARB website.

* data was not available

Values in “()" are the last three year full years of data 99th percentile values

Source: ARB 2015, U.S. EPA 2015.

Visibility

Visibility in the region of the project site depends upon the area’s natural relative
humidity and the intensity of both particulate and gaseous pollution in the atmosphere.
The most straightforward characterization of visibility is probably the visual range (the
greatest distance that a large dark object can be seen). However, in order to
characterize visibility over a range of distances, it is more common to analyze the
changes in visibility in terms of the change in light-extinction that occurs over each

additional kilometer of distance (1/km). In the case of a greater light-extinction, the
visual range would decrease.

The SCCAB is currently designated as unclassified for visibility reducing particles.

Summary

In summary, staff recommends the background ambient air concentrations in Air
Quality Table 10 for use in the modeling and impacts analysis. The maximum criteria
pollutant concentrations from the past three years of available data collected at the
monitoring stations within Ventura County are typically used to determine these
recommended background values. For this project we are using data from 2012 to 2014
to determine the background concentrations, as determined by the District, since these
values correspond to the meteorological and hourly background concentration data
used by the District in their Air Quality Impact Analysis for P3.
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Air Quality Table 10
Staff Recommended Background Concentrations (pg/m?®)

Pollutant Averaging Recommended Limiting Percent of
Time Background Standard Standard
1 hour 107 339 32%
NO, 1 hour NAAQS 68* 188 36%
Annual 13 57 22%
24 hour 56.9 50 114%
PMI10 Annual 24 20 120%
PM2.5 24 hour 17.8 35 50%
Annual 9.4 12 78%
co 1 hour 4,582* 23,000 20%
8 hour 1,265* 10,000 12.6%
1 hour 11 655 1.6%
50, 1 hour NAAQS* 8 196 4%
3 hour 11 1,300 0.84%
24 hour 5.2 105 5%

Source: VCAPCD 2016, highest value of the past three years
*The background value is from the PDOC modeling evaluation, because it was more conservative than what staff determined.

Where possible, staff prefers that the recommended background concentrations come

from nearby monitoring stations with similar characteristics. For this project, the Oxnard

—Rio Mesa School monitoring station (Ozone, PM10, PM2.5 and NO.) is located
reasonably close to the project site, approximately seven miles to the northeast. The
Goleta — Fairview (CO) and Santa Barbara - UCSB (SO,) monitoring stations are

located further from the site, but considering similar climate and area as Ventura County
where P3 would be located; these sites should provide conservative background
concentrations for Oxnard.

The background concentrations for PM10 are at or above the most restrictive existing
ambient air quality standards, while the background concentrations for the other
pollutants are all below the most restrictive existing ambient air quality standards.

The pollutant modeling analysis was limited to the pollutants listed above in Air Quality
Table 10; therefore, recommended background concentrations were not determined for
the other criteria pollutants (ozone, lead, visibility, etc.).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND EMISSIONS

P3 project would consist of one General Electric 7HA.01 Frame natural-gas-fired
combustion turbine generator (CTG) in a simple-cycle configuration, a diesel-fueled
emergency generator, a repurposed electric fire water pump, and one natural gas
compressor. The project would employ air cooling and would not include any other
stationary criteria pollutant emission sources. The existing MGS, including boiler Units 1
and 2, along with ancillary equipment, would be removed from service after the new
power plant facilities are constructed, commissioned, and begin commercial operation.
The applicant has proposed to keep MGS Unit 3, which is a jet-engine—powered unit
that was commissioned in 1970, and has a generating capacity of approximately

130 MW. MGS Unit 3 would continue to operate. Additionally, demolition of the MGS
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Units 1 and 2 would begin within 12 months of the start of commercial operation of P3
power plant facilities. On November 19, 2015 (PPP 2015y), the applicant submitted a
document called Project Enhancement and Refinement Demolition of Mandalay
Generating Station as part of the P3 project design.

Demolition would consist of: (1) asbestos removal (PPP 2015y); (2) demolition to grade
of MGS Units 1 and 2 turbine plant equipment and building; (3) demolition to grade of
MGS Units 1 and 2 boiler plant equipment and structures; (4) demolition to grade of the
180-foot-tall stack; (PPP 2015y); (5) removal of empty hazardous-materials-
contaminated equipment; and (6) removal of transformers and associated electrical
equipment up to the switchyard. The specific sequencing of demolition activities would
provide for coordinated removal of MGS Units 1 and 2 and continued operation and
maintenance activities related to P3 and continued use of MGS Unit 3 (PPP 2015y). If
P3 is approved and developed, MGS Units 1 and 2 would be decommissioned by the
commercial online date of P3. Staff would like to note, MGS Unit 1 would continue to
operate after the new CTG is operational, but would be permanently shut down prior to
December 31, 2020. Further details on the impacts and analysis will be covered later in
this Air Quality section.

The project would maximize the use of existing linear lines; therefore, little or no off-site
construction is necessary for transmission, gas supply, or sewer/industrial wastewater
lines for this project.

The nearest sensitive receptor to the P3 site is the Leite Family Daycare on Reef Way,
approximately 1 mile (5,500 feet) to the southeast. The closest existing residential
neighborhood is the Oxnard Shores Mobile Home Park, approximately 0.75 mile (or
approximately 3,900 feet) to the south. There are also local farm workers located
approximately 800 feet north east of P3’s easterly fence line.

CONSTRUCTION
Construction of P3 would consist of multiple phases or milestones:

1. Phase | - Construction and Initial Commissioning of P3 (~18-months and 6 weeks,
respectively)

2. Phase Il - Retirement and Decommissioning of MGS Units 1 and 2 (~6-months) —
June 2021

3. Phase Ill - MGS Units 1 and 2 Demolition (~15-months) — late 2022

Phase | and Il were requested by the applicant in their AFC, and phase IIl was
requested in the applicant’s subsequent filing titled, “Project Enhancement and
Refinement, Demolition of Mandalay Generating Station Units 1 and 2” (PPP 2015y).
Phases | and Il include the construction and initial commissioning of the P3 combustion
turbine that are described separately in the following subsection. None of the
construction/demolition phases overlap with each other. P3 operation would overlap
with phase lII.

The total construction period for all three phases is 39 months. During the construction
and demolition periods; most of heavier construction and demolition activities, including
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truck trips, would occur between 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., five days per week; and the
use of heavy off-road equipment on-site would occur primarily between the hours of
7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., six days per week. However, there would be times when
additional hours of construction may be necessary to make up for construction delays
due to weather or other unforeseen events, provided the activities comply with the local
noise ordinance. Some activities would be continuous 24 hours per day, seven days per
week, during some construction or demolition periods and during startup and
commission of the units.

Construction laydown, along with construction worker parking areas for this project,
would occupy approximately 5.7 acres in the MGS site location which would be used for
construction laydown, offices, and parking. Approximately 0.9 acre of the 5.7 acres is
currently paved. The remaining unpaved areas to be used for construction laydown and
parking areas would be graded (as necessary), and surfaced with 4 inches of crushed
rock. Construction materials such as concrete, pipe, wire and cable, fuels, reinforcing
steel, and small tools and consumables would be delivered to the P3 site by truck. The
heavy components, such as the combustion turbine, transformers and associated
components would be transported by rail, and then trucked to the site. Union Pacific
Railroad has a switchyard approximately 5 miles east of the site near Highway 1, 3rd
Street, Rose Avenue, and 5th Street (AFC PPPa 2015, page 2-25).

Fugitive dust emissions during the construction of P3 power plant and MGS Units 1 and
2 demolition would result from dust entrained during demolition, site preparation and
grading activities, on-site and off-site travel on paved and unpaved surfaces, and
aggregate and soil loading and unloading operations, as well as wind erosion of areas
disturbed during construction activities. The largest fugitive dust emissions are often
generated during site preparation activities, where work such as clearing, grading,
excavation of footings and foundations, and backfilling operations occur. These types of
activities require the use of large earth moving equipment, which generate combustion
emissions, along with creating fugitive dust emissions. Fugitive dust emissions resulting
from on-site soil disturbances, such as dozing and grading, and from on-site and off-site
traffic also were estimated.

Combustion emissions during the construction of P3 and demolition of MGS Units 1 and
2 would also result from off-road and on-road equipment exhaust sources, such as
diesel construction equipment used for site preparation, water trucks used to control
dust emissions, cranes, excavators, diesel-powered welding machines, electric
generators, air compressors, water pumps, diesel trucks used for deliveries and
demolition waste hauling, trains used for deliveries, and automobiles and trucks used by
workers to commute to and from the construction sites. Construction/demolition
emissions were estimated by the applicant for all three primary construction and
demolition work phases as described below.

Phase | — Construction and Initial Commissioning of P3

Construction of P3 would take 18 months of the 21 month schedule of this phase. The
peak daily and the peak annual emissions, (based on the peak 12-month period out of a
proposed project schedule of 18-months) on-site, off-site and total exhaust and fugitive
emissions estimated for construction of P3 are shown in Air Quality Tables 11 and 12.
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Applicant estimates for the highest emissions during construction, which occur during
initial site grading, are provided in Air Quality Table 11. The maximum daily emissions
shown above were used for modeling maximum short-term construction period air
guality impacts. The total emissions during construction based on the peak 12-month
period, including onsite and offsite emissions are summarized in Air Quality Table 12
and are shown in tons per year.

Air Quality Table 11
Summary of Onsite Construction Maximum
Daily Emissions, Ibs/day

Activity | NO, | co | voCc | sO, | Pm10 | PM2.5
Onsite Emissions

Equipment Combustion Emissions 73.6 141.7 3.7 0.2 0.4 0.4
Construction Eg. and Onsite _ _ _ _ 6.3 19
Vehicles (Fugitive Dust) ' '
Wind Erosion (Fugitive Dust) -- -- -- -- 0.15 0.05
Offsite Emissions

Delivery and Haul Truck Travel 3.4 1.9 0.2 0.01 0.06 0.05
Worker Travel 14 14.4 0.5 0.05 0.03 0.02
Delivery and Haul Truck Travel 40 11
(Fugitive Dust) ' '
Total Maximum Daily Emissions 78.4 158.1 4.4 0.26 10.9 3.5

Source: PPP 2015a.
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Air Quality Table 12
Summary of Maximum Total Annual
Construction Emissions, tons per year

Activity NOXx CcoO VOC SOx PM10 | PM2.5

Onsite Emissions
Equipment Combustion Emissions 8.8 17.1 0.45 0.03 0.05 0.05
Construction Eq. and Onsite

Vehicles (Fugitive Dust) B B B B 0.51 0.09
Wind Erosion (Fugitive Dust) -- -- -- -- 0.02 0.01
Offsite Emissions

Delivery and Haul Truck Travel 0.5 0.3 0.02 0.002 0.01 0.01
Worker Travel 0.2 1.7 0.06 0.006 | 0.003 | 0.003
Delivery and Haul Truck Travel _ _ _ _ 05 0.13

(Fugitive Dust)
Total Maximum Daily Emissions 9.6 19.1 0.58 0.04 1.09 0.29
Source: PPP 2015a.

Initial commissioning, which would cover the last 6 weeks of this phase, is described
below in the “Initial Commissioning” subsection.

Phase | - Initial Commissioning

The initial commissioning of a power plant refers to the time between the completion of
construction and the reliable production of electricity for sale on the market. The initial
commissioning of P3 is scheduled to occur during the last three months of phase II. For
most power plants, normal operating emission limits usually do not apply during the
initial commissioning activities. The SCR with ammonia injection and oxidation catalyst
control systems will not be fully operable during all of the commissioning period as the
control systems are going through a commissioning period as well. These systems do
not alter the PM or SOx emissions; therefore, only the ROC, NOx, and CO emissions
would be affected. The commissioning period is needed, in part, to ensure the facility’s
operation is fine-tuned to minimize emissions during normal operations.

Commissioning of the single combustion turbine is estimated to require 6 weeks and is
estimated to require 366 firing hours for the combustion turbine, 82 of which would be
without the pollution control catalysts in operation; the last 284 hours would be with the
pollution control catalysts in operation (PPP 2015z, Revised Table C-2.4). After
completing the commissioning period, the new unit is expected to be available for
commercial operation, with pollution control catalysts fully operational and meeting all
emission limit requirements. During the commissioning period, the existing MGS Units 1
and 2 as well as Unit 3 would be also available for operation as needed. The MGS Unit
1 and 2 would decommissioned directly after the successful commissioning of P3 and
release for commercial operation in June 2020 (PPP 2015z). MGS Unit 1 would
continue to operate after the new CTG is operational, but would be permanently shut
down prior to December 31, 2020.

The project would have a total of 13 major commissioning test types, and the maximum
emissions potentials are summarized in Air Quality Table 13. The emission rates for
PM and SO, are not presented as they are fuel-flow based which are not controlled by
the control systems and are not expected to be higher during any of the commissioning
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period activities than during normal operation. The emissions from the commissioning
process would be accounted for in the total annual emissions from the CTG and are
shown in Air Quality Table 13.

Air Quality Table 13
P3 Initial Commissioning Maximum Short-Term Emissions

Time Period NOx CcoO VOC
Maximum Hourly (Ibs/hr) 246 1,973 164
Maximum Annual (tpy) 11.7 31.7 35

Source: PPP 2015z, GE estimates and Tables C-2.8 and C-2.9, PDOC (VCAPCD 2016)

The short-term air pollutant emissions estimates from Air Quality Table 13 were used
in air dispersion modeling impacts analysis, presented in the “Impacts” subsection, to
determine the worst-case air quality impacts during initial commissioning.

Phase Il — Complete Decommissioning of MGS Units 1 and 2

This phase would start after the completion of initial commissioning and the start of
commercial operation of P3. This phase is estimated to require 6 months and would
consist of the permanent shutdown and decommissioning MGS Units 1 and 2 and is
expected to be complete by June 2021 (PPP 2015y). Other activities to be performed
during this phase, that would be required prior to the initiation of MGS Units 1 and 2
Demolition, would include the removal of MGS materials and equipment that would be
reused, sold, or recycled, and the removal of hazardous materials. In addition, all of the
District air permits for the MGS Unit 1 and 2 boilers would be retired at the beginning of
this phase.

The applicant-provided emissions estimate for Decommissioning of MGS 1 and 2,
maximum daily emissions in pounds per day, can be seen in Air Quality Table 14
(Ibs/day). The applicant originally estimated, in the AFC, Decommissioning of MGS 1
and 2 would be expected to be around a 3 month period. However, in the supplemental
filing titled Project Enhancement and Refinement Demolition (PPP 2015y), the applicant
stated Decommissioning would take 6 months as shown in Air Quality Table 15. The
emissions are estimated using a 6-month period, which would occur concurrently with
P3 operation. However, due to the substantially lower level of activity required, this
phase would have emissions that would be substantially lower than the emissions
during the MGS Units 1 and 2 Demolition.
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Air Quality Table 14
MGS Units 1 and 2 Decommissioning
Maximum Daily Emissions, Ibs/day

Onsite Emissions: NOXx CO VOC SOx PM10 | PM2.5
MGS Units 1 and 2 Decommissioning, 11.29 21.71 0.60 0.04 0.06 0.06
equipment and onsite vehicles
Fugitive Dust (Onsite Vehicles)?® -- -- -- -- 4.0E-4 | 1.0E-4
Offsite Emissions: NOXx CO VOC SOx PM10 | PM2.5
Maximum emissions (haul, travel, 0.15 15 0.05 0.01 0.003 | 0.003
delivery)®
Fugitive Dust (Offsite Vehicles)® - - - - 0.42 0.11
Total Emissions (Onsite and Offsite) 11.44 23.21 0.65 0.05 0.48 0.17
Source: AFC Table C-6-3, PPP 2015a
Notes: a. VMT is calculated using 60 miles roundtrip using CalEEMod Table C-6-15 (PPP 2015a).
b. estimation is for paved road emissions.
Air Quality Table 15
MGS Units 1 and 2 Decommissioning
Maximum Daily Emissions (6-month period), tons
Onsite Emissions: NOXx CO vVOC SOx PM10 | PM2.5
MGS Units 1 and 2 Decommissioning, 0.88 1.7 0.04 0.002 0.004 | 0.004
equipment and onsite vehicles
Fugitive Dust (Onsite Vehicles)® -- -- -- -- 3.2E-5 | 8.6E-6
Offsite Emissions: NOXx CO VOC SOx PM10 | PM2.5
Maximum emissions (haul, travel, 0.02 0.1 0.004 | 4.2E-4 | 2.4E-4 | 2.4E-4
delivery)”
Fugitive Dust (Offsite Vehicles)® - - - - 0.04 | 0.008
Total Emissions (Onsite and Offsite) 0.9 1.8 0.044 | 0.002 0.044 | 0.012

Source: Supplemental Filing Table C-6-16 (Revised 11/18/2015), PPP 2015y

Notes: a. VMT is calculated using 60 miles roundtrip using CalEEMod (PPP 2015a)

b. estimation is for paved road emissions

Phase Il = MGS Units 1 and 2 Demolition

The 15-month demolition of the MGS Units 1 and 2 would occur after the

decommissioning of the two boiler units and is expected to be completed by late 2022

(PPP 2015y). While there is no regulatory requirement that specifically forces the

demolition of MGS boiler Units 1 and 2, there are requirements that would have to be
followed related to the use of the ocean cooling, one of which could be the

decommissioning and demolition of MGS Units 1 and 2. However, this is only one

compliance option.

Demolition activities would include the use of diesel-fueled heavy equipment to
demolish and remove the existing boilers, boiler building, stack and other MGS facilities.
The types of direct emission sources are similar to those required for P3 construction,
namely, off-road equipment, heavy haul trucks, and employee commute trips. In this
case the off-road equipment is needed to demolish the structures rather than build
structures, to handle demolition waste, to restore/re-grade the site; and on-road heavy
truck trips are needed to haul the waste/recycled materials away rather than bring in
structure components and raw construction materials.
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A MGS demolition asbestos/lead removal permit would be required by the District prior
to MGS demolition. The project specific emissions estimate would need to account for
site specific factors, such as schedule and intensity of this demolition project, the trip
distances required for demolition waste/recycle haul off, and the effectiveness of project
specific mitigation measures required by the District. Regardless of the exact duration
and activity of the MGS demolition activities, the emissions and ambient air quality
impacts would be short-term, a few years at most, and would be mitigated as
considered appropriate by District.

In addition to the short-term demolition emissions, the re-use of the MGS property after
demolition and property restoration would create both short-term and long-term
emissions. It is speculative at this point to determine what would be the emissions
changes from site re-use construction and operation, but any such emission increases,
are assumed to be well below the direct emissions that would occur during MGS
demolition. Staff recommends the District consider mitigation measures as stringent as
recommended Conditions of Certification AQ-SC3 and AQ-SC4 for fugitive dust control
and AQ-SCS5 for off-road diesel fueled engine emission control.

The peak daily and the and peak annual, based on the peak 15-month period, total and
on-site construction equipment exhaust and fugitive emissions estimated for MGS
demolition are shown in Air Quality Tables 16 and 17. For comparison, the
construction-period emissions estimates are shown above in Air Quality Tables 11 and
12.

Air Quality Table 16

Phase lll - MGS Units 1 and 2 Demolition Maximum Daily Emissions, Ibs/day
Onsite Emissions: NOx CcoO VOC | SOx | PM10 | PM2.5
MGS Units 1 and 2 Demolition, equipment 59.45 110.16 | 2.97 | 0.18 0.83 0.41
and onsite vehicles
Offsite Emissions: NOXx CO VOC | SOx | PM10 | PM2.5
Maximum emissions (haul, travel, delivery) 5.28 14.67 0.67 | 0.07 3.8 1.1
Total (onsite and offsite) 64.7 124.8 3.6 | 0.25 4.6 15

Source: (TN 206698) Table 4.1-2

Air Quality Table 17

Phase Ill - MGS Units 1 and 2 Demolition Peak Annual Emissions, tons/year
Onsite Emissions: NOx CcoO VOC SOx PM10 | PM2.5
MGS Units 1 and 2 Demolition, 7.39 13.74 0.37 0.02 0.11 0.06
equipment and onsite vehicles
Offsite Emissions: NOx CcoO VOC SOx PM10 | PM2.5
Peak emissions (haul, worker travel, 0.6 1.6 0.06 0.007 0.46 0.13
deliveries)
Total (onsite and offsite) 8.0 15.3 0.4 0.027 0.57 0.19

Source: (TN 206698) Table 4.1-13

As can be seen in air pollutant emissions estimates provided in Air Quality Tables 11
and 12, the construction has higher estimated emissions than those estimated for the
MGS demolition due to the intensity of activities and length of the construction time
period as combined to the demolition time period.
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OPERATIONAL PHASE

Equipment Description

P3 would consist of one simple cycle combustion turbine, with the following major
components, providing a total generating capacity of 262 MW net: (AFC PPP 2015a):

e One GE 7HA.01 combustion turbine equipped with dry ultra low NOx (Dry ULN)
burners for NOx control, inlet air filters, inlet air evaporative coolers, and natural gas
compressor intercooler;

e The combustion turbine would be equipped with a selective catalytic reduction
(SCR) system with 19-percent aqueous ammonia injection to further reduce NOXx
emissions, and an oxidation catalyst to reduce CO emissions;

e One 180-foot tall, 22-foot inside diameter exhaust stack;

e A continuous emission monitoring (CEM) system installed on the stack to record
concentrations of NOx, CO, and oxygen in the flue gas;

e A 779 brake-horsepower (bhp) emergency generator engine;
e An existing electric fire pump engine; and

e One natural gas-driven 50 percent capacity fuel gas compressor.

Facility Operation

The facility would be capable of operating seven days a week, 24 hours per day, and is
being permitted for a maximum of 2,150 hours per year at full load operation of the
combustion turbine. This is equivalent to an annual full load capacity factor of
approximately 24 percent. This is an upper bound because the applicant is not able to
determine the exact operating schedule for P3 since the operation profile for a peaker
facility would change depending on variable demand in the service area. The MGS is
permitted to operate with an annual full-load capacity factor of 100 percent®.

Annual readiness testing (non-emergency operation) of the emergency engine would be
limited to 50 hours per year. The emissions estimates assume that the total annual
operation, engine testing and emergency operation, is 200 hours per year for each
emergency engine.

P3 operations would require a 17-person total workforce including operators on rotating
shifts and maintenance technicians. The project would require 10 plant operators, and 2
technicians, rotating 12-hour shifts, two employees per shift, and 7 days per week. The
remaining administration personnel would have standard 8-hour workdays, 5 days per
week. However, P3 operation would not change staffing level because P3 uses a 17-
person workforce identical to the 17-person workforce which operates the existing
MGS.?

! MGS Units 1 and 2 are permitted with the VCAPCD at full load, 8760 hours per year, using natural gas
with a higher Heating Value (HHV) of 1050 Btu/scf.

> The project owner did not provide emissions data for vehicles required during the operation phase,
including the trucks required for the trailer mounted water filters. Therefore, staff has not presented
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Emission Controls

The exclusive use of pipeline-quality natural gas, a relatively clean-burning fuel, would
limit the formation of VOC, PM10, and SOy emissions. Natural gas contains very little
noncombustible gas or solid residues and a small amount of reduced sulfur compounds,
including mercaptan. One combustion turbine with inlet air coolers and post-combustion
Dry Ultra Low NOx (UDLN) control with a selective catalytic reduction (SCR) system
would be provided to control NOx concentrations in the exhaust gas. The SCR system
would use 19 percent aqueous ammonia to reduce NOx emissions to no greater than
2.5 parts per million by volume, dry (ppmvd) adjusted to 15 percent oxygen from the
combustion turbine/SCR system, averaged over a 1-hour period. Ammonia slip would
be limited to 5 ppmvd at 15 percent oxygen on a dry basis. Staged combustion of a pre-
mixed fuel/air charge would reduce CO and VOC emissions, and a CO oxidizing
catalyst would be used to further reduce CO and VOC concentrations in the exhaust
gas emitted to the atmosphere to 4.0 ppmvd and 2.0 ppmvd, respectively, adjusted to
15 percent oxygen. Particulate emissions would be controlled through the use of best
combustion practices, the use of a high-efficiency inlet air filter, and the use of pipeline
guality natural gas as the sole fuel source. SOx emissions would be controlled using
natural gas as the sole fuel for the combustion turbine. Compliance with Best Available
Control Technology requirements are described in the “Compliance with LORS”
subsection.

The applicant has proposed to replace the existing emergency diesel generator engine
with a new engine which would be controlled by the purchase of engines meeting the
best available U.S. EPA/ARB Tier engine and using California low sulfur (15 ppm sulfur)
diesel fuel. The emergency generator engine would be certified to meet U.S. EPA diesel
non-road Tier 4 (final) requirements.

One 180-foot tall, 22-foot inside diameter stack would release the combustion turbine
exhaust gas into the atmosphere. A continuous emission monitoring (CEM) system
would be installed on the combustion turbine stack to monitor flue gas flow rate, NOx
and CO concentration levels, and percentage of oxygen in the flue gas to assure
adherence with the proposed emission limits. The CEM system would generate reports
of emissions data in accordance with permit requirements and send alarm signals to the
control room in the plant when the level of emissions approaches or exceeds pre-
selected limits.

Project Operating Emissions

Expected maximum emission rates during startup and shutdown events are
summarized in Air Quality Table 18. Hourly cold startup emissions rates reflect 30
minutes of elevated emissions followed by 30 minutes of normal operating emission
levels. During shutdown, the emissions rates reflect 12 minutes of elevated emission
levels preceded by 48 minutes of normal operating emissions. The applicant also
expects that there could be periodic cases that would have a cold startup, a shutdown,
and a warm restart event, all occurring within one hour. This case represents the worst-

emissions from these mobile sources. The emissions from these sources would be minimal, and do not
impact staff’'s analysis of the operations emissions.
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case hourly emissions, reflecting 48 minutes of higher emissions levels in startup and

12 minutes of higher emissions levels in shutdown in one hour; however, it is expected
that this would occur very infrequently. PM10 and SO, emissions are not shown in the
Air Quality Table 18, since the emissions for these pollutants are not estimated to be

higher or lower during startup and shutdown events than during normal operation.

Air Quality Table 18
Maximum Short-Term Event Emissions, Ibs/hr

Startup/Shutdown NOx CcoO VOC
P3 CTG Cold Startup 98.6 178.3 20.2

P3 CTG Shutdown 22.5 163.0 30.2

P3 CTG Cold

Startup/Shutdown/Warm Restart 143.2 a12.2 52.2

Source: PPP 2015z, Table 4.1-19 revised Nov 18, 2015; and PDOC (VCAPCD 2016)

The maximum hourly normal operating emission rates for the combustion turbine and
other equipment is provided in Air Quality Table 19. The maximum hourly normal

operating emission rates reflect the average ambient temperature full load operating
case.

Air Quality Table 19
Maximum Normal Operation Emission Rates, Ib/hr

P3 Operating Unit NOx CcoO VOC Sox*® PM"
Combustion turbine 22.9 22.3 6.4 55 10.1
Emergency Generator Engine 0.86 4.5 0.24 0.01 0.04
Natural Gas Compressor -- -- 0.12 -- --
P3 Maximum Emissions 23.76 26.8 6.76 5.5 10.14

Source: PPP 2015z, Table 5.1B-12; and PDOC (VCAPCD 2016)

# S0, short-term emissions are based on worst-case natural gas sulfur content of 0.75 grains/100 dry standard cubic feet.
Actual likely long-term worst-case sulfur content is less than 0.25 grains/100 dry standard cubic feet.

® This is a short-term limit to determine maximum hourly and daily emissions limits.

¢ PM=PM10=PM2.5

The existing MGS Unit 3 CTG would continue to be operated as peaking turbine.
Air Quality Table 20 shows MGS Unit 3 permitted levels based on maximum
normal operating emissions. These permitted emissions represent a permit
operational limit of approximately 83 hours per year. According to the Energy
Commissions’ Energy Almanac, Quarterly Fuel and Energy Report (QFER)
Database, over the past 5 years (2011 — 2015) MGS Unit 3 operated on average
about 16.55 hours per year. The highest annual number of hours of operation
was in 2015, at 31 hours. The least number of hours was in 2014 with 6.9
operational hours.
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Air Quality Table 20
Existing MGS Unit 3 Permitted Emission Rates

Emissions Pounds per
Pollutant Factor Hourap Tons per Year
(Ib/mmbtu)
VOC 0.00756 18.07 0.75
NOXx 0.462 1104.41 45.64
PM10 0.0203 48.53 2.01
Sox 0.0006 1.43 0.06
Cco 0.1155 276.10 11.41

Source: PDOC (VCAPCD 2016)
#hourly emissions are based on emission factors and maximum heat input of 2,510 mmbtu/hr

Air Quality Table 21 summarizes the maximum (worst-case) estimated hourly and
annual emissions for P3. It provides the maximum hourly commissioning emissions for
comparison. The P3 combustion turbine has different emission factors associated with
the various states of operation. NRG has proposed operation limits for the facility based
on 200 startups, 200 shutdowns, and 1,750 hours of normal full load operation on an
annual basis. The worst case combustion turbine daily operations may have four
startup/shutdown cycles with the rest of the day at full load operation. The worst hourly
emissions would occur when there is a cold startup then shutdown then another warm
startup or restart all within the same hour. While this worst case scenario is possible, it
would be infrequent (VCAPCD 2016).

Air Quality Table 21
P3 Worst-Case Hourly and Annual Emissions

Operating Units Emissions (Ibs)

SOx NOx CcoO PM1o/PM2.5

Commissioning — Maximum Hourly Emissions

Combustion turbine 55 246.3 1,973 10.1
Normal Operation — Maximum Hourly Emissions

Combustion turbine 55 143.2 412.2 10.1
Diesel Emergency Engine 0.008 0.86 4.48 0.03
Total 55 144.1 416.7 10.1

Normal Operation — Maximum Annual Emissions

Combustion turbine 11,820 65,900 108,840 21,360
Diesel Emergency Engine 2 172 896 6
Total 11,822 66,072 109,736 21,366

Source: PDOC (VCAPCD 2016), PPP 2015z
&S0, annual emissions are based on an annual average sulfur content of 0.75 grains/100 dry standard cubic feet.
® The PM10 short-term limit to determine maximum hourly and daily emissions limits is 10.1 Ibs/hour.

Air Quality Table 22 summarizes the estimate for the maximum annual emissions for
P3, the existing MGS annual emissions baseline emission reductions as determined by
VCAPCD through a review of recent emissions data (for years 2012 to 2013), and the
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expected maximum annual project emission decrease from the MGS Unit 2 baseline
and the project’s net emission increase. MGS Unit 2 would be permanently shut down
at the end of the commissioning period for the proposed combustion turbine. MGS Unit
1 would operate for a short time after the new CTG is operational, but would be
permanently shut down no later than December 31, 2020. Even though MGS Unit 1
would eventually be shut down, this evaluation assumes MGS Unit 1 remains
operational and the emissions associated with MGS Unit 1 are accounted for in the
stationary source emissions for this project. The existing MGS existing 201 and 154
BHP emergency engines would also be replaced as part of the project.

Air Quality Table 22
P3 Maximum Annual Emissions

Emission Source Pollutant (tons/year)
NOx | cO® | vOoC | SOx PM°
P3 Expected Maximum Annual Emissions® 32.97 | 54.53 10.85 7.87 10.68
Mar_1da_\lay Generaur(ljg Station (MGS Unit 2 only) 304 | -25.96 091 039 162
Emissions Baseline
MGS Existing 154 BHP Emergency Engine -0.05 | -0.01 0.0 0.0 0.0
MGS Existing 201 BHP Emergency Engine -0.07 | -0.01 0.0 0.0 0.0
P3 Net Emissions Change +29.8 | +28.55 | +9.94 +7.48 +9.06
Source: PDOC (VCAPCD 2016),
Notes:

? This represents normal operating years. For the initial commissioning year the annual CO emissions would be permitted
to 102.1 tons, which for that one year of initial commissioning would result in an emission decrease of 20.0 tons.

® PM=PM10=PM2.5

¢ Potential emissions include the new CTG turbine and the new 779 BHP emergency engine.

“ This baseline represents the average annual values determined by VCAPCD using their approved 2012 and 2013 annual
emissions estimates for the MGS Unit 2 only. Based on Rule 26.6C, this two consecutive year period was determined to be
the most representative as it best reflects current electricity market. The fuel records are from the VCAPCD Appendix D-
Historical Fuel Records.

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION

Staff assesses three kinds of impacts: construction/demolition, operation, and
cumulative effects. As the name implies, construction/demolition impacts result from the
emissions occurring during the construction or demolition phases of the project. The
operation impacts result from the emissions of the proposed project during operation.
Cumulative impacts analysis assesses the impacts that result from the proposed
project’s incremental effect viewed over time, together with other closely related past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects whose impacts may compound or
increase the incremental effect of the proposed project. (Pub. Resources Code § 21083;
Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, 88 15064(h), 15065(c), 15130, and 15355). Additionally,
cumulative impacts are assessed in terms of conformance with the District’s attainment
or maintenance plans.

METHOD AND THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

Staff used two main significance criteria in evaluating this project. First, all project
emissions of nonattainment criteria pollutants and their precursors (NOx, VOC, PM10,
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and SO,) are considered significant cumulative impacts that must be mitigated. Second,
any AAQS exceedance or any contribution to any existing AAQS exceedance caused
by any project emissions is considered to be significant and must be mitigated. For
construction/demolition emissions, the mitigation that is considered is limited to
controlling both construction equipment tailpipe emissions and fugitive dust emissions to
the maximum extent feasible. For operating emissions, the mitigation includes both
feasible emission controls (BACT) and the use of emission reduction credits to offset
emissions of nonattainment criteria pollutants and their precursors.

The ambient air quality standards that staff uses as a basis for determining project
significance are health-based standards established by the ARB and U.S. EPA. They
are set at levels to adequately protect the health of all members of the public, including
those most sensitive to adverse air quality impacts such as the aged, people with
existing illnesses, children, and infants, including a margin of safety.

DIRECT/CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

While the emissions are the actual mass of pollutants emitted from the project, the
impacts are the concentration of pollutants from the project that reach the ground level.
When emissions are exhausted at a high temperature and velocity through the relatively
tall stack, the pollutants would be diluted by the time they reach ground level. The
emissions from the proposed project are analyzed through the use of air dispersion
models to determine the potential impacts of the plume at ground level.

Air dispersion models provide a means of predicting the location and ground level
magnitude of the impacts of a new emissions source. These models consist of several
complex series of mathematical equations, which are repeatedly calculated by a
computer for many ambient conditions to provide theoretical maximum offsite pollutant
concentrations for short-term (one-hour, three-hour, eight-hour, and 24-hour) and
annual periods. The model results are generally described as maximum concentrations,
often described as a unit of mass per volume of air, such as micrograms per cubic
meter (ug/m?). Modeling was conducted outside the boundary of MGS.

U.S. EPA-approved screening (AERSCREEN) and refined) air dispersion models
(AERMOD version 14134 are used to estimate the direct impacts of the project’s NOX,
PM10, CO, and SOx emissions resulting from project construction/demolition and
operation. Additionally, the District completed an analysis of the project’s operating
emissions using the AERSCREEN and AERMOD (version 15181) air dispersion models
in their Air Quality Impact Analysis, which was provided as Appendix G of the District’s
Preliminary Determination of Compliance (PDOC).

The applicant has used the AERSCREEN fumigation model, versus the previous
fumigation modeling which used the SCREEN3 model. Also, in response to Energy
Commission Data Request Number 59, the revised fumigation modeling includes the
impacts for the new emergency generator engine and Unit 3. The maximum modeled
impacts during fumigation are combined with the maximum background ambient levels
and compared with the federal ambient air quality standards and results can be seen in
Air Quality Table 26.

AIR QUALITY 4.1-32 June 2016



Staff revised the background concentrations provided by the applicant, replacing them
with the ambient background concentrations determined by the District in their Air
Quality Impact Analysis (AQIA), and as shown in Air Quality Table 10. Staff has
provided the applicant (construction) or District (operation) modeled impacts with the
appropriate background concentrations, and compares the results with the ambient air
quality standards for each respective air contaminant to determine whether the project’s
emission impacts would cause a new exceedance of the ambient air quality standards
or would contribute to an existing exceedance. See Air Quality Table 22 through 27.

The inputs for the air dispersion models include stack information (exhaust flow rate,
temperature, and stack dimensions), specific turbine emission data and meteorological
data, such as wind speed, atmospheric conditions, and site elevation. For this project,
the meteorological data used as inputs to the model included hourly wind speeds and
directions measured at the Oxnard Airport Station, which is the closest complete
meteorological data source to the project site, and is meteorological data both compiled
by and approved for use by the VCAPCD. The applicant modeled using data from 2009
through 2013, while the District used data from 2010 to 2014 in their Air Quality Impact
Assessment (AQIA), which included reprocessing of the meteorological data using the
newest version of AERMET, which is a program that process meteorological data for
use in AERMOD.

Construction Impacts and Mitigation

The following section discusses the project’s short-term direct and cumulative
construction ambient air quality impacts, as estimated by the applicant with background
concentrations from the local monitoring stations, and provides a discussion of
appropriate mitigation. Staff reviewed the construction emissions estimates and air
dispersion modeling procedures. Staff considers the analyses to provide an adequately
conservative prediction of project construction impacts. Please see the “Cumulative
Impact Analysis” section for a description of the current status of the impact analysis for
the MGS demolition.

Construction Impact Analysis

The applicant used the U.S. EPA Regulatory Model (AERMOD) to estimate ambient
impacts. The District does not analyze construction impacts in the AQIA in the
Determination of Compliance. Therefore, for construction, the applicant’'s modeling
analysis is analyzed. The AERMOD “OLMGROUP ALL” option was used to estimate
ambient impacts from construction emissions. The modeling options and meteorological
data described above were used for the modeling analysis. An NO,/NOXx ratio of 11%
was used for modeling diesel construction equipment, as specified in CAPCOA’s 2011
guidance document (CAPCOA, 2011).

The construction site is represented as both a set of volume sources and a separate set
of area sources in the modeling analysis. Emissions are divided into three categories:
exhaust emissions, mechanically generated fugitive dust emissions, and wind-blown
fugitive dust emissions. Exhaust emissions and mechanically generated fugitive dust
emissions (e.g., dust from wheels of a scraper) are modeled as volume sources with
heights of 6 meters (for exhaust emissions) and 3 meters (for mechanically generated
dust). Wind-blown fugitive dust emissions and sources at or near the ground that are at
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ambient temperature and have negligible vertical velocity are modeled as area sources
with a vertical height of 1 meter (PPP 2015a).

The construction impact analysis also included the emissions from the MGS boilers and
combustion turbine emissions as point sources, since these units could be operating
concurrently with P3 project construction activities. Values are shown in Air Quality
Table 22.

The federal 1-hour NO, standard is based on three-year average of the 98" percentile
daily maximum values. The construction phase would take 18 months, followed by 6
weeks of commissioning followed by 6 months of decommissioning, and then 10 out of
a total 15 months would be for demolition of MGS Units 1 and 2. In Air Quality Table
22, the federal NO, 1-hour NAAQS is not shown in the modeling results. For this
standard, the basis of the standard is a 3-year average and given the limited length of a
construction period, the applicant did not model. Staff does not expect the P3 to have a
significant impact for the federal 1-hour NO, standard due to limited peak construction
period compared to the three year averaging period for this standard.

To determine the construction impacts on short-term ambient standards (i.e. one-hour
through 24-hours), the worst-case daily on-site construction emission levels were
modeled. For pollutants with annual average ambient standards, the annual on-site
emissions levels were added to a conservatively estimated “background” of existing
emissions to determine the cumulative impact. For the modeling analysis, per the
assumptions provided in the applicant’s construction emissions impact analysis, it is
assumed that all of the equipment would operate between 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., five
days per week; and the use of heavy off-road equipment on-site would occur primarily
between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., five days per week. Air Quality Table 22
provides the results of this modeling analysis.

During the construction of P3 and the demolition of MGS Units 1 and 2 it will be
necessary to control exhaust emissions from diesel heavy equipment, and potential
emissions of fugitive dust during construction and likewise demolition activities. These
measures will be implemented, as needed, to avoid and/or reduce project-related
impacts to air quality to less-than-significant levels.
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Air Quality Table 22
P3 Maximum Onsite Construction Impacts, (ug/m?)?

. Project Total Limiting Percent
Averaging Background Type of
Pollutant . Impact b Impact | Standard of
Period 3 (ng/m) 3 3 Standard
(ng/m”) (ng/m”) (ng/m”) Standard
NO 1 hour 188.7 107 295.7 339 CAAQS 87%
? annual 9.9 13 23 57 | CAAQS 40%
PM10 24 hour 14.0 56.9 71 50 CAAQS 142%
Annual 1.0 24 25 20 CAAQS 125%
PM2.5 24 hour 4.8 17.8 22.6 35 NAAQS 65%
' Annual 0.2 9.4 9.6 12 CAAQS 80%
co 1 hour 1,985 4,582 6,567 23,000 CAAQS 28%
8 hour 448 1,265 1,713 10,000 CAAQS 17%
1 hour 3.3 11 14.3 655 CAAQS 2.2%
SO, 1 hour NAAQS 3.3 8 11.3 196 NAAQS 5.8%
24 hour 0.4 5.2 5.6 105 CAAQS 5.3%

Source: PPP 2015Z Table C-6-5(Revised 11/18/2015), CEC 2015jj, VCAPCD 2016

 In Energy Commission Data Request 51, Energy Commission staff requested that the construction air quality modeling analysis
be revised to include the impacts for MGS Units 1, 2 and 3 operating in parallel with construction activities.

p Background values are adjusted, based on the District's evaluation in their AQIA, as presented in Air Quality Table 10.

" For the NO, 1-hour NAAQS, because the basis of these standards are a 3-year average and given the limited length of
construction period, the applicant did not remodel this value.

As can be seen from the modeling results provided in Air Quality Table 22, the
construction impacts have the potential to worsen the existing violations of the 24-hour
and annual PM10 ambient air quality standard and are, therefore, potentially
significant. The background values alone are greater than the CAAQS for both the 24
hour and annual standards. Staff reviewed the modeled impacts including the
concentration isopleths modeled over the proposed site. The maximum impacts are
inside the property and on northern MGS property boundary. The impact tapers off
sharply outside the MGS property boundary.

The applicant’s construction modeling analysis indicates that the maximum NO,, PM2.5,
CO, and SO, impacts would remain below the CAAQS and NAAQS. The NOx and VOC
emissions from construction, when considering their potential secondary ozone
formation added to the existing ozone “background,” have the potential to contribute to
existing exceedances of the ozone standard and are, therefore, potentially significant.
However, it is not feasible to model facility-level ozone impacts at this time.

Construction Mitigation

Staff recommends that construction PM10 and ozone precursor emission impacts be
mitigated, including all required measures from the District’s rules and regulations, as
well as other measures considered necessary by staff to mitigate the construction
emissions.

Applicant’s Proposed Mitigation

The applicant’s construction and demolition emissions estimates are presented in Air
Quality Tables 11 through 17. These were used to determine the construction and
modeling impact results shown in Air Quality Table 22. Values assume the use of
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fugitive emission control measures, as well as the use of construction equipment that
meets U.S. EPA/ARB Tier 4/4i non-road diesel engine standards starting with P3
construction phase.

The applicant’s proposed mitigation measures are similar to the mitigation measures of
other licensed Energy Commission projects. The applicant proposes the following
mitigation measures to reduce the exhaust emissions from the diesel heavy equipment
and fugitive dust emissions during the construction of P3 and the demolition of MGS
Units 1 and 2 (data from Appendix C-6 Construction/Decommissioning Emissions):

Unpaved surface travel and disturbed areas in the project construction site will be
watered as frequently as necessary to prevent fugitive dust plumes. The frequency
of watering can be reduced or eliminated during periods of precipitation.

The vehicle speed limit will be 15 miles per hour within the construction site.
The construction site entrances shall be posted with visible speed limit signs.

Construction equipment vehicle tires will be inspected and washed as necessary to
be cleaned free of dirt prior to entering paved roadways.

Gravel ramps of at least 20 feet in length will be provided at the tire
washing/cleaning station.

Unpaved exits from the construction site will be graveled or treated to prevent track-
out to public roadways.

Construction/decommissioning vehicles will enter the construction site through the
treated entrance roadways, unless an alternative route has been submitted to and
approved by the Compliance Project Manager.

Construction areas adjacent to any paved roadway will be provided with sandbags
or other measures as specified in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) to prevent run-off to roadways.

Paved roads within the construction site will be cleaned at least once per day (or
less during periods of precipitation) on days when construction activity occurs to
prevent the accumulation of dirt and debris.

At least the first 500 feet of any public roadway exiting from the construction site
shall be cleaned at least once daily when dirt or runoff from the construction site is
visible on public roadways.

Soil storage piles and disturbed areas that remain inactive for longer than 10 days
will be covered or treated with appropriate dust suppressant compounds.

Vehicles used to transport solid bulk material on public roadways and having the
potential to cause visible emissions will be provided with a cover, or the materials
will be sufficiently wetted and loaded onto the trucks in a manner to provide at least
one foot of freeboard.
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e 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 shall remain in
place until the soil is stabilized or permanently covered with vegetation.

The applicant proposes to have an on-site construction mitigation manager who would
be responsible for the implementation of and compliance with the construction
mitigation program. Documentation of the ongoing implementation and compliance with
the proposed construction mitigations would be provided on a periodic basis.

Adequacy of Proposed Mitigation

Staff generally concurs with the applicant’s proposed mitigation measures, which are
consistent with staff’s mitigation recommendations from other siting cases and
appropriate for this case. Staff is recommending to incorporate these requirements with
minor changes to clarify them where needed. In addition, staff recommends
incorporating off-road equipment mitigation measures beyond those proposed by the
applicant to ensure emissions are reduced and impacts are minimized during the
construction and demolition phases of the project.

Staff Proposed Mitigation

Additional measures recommended by staff would reduce construction-phase impacts
to a less than significant level by further limiting construction emissions of particulate
matter and combustion contaminants. Staff concludes that the short-term and variable
nature of construction and demolition activities warrants a qualitative approach to
mitigation. Construction and demolition emissions and the effectiveness of mitigation
varies widely depending on variable levels of activity, the timing of specific work taking
place, the specific equipment, soil conditions, weather conditions, and other factors,
making precise quantification of emissions and air quality impacts difficult. Despite this
uncertainty, there are a number of feasible control measures that can and should be
implemented to significantly reduce construction and demolition period emissions. Staff
proposes that prior to the beginning of construction the facility owner should provide an
Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan (AQCMP) that specifically identifies all
mitigation measures used to limit air quality impacts during construction and demolition.
Staff proposes Conditions of Certification AQ-SC1 through AQ-SC5 to implement these
requirements. These conditions update the applicant’s proposed mitigation measures.
Compliance with these conditions mitigate the air quality impacts to be less than
significant during construction of P3 and demolition of MGS Units 1 and 2.

Staff recommends Conditions of Certification AQ-SC1, AQ-SC2, and AQ-SC4 to apply
to both construction of P3 and demolition of MGS Units 1 and 2 to emphasize that these
are part of the license.

For Condition of Certification AQ-SC3, staff recommends the addition of a requirement
to ensure that the large amount of MGS demolition waste truck traffic is routed through
the Mandalay site on paved or graveled roads to reduce the on-site localized impacts of
fugitive dust during the MGS demolition.
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Staff is proposing Air Quality of Condition of Certification AQ-SC5 to mitigate off-road
engine impacts. Staff is recommending the base engine requirement from U.S.
EPA/ARB nonroad diesel engine Tier 4 or 4i. This recommendation would require the
applicant to use the cleanest engines available and provides clear direction on the steps
the applicant would take if a Tier 4 or 4i engine was not available. This could potentially
reduce the PM10, diesel particulate emissions and NOx emission from the off-road
equipment. This is a standard requirement proposed by staff on all current projects.

Staff recommends condition AQ-SC11 to ensure that specific major construction,
demolition, and commissioning events are not performed concurrently. Staff's impact
analysis conclusions are based on these events being sequential, which is how they
have been identified and analyzed by the applicant.

Implementation of staff's recommended construction/demolition emission mitigation
measures contained in the recommended conditions of certification would substantially
reduce fugitive dust and tailpipe emissions during P3 construction and demolition
phases, and reduce the potential for significant air quality impacts from these temporary
emission sources.

Operation Impacts and Mitigation

The following section discusses the project’s direct and cumulative ambient air quality
impacts, as estimated by the applicant, the District, and evaluated by staff. Additionally,
this section discusses the recommended mitigation measures.

The applicant performed direct impact modeling analyses, including operations, startup
and shutdown, fumigation, decommissioning of MGS Units 1 and 2 and an initial
commissioning impact analysis. The District performed these analyses in their Air
Quality Impact Analysis (AQIA) that is included as an appendix in the PDOC. The
District’'s AQIA modeling analysis results are shown below.

Operational Modeling Analysis

The applicant used the AERMOD model to estimate ambient impacts during normal
operation and higher short-term emissions events, such as worst-case initial
commissioning and start-up and shutdown emissions events (PPP 2015a). The District
validated this modeling analysis in the PDOC AQIA (VCAPCD 2016, Appendix G) using
AERMOD version 15181. The NOx emissions from internal combustion sources, such
as combustion turbines, are primarily in the form of NO rather than NO,. The NO
converts into NO; in the atmosphere, primarily through the reaction with ambient ozone.
The District based their modeling of NOx emissions on Section 5.2.4 of Appendix W,
which recommends a three-tiered screening approach for NO, modeling. The District
ran the model assuming full conversion of NO to NO,, which is the first of the three-
tiered approaches. If the analysis indicates a likely exceedance of an AAQS, the
analysis proceeds to the next tier. Actual monitored hourly background ozone and NO,
concentration data from the Oxnard Airport monitoring station (2010 to 2014 data that
corresponds with the meteorological file surface data source) were used for the
modeling results.
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The District performed an independent analysis comparing the impacts of P3 from
AERMOD using Adjusted u* option and default options (without using Adjusted u*). The
PDOC shows that AERMOD predicts lower impacts with Adjusted u* option than default
options, which agrees with other evaluations. Air Quality Tables 23 through 27, show
results using the Adjusted u* option. For further justification on why staff allowed for the
use of the beta option using Adjusted u*, please see the Air Quality AIR-2 appendix to
this document. The District and Energy Commission staff has concluded the Adjusted u*
option improves AERMOD modeling performance. Therefore, staff concurs with the
District to use of the Adjusted u* option in AERMET meteorological data and the
AERMOD beta Adjusted u* option for permitting actions that are not EPA Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) projects (as this is not a PSD project) (VCAPCD 2016).

The District’s predicted maximum concentrations of the directly emitted (not secondarily
formed) pollutants for P3 project under normal steady-state operating conditions of the
combustion turbine are summarized in Air Quality Table 23. The District’'s modeling did
not include modeled impacts from Unit 3 and the overlap of MGS Unit 1 operation. The
District’'s modeling focused on the impacts associated with the operation of the P3
project, which includes the CTG and the emergency generator only. MGS Units 1, 2,
and 3 are separate and not part of the scope of the P3 proposed project.

Air Quality Table 23
P3 Normal CTG Operating Impacts, and Emergency Engine

. Project Total Limiting Percent

Pollutant Avera_lgmg Impact Backgrosugd Impact | Standard Type of of

Period 3 (ng/m”) 3 3 Standard

(pg/m”) (ng/m”) (ng/m”) Standard
1 hour 44.5 107 151.5 339 CAAQS 45%
NO, 1 hour NAAQS 44.5 68 112.5 188 NAAQS 60%
Annual 0.0 13 13 57 CAAQS 23%
PM10 24 hour 0.4 56.9 57.3 50 CAAQS 114%
Annual 0.0 24 24 20 CAAQS 120%
PM2.5 24 hour 0.4 17.8 18.2 35 NAAQS 52%
Annual 0.0 9.4 9.4 12 CAAQS 78%
co 1 hour 207.2 4,582 4789.2 23,000 CAAQS 21%
8 hour 80.4 1,265 1345.4 10,000 CAAQS 14%
1 hour 0.7 11 11.7 655 CAAQS 2%
SO, 1 hour NAAQS 0.7 8 8.7 196 NAAQS 4%
24 hour 0.1 5.2 5.3 105 CAAQS 5%

Source: VCAPCD 2016, Appendix G Table 5-14
 Background values are adjusted, based on the District’s evaluation in their AQIA, as presented in Air Quality Table 10.
Bold values show the existing background greater than the limiting standard.

The combined impacts for simultaneous operation of all sources were modeled by the
applicant and results are these combined results are shown in Air Quality Table 24.
The applicant’'s modeling of maximum concentrations of the directly emitted pollutants
include P3 CTG and emergency generator, plus concurrent operation of MGS Units 1
and 3 under normal steady-state conditions. The results are summarized in Air Quality

Table 24.
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Air Quality Table 24
P3 Normal CTG Operating Impacts,
Emergency Generator and MGS Units 1 and 3

. Project Total Limiting Percent
Pollutant Avera}glng Impact Backgrosugd Impact | Standard Type of of
Period 3 (ug/m°) 3 3 Standard
(ng/m°) (ng/m”) (ng/m”) Standard
1 hour 211.4 107 318.4 339 CAAQS 94%
NO, 1 hour NAAQS 106.3 68 137° 188 NAAQS 73%
Annual 0.0 13 13 57 CAAQS 23%
PM10 24 hour 1.6 56.9 58.5 50 CAAQS 117%
Annual 0.0 24 24 20 CAAQS 120%
PM2.5 24 hour 1.6 17.8 19.4 35 NAAQS 55%
Annual 0.0 9.4 9.4 12 CAAQS 78%
co 1 hour 181.6 4,582 4763.6 23,000 CAAQS 21%
8 hour 42.1 1,265 1307.1 10,000 CAAQS 13%
1 hour 25 11 13.5 655 CAAQS 2%
SO, 1 hour NAAQS 2.5 8 10.5 196 NAAQS 5.4%
24 hour 0.2 5.2 5.4 105 CAAQS 5%

Source: PPP 2015z, Table 4.1-29 (Revised November 18, 2015)
 Background values are adjusted, based on the District’s evaluation in their AQIA, as presented in Air Quality Table 10.
® Based on AERMOD results which includes the ambient background NO; levels.
Bold values show the existing background greater than the limiting standard.

As the differences in Air Quality Table 23 and Air Quality Table 24 shows, the MGS
Units 1 and 3, when operating, have a much higher short-term, near-field impact

potential for NOx than P3 during normal operations. The majority of the impact

contribution in Air Quality Table 24 is due to presumed ongoing operation of the
existing MGS Units 1 (until December 31, 2020) and Unit 3. In each modeling scenario
in Air Quality Table 23 and Table 24, the results indicate that the project’s normal
operational impacts would not create exceedances of NO,, SO, or CO standards, but
could further exacerbate violations of the PM10 standards. In light of the existing state
PM10 non-attainment status for the project site area, staff considers the modeled
impacts to be significant and, therefore, staff is recommending appropriate mitigation.
Additionally, the NOx and VOC emissions from operation, when considering their
potential secondary ozone formation added to the existing ozone “background,” have
the potential to contribute to existing exceedances of the ozone standard and are
therefore potentially significant. Therefore, staff is recommending appropriate mitigation.

Startup/Shutdown Event Modeling Impact Analysis

NOx and CO emissions are usually higher during startup and shutdown events than
during steady state operation as the combustion turbine emissions are higher during the
short periods of unsteady state operation for startup and shutdown and the SCR and
oxidation catalyst control systems are not functioning at their peak efficiency
immediately upon startup or during shutdown. The District modeled the maximum
emissions from the startup/shutdown of the turbine and the predicted maximum short-
term NOx and CO concentrations and results are summarized in Air Quality Table 25.
The emergency generator engine would not be operated during commissioning of the
new combustion turbine, and during startup and shutdowns of the new combustion

turbine. The District did not include the engine testing during either of the two situations.
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The impacts in Air Quality Table 25 do not include the impacts of the emergency
generator readiness testing, and the impacts are unknown at this time. Staff issued a
Data Requests noting the modeling for startup and shutdown did not included the
impacts associated with the emergency generator. In Data Responses (PPP 2015u) the
applicant proposed a condition of certification that would limit readiness testing of the
emergency engine. This condition would ensure readiness testing of the engine could
not occur during times of a CTG during a startup or shutdown event. Because the
impacts of simultaneous readiness testing of the emergency engine and a
startup/shutdown even of the CTG are unknown, staff recommends AQ-SC8 to make
sure the project does not cause an exceedance of a limiting standard.

Air Quality Table 25

P3 Startup/Shutdown Impacts, (nug/m?)

. Project Total Limiting Percent

Averaging Background Type of
Pollutant . Impact : a Impact | Standard of

Period 3 (ng/m”) 3 3 Standard

(pg/m”) (ng/m”) (ng/m”) Standard

NO 1 hour 44.5 107 151.5 339 CAAQS 45%

2 1 hour NAAQS 445 68 112.5 188 NAAQS 60%

co 1 hour 207.2 4,582 4,789 23,000 CAAQS 21%

8 hour 80.4 1,265 1,345 10,000 CAAQS 14%

Source: VCAPCD 2016, Appendix G Table 5-14 Level 1 AAQA results
 Background values are adjusted, based on the District’s evaluation in their AQIA, as presented in Air Quality Table 10.

The modeling results indicate that the project’'s maximum startup/shutdown emission
impacts would not cause any new significant ambient impacts associated with maximum
short-term NOx and CO concentrations that could occur near the project site.

Fumigation Modeling Impact Analysis

There is the potential that higher short-term concentrations may occur during fumigation
conditions. During the early morning hours before sunrise, the air is usually very stable.
During such stable meteorological conditions, emissions from elevated stacks rise
through this stable layer and are dispersed. When the sun first rises, the air at ground
level is heated, resulting in a vertical (both rising and sinking air) mixing of air for a few
hundred feet or so. Emissions from a stack that enter this vertically mixed layer of air
would also be vertically mixed, bringing some of those emissions down to the ground
level. Later in the day, as the sun continues to heat the ground, this vertical mixing layer
becomes higher and higher, and the emissions plume becomes better dispersed. The
early morning event, called fumigation, usually lasts approximately 30 to 90 minutes.

As described above, fumigation conditions are short-duration events and are generally
compared to one-hour standards. Two types of fumigation are analyzed using the
AERSCREEN model: inversion breakup and shoreline. Inversion breakup fumigation
occurs under low-wind conditions when a rising morning mixing height caps a stack
(i.e., is at or right above the stack height) limiting plume rise and mixing, which
fumigates the air below. Shoreline fumigation occurs near a large water body shoreline
when both a roughness boundary and more dominant thermal boundary cause turbulent
dispersion to be much more enhanced near the ground, fumigating air below. Currently,
AERSCREEN is the only regulatory model approved by EPA for shoreline fumigation
and inversion breakup modeling. AERSCREEN calculates fumigation due to inversion
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break-up and shoreline fumigation for point sources with release heights (above ground

level) of 10 m or more.

The District modeled the worst-case operating cases to determine the maximum
fumigation impacts from the combustion turbine. The results of the District’s fumigation
modeling analysis are shown in Air Quality Table 26.

Air Quality Table 26
Maximum P3 Fumigation Impacts, (ug/m?®)

Averaging Project1 Background? Total Limiting Type of Percent
Pollutant Period Impacst (ug/mS) Impacat Standaard Standard of
(ng/m”) (ug/m”) (ug/m”) Standard
NO, 1 hour 63.1 107 170 339 CAAQS 50%
NO, 1 hour 63.1 68 131 188 NAAQS 69%
PM10 24 hour 0.4 56.9 57.3 50 CAAQS 114%
PM2.5 24 hour 0.4 17.8 18.2 35 NAAQS 52%
co 1 hour 181.6 4,582 4763 23,000 CAAQS 21%
8 hour 42.1 1,265 1307 10,000 CAAQS 13%
S0, 1 hour 1.3 8 9.3 196 NAAQS 5%
24 hour 0.2 5.2 5.4 105 CAAQS 5%

Source: VCAPCD 2016, Appendix G Table 5-16
1 Fumigation modeled impact reported as the higher of the shoreline fumigation or inversion breakup fumigation concentrations.
2 Background values are adjusted, based on the District’s evaluation in their AQIA, as presented in Air Quality Table 10.

Bold is used to show values greater than the limiting standard.

Maximum inversion breakup fumigation impacts for the turbine are higher than normal

operating impacts predicted by AERMOD for NOx. The impacts under shoreline

inversion fumigation conditions were found to be lower than the maximum concentrations
for CO calculated under normal combustion turbine operations (see Air Quality Table
23). All fumigation project impact concentration levels were found to be below the

CAAQS and NAAQS.

Initial Commissioning Short-Term Modeling Impact Analysis

The applicant presented several dozen initial commissioning activities and sub-activities

that would occur prior to meeting normal emission limits. The worst-case initial

commissioning conditions for the short-term NO, and CO impacts occur prior to the
installation of the oxidation and SCR catalysts. The District modeled the two worst-case
activities, the first being the Winter/Maximum parameters to determine the worst-case
short-term NO, and CO impacts during initial commissioning (VCAPCD 2016). The
District also modeled ISO/Minimum parameters as those parameters produced the
highest impacts for PM10 and PM2.5. The results of this conservative modeling analysis

are show in Air Quality Table 27.
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Air Quality Table 27
Maximum P3 Initial Commissioning Impacts

Project Total Limitin
Averaging ) Background 'mitng Type of Percent of
Pollutant _ Impact 3 a Impact Standard
Period 3 (ng/m) 3 3 Standard | Standard
(ng/m°) (ng/m”) | (ug/m’)
1 hour 26.2 107 133.2 339 CAAQS 39%
NO, " 1 hour 9
NAAQS 26.2 68 94.2 188 NAAQS 50%
PM10 24 hour 0.1 56.9 57 50 CAAQS 114%
PM2.5 24 hour 0.1 17.8 17.9 35 NAAQS 51%
co 1 hour 209.8 4,582 4,792 23,000 CAAQS 21%
8 hour 54 1,265 1,319 10,000 CAAQS 13%

Source: VCAPCD 2016, Appendix G Table

 Background values are adjusted, based on the District’s evaluation in their AQIA, as presented in Air Quality Table 10.
® NO, 1-hour impacts provided in the District's AQIA are presented with background.

Bold is used to show values greater than the limiting standard.

The District’'s modeling analysis indicates that the project’s maximum initial
commissioning emission impacts are below the most stringent ambient air quality
standards for NO, and PM2.5 and CO. The District did not include the engine testing
during either of the two situations. The impacts in Air Quality Table 27 do not include
the impacts with emergency generator readiness testing, and the impacts are unknown
at this time. Staff issued a Data Requests noting the modeling for commissioning did not
include the impacts associated with the emergency generator. In Data Responses (PPP
2015u) the applicants proposed a condition of certification that would limit readiness
testing the emergency engine. This condition would ensure readiness testing of the
engine could not occur during times of CTG commissioning. Because the impacts of
simultaneous readiness testing of the emergency engine and the commissioning of the
CTG are unknown, staff recommends AQ-SC8 to make sure the project does not cause
an exceedance of a limiting standard.

Chemically Reactive Pollutant Impacts

Ozone Impacts

The project’s gaseous emissions of NOx, SO,, VOC, and ammonia can contribute to the
formation of secondary pollutants: ozone and PM10/PM2.5.

There are air dispersion models that can be used to quantify ozone impacts, but they
are used for regional planning efforts where hundreds or even thousands of sources are
input into the modeling to determine ozone impacts. There are no regulatory agency
models approved for assessing single-source ozone impacts. However, because of the
known relationship of NOx and VOC emissions to ozone formation, it can be said that
the emissions of NOx and VOC from P3 project have the potential (if left unmitigated) to
contribute to higher ozone levels in the region. These impacts would be cumulatively
significant because they would contribute to ongoing violations of the state and federal
ozone ambient air quality standards.
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PM2.5 Impacts

Secondary particulate (i.e., PM2.5) formation is the process of conversion from gaseous
reactants to particulate products. The process of gas-to-particulate conversion, which
occurs downwind from the point of emission, is complex and depends on many factors,
including local humidity and the presence of air pollutants. The basic process assumes
that the SOx and NOx emissions are converted into sulfuric acid and nitric acid first and
then react with ambient ammonia to form sulfate and nitrate. The sulfuric acid reacts
with ammonia much faster than nitric acid and converts completely and irreversibly to
particulate form. Nitric acid reacts with ammonia to form both a particulate and a gas
phase of ammonium nitrate. The particulate phase will tend to fall out; however, the gas
phase can revert back to ammonia and nitric acid. Thus, under the right conditions,
ammonium nitrate and nitric acid establish a balance of concentrations in the ambient
air. There are two conditions that are of interest, described as ammonia rich and
ammonia poor. The term ammonia rich indicates that there is more than enough
ammonia to react with all the sulfuric acid and to establish a balance of nitric acid-
ammonium nitrate. Further ammonia emissions in this case would not necessarily lead
to increases in ambient PM2.5 concentrations. In the case of an ammonia poor
environment, there is insufficient ammonia to establish a balance and thus additional
ammonia would tend to increase PM2.5 concentrations.

U.S. EPA issued guidance on May 20, 2014 that requires secondary PM2.5 impacts be
addressed for sources seeking PSD permits. This guidance provides several methods,
or tiers, that can be used to analyze secondary PM2.5 impacts; including refined air
dispersion modeling methods. P3 has been determined to not require PSD permitting,
so this type of modeling analysis is not required.

Impact Summary

The project owner is proposing to mitigate the proposed project’s NOx, VOC, SOx, and
PM10 emissions through the use of BACT and ERCs. BACT includes limiting the
ammonia slip emissions to 5 ppm. The equipment description, equipment operation,
and emission control devices are provided in the Project Description and Emissions
Section (above).

Operations Mitigation

The proposed P3 would mitigate air quality impacts by limiting emissions to the
maximum extent feasible with the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and by
providing emission reduction credits ERCs) to mitigate impacts. The equipment
descriptions and operations, and proposed emission control devices are provided in Air
Quality Project Description.

Applicant’s Proposed Mitigation

Emission Controls

As discussed in the project description section, the applicant proposes to employ
combustion turbine equipped with dry low-NOx combustors and an SCR with ammonia
injection for NOx control, CO catalyst for CO and VOC control, and operate exclusively
on pipeline quality natural gas to limit turbine emission levels. The PDOC (VCAPCD
2016) provides the following BACT emission limits, for the combustion turbine:

AIR QUALITY 4.1-44 June 2016



e NOx: 2.5 ppmvd at 15 percent O, (one-hour average, excluding startup/shutdown)
and 23.7 Ibs/hr

e VOC: 2.0 ppmvd at 15 percent O, (one-hour rolling average, excluding
startup/shutdown) and 6.6 Ibs/hr

e PM10: 10.1 Ibs/hr (10.68 tons per year)
e SO, 5.5 Ibs/hr with fuel sulfur content of 0.75 grains/100 scf
e NH3: 5 ppmvd at 15 percent O, and 17.5 Ibs/hr

CO emissions do not require BACT; however, the applicant’s use of a CO catalyst
would control CO emissions to 4.0 ppmvd at 15 percent O, (one-hour rolling average,
excluding startup/shutdown) and 23.1 Ibs/hr. The District's PDOC conditions include
provisions to meet these control emissions limits during normal operation and provide
separate emission limits for startup, shutdown, and initial commissioning consistent with
P3 emission levels shown in Air Quality Tables 13, 18 and 19.

A new diesel-fueled 779 BHP emergency engine meeting U.S.EPA/ARB Tier 4 Nonroad
Diesel Engine Emission Standards is proposed. The proposed emission guarantees for
the emergency engine are as follows in Air Quality Table 28.

AIR QUALITY Table 28
Proposed 779 BHP Emergency Engine Emission Rates?

Pollutant Emergency Engine
g/bhp Ib/hr”

NOx 0.50 0.86
CO 2.6 4.48
VOC 0.14 0.24
PM10/PM2.5 0.02 0.03

From PPP 2015a, PDOC 2016.

% S0, emissions do not have emission guarantees and are based on the use of
California low sulfur content diesel fuel (15 ppm sulfur) for the engine.

b Emergency engine readiness testing would be limited to 50 hours per year, by AQ-
DE1.

Emission Offsets

District Rule 26.2 Section B requires NOx and VOC offsets for a new, replacement,
modification, or relocated emissions unit, in this case the MGS Units 1 and 2 being
replaced by the P3. This rule requires offsets if net emissions increase more than 5 tons
per year for NOx or VOC and more than 15 tons per year for PM10 and SOx. The
PDOC would limit P3 emissions to a level that allows P3 to be exempt from District
requirements to offset new emissions of VOC. The net emissions increase from P3
would not exceed these thresholds for VOC, PM10 and SO¥x, therefore, SOx, PM10
and VOC offsets are not required per District rules.

Any surplus ERCs held by P3 for NOx can be used to reduce impacts remaining after

meeting VCAPCD requirements. Currently at publication of this PSA, the applicant has
not agreed to surrender ERCs for the proposed increases of SO, and PM10/PM2.5.

June 2016 4.1-45 AIR QUALITY



Adequacy of Proposed Mitigation

Emission Controls

As discussed in the project description section, the applicant proposes to employ dry lo-
NOx burners, SCR with ammonia injection, CO catalyst, and operate exclusively on
pipeline quality natural gas to limit combustion turbine emission levels. The emission
controls meet the District rules and are adequate.

Emission Offsets

District Rule 26.6.D requires calculations of all emission increases for NOx, PM10 and
VOC for new major stationary sources to determine if emission reduction credits (ERCs)
are required. Net emissions are calculated by subtracting the MGS Unit 2 reduction
from P3 increases, MGS Unit 1 would be allowed to continue operating until 2020 and
no credit is given, even though it will be required to shut down no later than December
31, 2020. P3 has proposed the use of their currently owned facility ERCs (tons/year) to
meet this District required offset obligation for NOx. The facility would be required to
provide NOx offsets at a tradeoff ratio of 1.3:1 per Rule 26.2.B.2.a. Because there were
no emission increases for PM10 and VOC, per District Rule 26.6.D.2 the project would
not be required by District rules to provide any ERCs for these criteria pollutants. While
this is adequate for meeting the District Rules and Regulations, the necessary mitigated
obligation for CEQA has not been met.

Staff must receive a public filing of the proposed offset package from the applicant,
including a feasible and specific approach for achieving the necessary reductions
outside of the District rule requirement, before staff can evaluate the adequacy of the
proposed emissions offsets for CEQA purposes. The District requires reductions
needed to meet their NSR requirements at a tradeoff ratio of 1.3:1 for the project's NOx
and VOC offset obligation; however, the project has not been mitigated to ensure that
significant impacts of PM10 and precursors (SOx) would be mitigated in sufficient
guantities.

Staff Proposed Mitigation

The data shown in Air Quality Figure 6 and Air Quality Table 29 were generated
using the Energy Commission Almanac, QFER Database for the Big Creek Local
Reliability Area (LRA) which consists of Mandalay Generating Station, McGrath Peaker,
Ormond Beach Gas Power Plant, and Elwood Energy Facility. Each of these facilities is
considered an aging boiler facility, with the exception of McGrath which is a simple cycle
combustion turbine. Over the past few years, these facilities have been dispatched
intermittently similar to the way peaking facilities are dispatched in the LRA. Energy
Commission staff analyzed local generating and peaking facilities data from 2009 to
2015 and found that “peaking” units operated no more than 10 percent per year. Note
that dispatch can vary due to local reliability concerns and regional issues such as a
drought/limited hydro (i.e., the most recent years on the figure and table).
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Air Quality Figure 6
Capacity Factors in Big Creek LRA 2009 to 2015
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Air Quality Table 29
Capacity Factors in Big Creek LRA 2009 to 2015
QFER Generation Based Capacity Factor

Facility Name 2009 2010 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 2015
Mandalay Unit 1 757% | 1.35% | 141% | 5.40% | 4.87% | 3.64% | 5.88%
Mandalay Unit 2 8.22% | 282% | 210% |566% | 648% | 4.01% | 7.11%
Mcgrath - - - 162% | 556% | 6.22% | 9.69%
EiwoodGeneraing | 0319 | 043% | 032% |025% | 0.22% | 022% | 130%
ormond Beach Uit | 52196 | 0.71% 0.00 | 258% | 2.62% | 081% | 2.52%
grmond Beach Unit 1.93% 0.95% 0.28% | 0.97% | 551% | 2.42% | 3.22%
Average 4.0% 1.3% 08% | 2.7% | 42% | 2.9% 5.0%

Source QFER 2016

Due to the similar function of these facilities to the proposed P3, staff recommends
using this data to estimate P3’s expected annual capacity factor to allow an estimate of
the reasonably worst-case operations. Air Quality Table 29a summarizes the staff's
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expected estimate for the expected maximum annual emissions for the P32, based on
Air Quality Figure 6 and Air Quality Table 29. The following assumptions were used
by staff in determining the expected maximum annual emissions as follows:

e A 10 percent capacity factor, equivalent to approximately 876 hours per year.
e The turbine undergoes 200 startups.

e The turbine undergoes 200 shutdowns.

e The turbine operates at controlled steady state for 476 hours.

e Emergency Engines operate the same as under maximum permit basis.

The applicant has agreed to funding emission reductions through the Carl Moyer Fund
or similar mechanism as proposed by the applicant in Responses to Data Requests Set
2, if appropriate (PPP 2015z). As can be seen in Air Quality Figure 6 and Air Quality
Table 29, the Big Creek LRA capacity factors for all projects within the associated Local
Reliability Area have a capacity factor of less than 10 percent. Staff calculated
mitigation based on reasonable worst case operations for P3, and mitigation provide by
MGS Unit 2 shutdown. Even though MGS Unit 1 would eventually be shut down, this
evaluation assumes MGS Unit 1 remains operational and the emissions associated with
MGS Unit 1 are still accounted for in the stationary source emissions for this project
(VCAPCD 2016). Therefore, only actual emissions* for MGS Unit 2 were used as a
reduction in determining the total CEQA mitigation.

Air Quality Table 29a
Estimated Reasonable Worst Case Annual Emissions
(CEQA Mitigation Basis)®, tons

Hours/ NOx CcO vOoC | PM10? SOx
year (tpy) | (tpy) | (tpy) | (tpy) (tpy)
New GT Start-Up 200 9.9 17.8 2.0 0.9 0.5
New GT Normal 476 5.5 5.4 15 2.4 1.3
Operation
New GT Shutdown 200 2.3 16.3 3.0 1.0 0.5
New GT Total 876 17.6 39.5 6.6 4.2 2.4
New Emergency 50 0.0215 0.112 | 0.006 | 0.001 | 0.00025
Engine
New Natural Gas 0.00
Compressor
Reductions from -3.04 | -25.96| -0.91 -1.62 -0.39
MGS Unit 2
Total to be mitigated 14.6 13.6 5.7 2.6 2.0

a PM10 is assumed to be equivalent to PM2.5

® The applicant has applied for a District permit of 1,750 normal operating hours with 200 startups and 200 shutdowns. For CEQA
purposes, staff is recommending a 10 percent capacity factor as a mitigation basis.

* The historical fuel use was determined from fuel records from the baseline period (2012-2013). Based on Rule 26.6.C, this two
consecutive year period was determined to be the most representative as it best reflects current electricity market (VCAPCD

2016).

® CEQA mitigation for PM is based on PM10 emissions. No mitigation is recommended for CO since it is an attainment pollutant
and the project would not impact the CO attainment status.
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For this project, the District’s regulations would not require any offset mitigation for
VOC, SOx, and PM10. As can be seen in Air Quality Table 29a, the total for all non-
attainment pollutants (NOx and PM10) and their precursors (ROC and SOx) is in
highlight and bold. Staff recommends CEQA mitigation in these amounts.

Air Quality Table 30
P3, District Offset Requirements and P3 Offset Holdings (tpy)

PM10/

Source NOx VOC PM2.5 CO SOx
Total New GT Expected Annual
Maximum (Air Quality Table 29a) 17.6 6.6 4.2 39.5 24
Diesel Emergency Engine and
Natural Gas Compressor 0.02 <0.01 0.02 0.11 <0.01
Shutdown of MGS Unit 2 -3.04 -0.91 -1.62 -25.96 -0.39
P3 Expected Potential
necessary to Mitigate for
CEQA 14.6 5.7 2.6 13.6 2.0

Offset Requirements
VCAPCD Offset Requirements | 3891 [ 0o®° | o° 0¢° 0°
P3 Offset Holdings
Certificate
ERC Certificate Nos. 1078, 1079,
1080, 1083, 1085, 1091, 1092, 50.66
1094, 1097, 1104, and 1107.
P3 ERCs to Surrender to
District Total 38.91
Reasonably-Foreseeable Emissions
Expected Annual Emissions
(from Table 29a) 14.6 5.7 2.6 2.0
Fully Offset for CEQA? Yes Yes No No

Source: Independent Staff Assessment; Condition AQ-2 (VCAPCD 2016);

Notes:

a. VCAPCD offset requirements for NOx for P3 include an offset ratio of 1.3-to-1. In VCAPCD, VOC (or precursor organic

compounds) offsets may be used to offset emission increases of NOx.

b. Offsets are not required by VCAPCD for VOC (ROC) since P3 would not increase emissions per Rule 26.2.B.2.b

c. Offsets are not required by VCAPCD for PM10 or PM2.5 since P3 would not increase emissions per Rule 26.2.B.2.b

d. Offset are not required by VCAPCD for CO since the area is designated as an area that attains the CO ambient air quality
standards and P3 would not be subject to PSD review for CO. This Staff Assessment demonstrates that P3 would not cause or
contribute to a violation of the CO ambient air quality standards.

e. Offsets are not required by VCAPCD for SO, since P3 would not exceed 15 tons per year.

Summary of Mitigation for Ozone Impact

Both NOx and VOC emissions are recognized precursors to the formation of ambient
ozone, and NOXx is also a recognized precursor to the formation of the nitrate fraction of
fine particulate matter. P3 would comply with District’s offset requirements and would
provide ERCs for the proposed ozone precursor emissions at an offset ratio of at least
one-to-one. This would satisfy the CEQA mitigation requirements for ozone impacts.

Air Quality Table 30 shows that the total amount of NOx ERCs available (50.66 tpy)
exceeds staff's recommended offset requirements based on the revised potential to
emit and MGS background total ozone precursor emissions increase of 14.6 for NOx
and 5.7 tpy for VOC equating to around 20.3 tpy total.
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Summary of Mitigation for Particulate Matter Impact

Air Quality Table 30 shows that the District does not require offsets, per their rules, for
particulate matter or SOx, which is a recognized precursor to the formation of the sulfate
fraction of fine particulate matter. Additionally, the applicant did not identify any offsets
for mitigating the particulate matter impacts. There are no separate offset requirements
for the proposed PM2.5 emissions from the applicant. Purchasing and surrendering
ERCs for PM10 or SO, would be one optional approach for offsetting the impact, if the
applicant demonstrates control of sufficient PM10 or SO, ERCs. The applicant would
need to surrender at least 4.6 tons per year of PM10 and SO, combined ERCs. Aside
from surrendering ERCs, certain emission-reduction programs may be funded by the
applicant to achieve reductions from non-traditional sources (i.e., routinely exempt or
non-stationary sources).

Based on Data Response Set 2 question 62, the applicant has suggested the use of a
program, such as the Carl Moyer Program, which can achieve reductions at a cost as
low as $18,030 per ton including administration fees (PPP 2015u). Although Carl Moyer
Program traditionally focuses on NOx rather than PM10, the cost data for that program
indicates that $99,525 could be sufficient to provide about 4.6 tons per year of
particulate matter and precursor reductions (i.e., PM10 and SOx) through the Carl
Moyer Program.

However, the applicant has not identified its preferred approach, and information
demonstrating that the emission reductions can be feasibly achieved in the targeted
guantities remains missing. At this point in the review of the case, the applicant has not
identified any offset holdings or specific approaches for mitigating, for the purposes of
CEQA, particulate matter impacts. The AFC and public records available from the
District show the numerous PM10 and SO, ERCs held by other entities in the District,
and the applicant may eventually opt to acquire the necessary quantity of these.

Although the applicant would satisfy the local air district requirements without
surrendering any PM10 or SO, offsets, the absence of a feasible and specific approach
to achieve reductions for PM10/PM2.5 impacts may result in P3 causing a net increase
of particulate matter and precursors. Providing overall total PM10 and SO, ERCs for the
proposed PM10/PM2.5 plus SOx emissions at an offset ratio of at least one-to-one
would satisfy the CEQA mitigation requirements for particulate matter impacts.

Currently at this time, the proposed P3 project has not been fully mitigated for all its
impacts. Staff is continuing the development of CEQA mitigation measures to ensure
the proposed Air Quality conditions of certification would include suitable mitigation to
reduce the P3’s direct and cumulative Air Quality impacts to a less than significant level,
including impacts to the environmental justice population. Assuming adequate mitigation
is obtained, there would be no Air Quality environmental justice issues related to the P3
and no minority or low-income populations would be significantly or adversely impacted.

Adequacy of Proposed Mitigation

As required by Public Resources Code Section 25523, the Energy Commission
requires that the applicant obtain all necessary emission offsets within the time required
by the applicable district rules, consistent with any applicable federal and state laws and
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regulations, and prior to the commencement of the operation of the proposed facility.
Staff aims to demonstrate that P3 has a feasible offset and mitigation approach before
concluding that this project would not result in significant air quality-related impacts.

For this project, the District’s offset requirements for ozone would meet or exceed that
minimum offsetting goal, while staff-recommended mitigation for particulate matter
impacts would exceed the District’'s requirements (Air Quality Table 30). At the time of
publication, the proposed P3 has not been fully mitigated. Staff has identified the need
for additional emission reductions to fully mitigate particulate matter greater than 10
microns (PM10) and its precursor (SOx) impacts under CEQA. Staff is continuing the
development of mitigation measures to ensure the proposed Air Quality conditions of
certification would include suitable mitigation to reduce the P3’s direct and cumulative
Air Quality impacts to a less than significant level. Staff recommends a Condition of
Certification (AQ-SC9) to ensure that significant impacts of PM10 and its precursors
would be adequately mitigated and to ensure agency consultation if substitutions are
made to the proposed emission reduction credits. (Air Quality Tables 29a and 30).

Staff proposes Condition of Certification AQ-SC6 to ensure that, if needed, the license
would be amended as necessary to incorporate future changes to the air quality
permits. Staff also proposes mitigation to ensure ongoing compliance during routine
operation through quarterly reports (AQ-SC7).

Staff recommends AQ-SC8 to make sure the project does not perform readiness testing
during these periods to make sure P3 would not cause an exceedance of a limiting
standard. Condition of Certification AQ-SC10 establishes appropriate guidelines on
what would be considered a significant change. Staff is also recommending AQ-SC11
which specifies major construction and demolition work phases would not occur
concurrently so that project impacts are not higher than those evaluated.

Staff's review of the offset package was conducted solely based on the merits of this
case, including the local air district offset requirements, the project’s emission limits, the
specific ERCs proposed, and ambient air quality considerations of the region, and does
not in any way provide a precedence or obligation for the acceptance of offset proposals
for any other current or future licensing cases.

Staff has considered the minority population surrounding the site and reviewed
Socioeconomics Figure 1 and Socioeconomics Table 3 (see the Socioeconomics
and Executive Summary sections of this document for further discussion of
environmental justice), which shows the minority population within portions of the 6 mile
buffer zone is greater than 50 percent, thus qualifying as an environmental justice
population. As long as all staff-recommended conditions of certification are
implemented, staff does not expect an adverse impact to members of the public, off-site
nonresidential workers, recreational users or any environmental justice community.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts are defined as “two or more individual effects which, when
considered together, are considerable or . . . compound or increase other environmental
impacts” (CEQA Guidelines § 15355). “A cumulative impact consists of an impact that is
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created as a result of a combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with
other projects causing related impacts” (CEQA Guidelines § 15130[a][1]). Such impacts
may be relatively minor and incremental, yet still be significant because of the existing
environmental background, particularly when one considers other closely related past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects.

This analysis is primarily concerned with “criteria” air pollutants. Such pollutants have
impacts that are usually (though not always) cumulative by nature. Rarely will a project
cause a violation of a federal or state criteria pollutant standard. However, a new source
of pollution may contribute to violations of criteria pollutant standards because of the
existing background sources or foreseeable future projects. Air districts attempt to attain
the criteria pollutant standards by adopting attainment plans, which comprise a multi-
faceted programmatic approach to such attainment. Depending on the air district, these
plans typically include requirements for air offsets and the use of best available control
technology for new sources of emissions and restrictions of emissions from existing
sources of air pollution.

Much of the preceding discussion is concerned with cumulative impacts. The “Existing
Ambient Air Quality” subsection describes the air quality background in the South
Central Coast Air Basin, including a discussion of historical ambient levels for each of
the significant criteria pollutants. The “Construction Impacts and Mitigation” subsection
discusses the project’s contribution to the local existing background caused by project
construction. The “Operation Impacts and Mitigation” subsection discusses the project’'s
contribution to the local existing background caused by project operation. The following
subsection includes two additional analyses:

e a summary of projections for criteria pollutants by the air district and the air district’s
programmatic efforts to abate such pollution;

e an analysis of the project’s localized cumulative impacts, the project’s direct
operating emissions combined with other local major emission sources;

Summary of Projections

The District has developed several plans to implement the federal Clean Air Act and
state law as it addresses the cumulative air impacts of criteria pollutants in the South
Central Coast Air Basin. These plans evaluate the regional context of air pollution in the
air basin, and provide the air district strategies for addressing these cumulative impacts
and eventually achieving "attainment” with various federal and state health-based
ambient air quality standards.

The adopted air quality plans are summarized below.

Final Ventura County Triennial Assessment and Plan Update 2006- 2008

Link:
http://www.vcapcd.org/pubs/Planning/2011FinalVenturaCountyTriennialAssessment.
pdf

2009 Reasonably Available Control Technology State Implementation Plan (2009
RACT SIP) Revision
Link: http://www.vcapcd.org/pubs/Planning/Final2009RACtSIP.pdf
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Final Ventura County 2007 Air Quality Management Plan
Link:
http://www.vcapcd.org/pubs/Planning/ AQMP/FinalVenturaCounty2007AQMP.pdf

Final VCAPCD 2006 Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) State
Implementation Plan (SIP) Revision

Link: http://www.vcapcd.org/pubs/Planning/ AQMP/FinalRACTSIP.pdf

Final Ventura County Triennial Assessment and Plan Update 2006-2008

The California Clean Air Act (CAA) requires that once every three years beginning in
1994, the State’s air districts are to assess their progress towards attaining the state
clean air standards, the amount of emission reductions achieved over the three-year
period, correct any deficiencies in meeting progress goals, and incorporate new data
and projections into their state clean air plans. The most recent assessment period is
2006 through 2008.This plan does not propose any new rules or regulations or other
control measures that are applicable to P3. The existing measures from the previously
approved State Implementation Plans (SIPs) are included in the District’s rules and
regulations and ARB vehicle emission regulations. Therefore, compliance with these
rules and regulations would ensure that the project conforms to this plan.

2009 Reasonably Available Control Technology State Implementation Plan (2009
RACT SIP) Revision

This plan is prepared to determine progress and measures needed to attain CAAQS for
ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, and sulfur dioxide. Ventura County is in
attainment with all of these state standards except ozone. This plan describes the
extent of ozone air quality improvement during the previous three years, provides a
discussion of actual versus forecasted ozone precursor emission rates, and evaluates
the need for further control measures in order to achieve attainment with the state
ozone ambient air quality standards. None of the emission reduction measures
proposed in this plan, which includes a Reasonably Available Control Technology
(RACT) measure would apply to P3. In Ventura County, Rule 26, New Source Review,
defines major stationary VOC and NOx sources as those with a potential to emit 25 tons
or more of VOC or NOx, and would apply to the new combustion turbine and internal
combustion engines. However P3’s combustion turbine would fall under the District Rule
26.1.29 as a replacement emissions unit. Therefore, compliance with these rules and
regulations would ensure that the project conforms to the eight-hour ozone maintenance
plan.

Final Ventura County 2007 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP)

Building on previous Ventura County AQMPs, the 2007 AQMP presents a combined
local and state clean air strategy based on concurrent reactive organic compounds
(ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) emission reductions to bring Ventura County into
attainment of the federal 8-hour ozone standard. ROG and NOx emitted by both
anthropogenic and natural sources react in the atmosphere to produce photochemical
smog, of which ozone is the principal constituent. Several of the local control measures
from the 1994 AQMP are not in the 2007 AQMP. In each case, District staff determined
that the measure is either obsolete or infeasible for Ventura County based on
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technological or economic considerations. However, no control measure from previous
AQMPs would be deleted from the 2007 AQMP that would slow the county’s progress
towards attaining either the federal 8-hour ozone standard or the state ozone standards.
The primary requirements include attainment as soon as practicable; a major new
source threshold of 50 tons per year (down from 100 tons per year); a conformity
threshold of 50 tons per year (also down from 100 tons per year); new source review
(NSR) emission offset ratios of 1.2 to 1; and, rate of progress ROG/NOx emissions
reductions of 18 percent by 2008, 27 percent by 2011, and 30 percent by 2012. The
proposed P3 would be in compliance with this plan since it is required to meet all
VCAPCD rules and regulations.

Final VCAPCD 2006 Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) State
Implementation Plan (SIP) Revision

The CAA require that states achieve the NAAQS by specified dates, based on the
severity of an area’s air quality problem. Ventura County is currently designated a
moderate ozone nonattainment area for the new federal 8-hour ozone standard, which
replaced the federal one hour ozone standard. It also required the district to review the
list and adopt implementation schedules for selected measures. The VCAPCD analysis
identified rules already implemented by the VCAPCD, measures that had no affected
sources, measures to be analyzed and potentially implemented and measures requiring
further evaluation. The proposed P3 would be in compliance with this plan since it is
required to meet all VCAPCD rules and regulations.

These applicable air quality plans do not outline any new control measures applicable to
the proposed project’s operating emission sources. Therefore, compliance with existing
District rules and regulations would ensure compliance with all local air quality plans.

Localized Cumulative Impacts

Since the power plant air quality impacts can be reasonably estimated through air
dispersion modeling (see the “Operational Modeling Analysis” subsection) the project
contributions to localized cumulative impacts can be estimated. To represent past and,
to an extent, present projects that contribute to ambient air quality conditions, the
Energy Commission staff recommends the use of ambient air quality monitoring data
(see the “Environmental Setting” subsection), referred to as the background. The staff
undertakes the following steps to estimate what are additional appropriate “present
projects” that are not represented in the background and “reasonably foreseeable
projects.”

e First, the Energy Commission staff or the applicant works with the air district to
identify all projects that have submitted, within the last year of monitoring data, new
applications for an authority to construct (ATC) or permit to operate (PTO) and
applications to modify an existing PTO within six miles of the project site. Based on
staff's modeling experience, beyond six miles there is no statistically significant
concentration overlap for non-reactive pollutant concentrations between two
stationary emission sources.

e Second, the Energy Commission staff or the applicant works with the air district and
local counties to identify any new area sources within six miles of the project site. As
opposed to point sources, area sources include sources like agricultural fields,
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residential developments or other such sources that do not have a distinct point of
emission. New area sources are typically identified through draft or final
Environmental Impact Reports (EIRS) that are prepared for those sources. The
initiation of the EIR process is a reasonable basis on which to determine what is
“reasonably foreseeable” for new area sources.

e The data submitted, or generated from the applications with the air district for point
sources or initiating the EIR process for area sources, provide enough information to
include these new emission sources in air dispersion modeling. Thus, the next step
is to review the available EIR(s) and permit application(s), determine what sources
must be modeled, and how they must be modeled.

e Sources that are not new, but may not be represented in ambient air quality
monitoring are also identified and included in the analysis. These sources include
existing sources that are co-located with or adjacent to the proposed source (such
as the existing Mandalay Generating Station). In most cases, the ambient air quality
measurements are not recorded close to the proposed project, thus a local major
source might not be well represented by the background air monitoring. When these
sources are included, it is typically a result of there being an existing source on the
project site and the ambient air quality monitoring station being more than two miles
away.

e The modeling results must be carefully interpreted so that they are not skewed
towards a single source, in high impact areas near that source’s fence line. It is not
truly a cumulative impact of P3 if the high impact area is the result of high fence line
concentrations from another stationary source and P3 is not providing a substantial
contribution to the determined high impact area.

Once the modeling results are interpreted, they are added to the background ambient
air quality monitoring data and thus the modeling portion of the cumulative assessment
is complete. Due to the use of air dispersion modeling programs in staff’s cumulative
impacts analysis, the applicant must submit a modeling protocol, based on information
requirements for an application, prior to beginning the investigation of the sources to be
modeled in the cumulative analysis. The modeling protocol is typically reviewed,
commented on, and eventually approved in the Data Adequacy phase of the licensing
procedure. Staff may assist the applicant in finding sources (as described above),
characterizing those sources, and interpreting the results of the modeling. However, the
actual modeling runs are usually left to the applicant to complete. There are several
reasons for this: modeling analyses take time to perform and require significant
expertise, the applicant has already performed a modeling analysis of the project alone
(see the “Operational Modeling Analysis” subsection), and the applicant can act on its
own to reduce stipulated emission rates and/or increase emission control requirements
as the results warrant. Once the cumulative project emission impacts are determined,
the necessity to mitigate the project emissions can be evaluated, and the mitigation
itself can be proposed by staff and/or the applicant (see the “Mitigation” subsection).

The list of possible new sources from the District included two sources within six miles
of P3 site that would have the potential to emit more than five tons per year of any
criteria pollutant (PPP 2015a, Appendix C-7). The two projects are both hospital/medical
center expansions. One of the projects is at the Community Memorial Hospital located
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in Ventura approximately 4.5 miles from the project site. This project could emit up to
approximately 21 tons per year of CO, but would not emit more than 5 tons of any other
pollutant. The other project is at the Ventura County Medical Center also located in
Ventura approximately 4.7 miles from the project site, could emit up to approximately 13
tons per year of CO, but would not emit more than 5 tons of any other pollutant. Given
the current state of CO attainment in the project area and the very localized nature of
CO impacts, staff did not determine that there is a potential for significant cumulative
impacts from this source and P3.

There are other proposed construction projects near the proposed project site such as
several subdivisions of single-family homes and condos, a mobile home park, and a
shopping center. However, the timeframe and emissions from these projects is
unknown and these construction projects would be limited in duration. Meanwhile,
emissions from existing mobile emission sources, including emissions generated from
vehicles on nearby freeways, and emissions from construction emission sources, are
forecast to have long-term emission reductions or significantly reduced emission
potentials for most pollutants through improvements in on-road and off-road vehicle
engine technology and vehicle turnover, respectively.

Considering that there are no major off-site cumulative stationary sources, or other
nearby projects with known emissions estimates that could cause cumulative impacts
with P3, the only quantitative cumulative analysis that can be performed is the
concurrent emissions from various on-site emissions sources within the Mandalay
property. The applicant prepared a cumulative air dispersion modeling analyses that
included concurrent on-site emissions sources. This analysis shows the operations of
P3 and the MGS Units 1 and 3. The results of this analysis are presented in Air Quality
Table 24.

After the MGS Units 1 and 2 are decommissioned, they would undergo demolition. The
applicant performed a modeling analysis on impacts during the Demolition phase and
the operation phase overlap. The results of this modeling analysis are shown below in
Air Quality Table 31.
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Air Quality Table 31
Maximum Impacts for MGS Demolition and P3 Operation
Impacts Modeling Results (ug/m?)

. Project Total Limiting Percent
Averaging Background Type of
Pollutant . Impact 2. a | Impact | Standard of
Period 3 (ug/m°) 3 3 Standard
(ng/m°) (ng/m) | (ug/m) Standard

1 hour 161.6 107 268.6 339 CAAQS 79%
NO," 1 hour NAAQS 137.7 68 171.8° 188 CAAQS 91%
Annual 8.0 13 21 57 CAAQS 37%

PM10 24 hour 2.0 56.9 58.9 50 CAAQS 117%

Annual 0.3 24 24.3 20 CAAQS 121%
PM2.5 24 hour 0.8 17.8 18.6 35 NAAQS 53%
' Annual 0.1 9.4 9.5 12 CAAQS 79%

Source: PPP 2015z
 Background values are adjusted, based on the District’s evaluation in their AQIA, as presented in Air Quality Table 10.
® NO, impacts provided are presented with background.

Phase | and Il explained in the Demolition portion of this analysis were requested by the
applicant in their AFC, and the last phase for P3 was requested in their subsequent
filing titled, “Project Enhancement and Refinement, Demolition of Mandalay Generating
Station Units 1 and 2” (PPP2015y). Phases | and Il include the construction and initial
commissioning of the P3 combustion turbine that are described separately in the
following subsection. None of the construction/demolition phases overlap with each
other. P3 operation would overlap with phase lll. Staff recommends AQ-SC11 which
specifies the major construction and demolition work phases that are not allowed to
occur concurrently so that project impacts are not higher than evaluated.

The results of this modeling analysis do not show significant cumulative effects during
the MGS demolition period. All pollutant concentrations other than annual PM10 were
determined to remain below AAQS, and the increase in annual PM10 concentrations
would be negligible. Given this finding and the other cumulative impacts analysis
performed, staff concludes that P3, with the recommended conditions of certification,
would not have significant cumulative impacts.

COMPLIANCE WITH LORS

The District issued a Preliminary Determination of Compliance (PDOC) for P3 on May

25, 2016, with public notice occurring from May 25, 2016 through June 29, 2016

(VCAPCD 2016). The District will issue a Final Determination of Compliance (DOC)
after the end of the public comment period and after consideration of the comments
received from responsible agencies and the public. The District's PDOC conditions are
presented in the conditions of certification, and will be updated as needed in the Final
Staff Assessment.
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FEDERAL

The District is responsible for issuing the Federal New Source Review (NSR) permit but
is not currently delegated enforcement for the Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) permitting process and has not yet been delegated enforcement of the applicable
New Source Performance Standard (NSPS Subpart KKKK — Stationary Combustion
Turbines). The applicant has stipulated to emission levels that ensure that the project’s
net emission increase of pollutants would be below PSD permit trigger levels. The
District’'s PDOC permit conditions have been designed based on the assumption that
the District will be delegated enforcement of NSPS Subpart KKKK prior to their
enforcement applicability for the project.

U.S. EPA may provide comments on the District's PDOC and/or this Preliminary Staff
Assessment (PSA). Staff will evaluate any comments received from U.S. EPA and
address them in the Final Staff Assessment (FSA).

Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 60 Standards of Performance for New
Stationary Sources

40 CFR Part 60 Subpart A —General Provisions

Any source subject to an applicable standard under 40 CFR Part 60 is also subject to
the general provisions of Subpart A. Subpart A outlines general provisions for the
proposed P3 including notification, work practice, monitoring and testing requirements.

40 CFR Part 60 Subpart Illl —=Standards of Performance for Stationary
Compression Ignition Internal Combustion Engines

The proposed 779 BHP Caterpillar emergency diesel fired engine is subject to the
Compression Ignition Internal Combustion Engine NSPS (Subpatrt IlII).

This section contains emission standards for the engine. The emergency engine is
required to comply with the emission standards for non-road compression ignition
engines. For engines in this power range and model year, these standards require the
engine be certified to standards of 4.0, 3.5 and 0.20 g/kW-Hr (3.0, 2.6, 0.15 g/BHP-hr)
for NMHC+NOx, CO and PM respectively, which are known as "Tier 3" standards. The
proposed engine is a “Tier 4” certified engine with emission levels below these values,
therefore the proposed engine meets this requirement.

Additional requirements include the use of a non-resettable hour meter, fuel standards
met by using an ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel, operational requirements met by following
manufacturer’s procedures and record keeping provisions. Maintenance and readiness
testing is limited to up to 50 hours per year. Proposed permit conditions allow the
emergency engine to operate in emergency situations and for up to 50 hours per year
for maintenance and readiness testing operations.
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40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK —Standards of Performance for Stationary
Combustion Turbines

This subpart establishes NOx and SO, emission limits for new combustion turbines.
New combustion turbines with a rated heat input greater than 850 MMBtu/hr are
required to meet NOx emission limits of 15 ppm at 15 percent O,. The fuel sulfur would
be limited to 0.060 Ibs SO, per MMBtu.

The proposed natural gas fired turbine is over 850 MMBTU/Hr, therefore the NOx limit is
15 ppmvd at 15 percent O, or 0.43 Ib/MW-Hr. This Subpart KKKK NOx limit is less
stringent than District Rule 74.23 limit (9 ppmvd NOx) and the District Rule 26.2.A NSR
BACT limit of 2.5 ppmvd NOXx for the unit. Therefore, new turbine compliance with the
District NSR BACT requirements will comply with the Subpart KKKK.

The turbine will be fired on PUC regulated natural gas therefore the SO, emissions
limits are either 0.90 Ibs- SO,/MWh discharge based on gross output (Section 60.4330
(2)(1)) or 0.060 Ibs- SO,/MMBTU potential in the fuel (Section 60.4330 (a)(2)). The
natural gas sulfur content of the fuel will be limited to 0.75 grain per 100 scf (0.0021375
Ibs- SO,/MMBTU). This sulfur content is lower than the fuel sulfur standard. Therefore,
the new turbine will comply with this section.

40 CFR Part 60 Subpart TTTT —Standards of Performance for Greenhouse Gas
Emissions for Electrical Generating Units (EGU)

This subpart applies to stationary combustion turbines that commence construction after
January 8, 2014. (Note: this information is included here in this PSA but may be moved
to the Greenhouse Gas Appendix for the FSA.)

Section 60.5520 (a) requires the turbine to meet the applicable standard for CO,
emissions as determined in either table 1 or 2 of the subpart. In this case the P3 turbine
must meet the table 2 emission standard of 50 kg CO, per gigajoule (GJ) of heat input
(120 Ib CO,/MMBTU).

Table 2 of NSPS Subpart TTTT
CO, Emission Standards for Stationary Combustion Turbines

Affected EGU CO, Emission Standard

Newly constructed or reconstructed stationary combustion
turbine that supplies its design efficiency or 50 percent,
whichever is less, times its potential electric output or less
as net-electric sales on either a 12-operating month or a 3-
year rolling average basis and combusts more than 90%
natural gas on a heat input basis on a 12-operating-month
rolling average basis

50 kg CO, per gigajoule (GJ) of
heat input (120 Ib CO,/MMBTU).

“Design efficiency” is defined in the rule as “the rated overall net efficiency (e.g., electric
plus useful thermal output) on a lower heating value basis at the base load rating, at
ISO conditions ...."
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“Potential electric output” is defined in the rule as “33 percent or the base load rating
design efficiency at the maximum electric production rate ..., whichever is greater,
multiplied by the base load rating (expressed in MMBTU/h) of the EGU, multiplied by
106 BTU/ MMBTU, divided by 3,413 BTU/KWh, divided by 1,000 kWh/MWh, and
multiplied by 8,760 h/yr...” Based on the current ISO heat rate of 8,317 BTU/kWh
(electrical) (LHV) and a conversion factor of 3412.1416 BTU/kWh (thermal), it takes
2.4375 kWh (thermal) input to produce 1 kWh (electrical) output (8317 BTU/kWh +
3412.1416 BTU/KWh = 2.4375). The base load rating design efficiency for the P3 CTG
is therefore 1 kWh (electrical) / 2.4375 kWh (thermal) = 41 percent.

The percentage electric sales threshold that distinguishes base load and non-base load
units is based on the specific turbine’s design efficiency (commonly known as “the
sliding-scale approach”) and varies from 33 to 50 percent. Specifically, all units that
have annual average electric sales (expressed as a capacity factor) greater than their
net lower heating value (LHV) design efficiencies (as a percentage of potential electric
output) are base load units. All units that have annual average electric sales (expressed
as a capacity factor) less than or equal to their net LHV design efficiencies are non-base
load units. As discussed above, it is expected that on an annual average basis the new
P3 CTG would supply less than one-third of its potential electric output to a utility power
distribution system. Because this expected potential annual average electric sales rate
is less than the 41 percent design efficiency, the new P3 CTG would be a non-base
load unit under the final CPS. As a non-base load unit, under the final CPS the potential
electric output for P3 is calculated as follows:

Potential electric output =

MMBtu 10°Btu 1 kWh 1 MWh

_ . - o
Design ef ficiency (%) X Heat Input Rate, = X MMBu X 34121416 Btu X 1000 kWh

X 8,760hrs/yr

MMBtu « 10°Btu « 1 kWh y 1 MWh
hr MMBtu 3412.1416 Btu 1,000 kWh

=0.41%2,567.81 x 8,760hrs/yr

= 2,702,862 MWh per year

As long as the P3 CTG has net electric sales of less than 0.41 * 2,702,862 MWh, or
1,108,173 MWh per year, it will be subject to the 120 Ib CO,/MMBTU limit for non-base
load combustion turbines. The new P3 CTG is expected to operate with an annual
capacity factor of no more than 25 percent. With a full load net nominal output of
approximately 262 MW, the P3 unit would supply a maximum of approximately 25
percent x 8760 hrs/year x 262 MW/Hr = 573,780 MWh per year to a utility power
distribution system. Since this output is less than the allowable level of 1,108,173 MWh
per year, the P3 CTG would be a non-base load unit under this rule.

The P3 turbine is limited to burning natural gas resulting in a consistent emission rate of

120 Ib CO,/MMBTU. Therefore, the facility will be required to maintain fuel purchase
records of the natural gas.
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40 CFR Part 63 Subpart ZZZZ —National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutant for Stationary Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines

This subpart is applicable to owners and operators of stationary compression ignition
internal combustion engines. The subpart outlines requirements for the emergency
diesel engine. The emergency engine would comply with this subpart by complying with
40 CFR Subpart IlII.

40 CFR Part 64 - Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM)

The Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM) regulation applies to emission units at a
major stationary source required to obtain a Title V permit, which use control equipment
to achieve a specified emission limit. The section is intended to provide “reasonable
assurance” that the control systems are operating properly to maintain compliance with
the emission limits. CAM is applicable to the turbine because the potential to emit for
the stationary source exceeds the major source thresholds (25 tons per year for ROC or
NOx, and 100 tons per year for PM, SOx, or CO) for NOx and CO. However, based on
section 64.2(b)(1)(vi), NOx and CO emission are exempt from CAM since the Part 70
permit for the turbine already requires a continuous compliance determination method
for both NOx and CO. The turbine will have a CEM installed which will comply with this
requirement.

40 CER Part 68, List of Reqgulated Substances and Thresholds for Accidental
Release Prevention

This regulation addresses the risk management plan (RMP) requirements of section
112(r) of the federal Clean Air Act. 40 CFR Part 68 applies to regulated substances that
are contained in a process at this facility that exceed the threshold quantity, as
presented in 40 CFR Part 68.130. The Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) system for
NOx control at the CTG uses aqueous ammonia with a concentration of less than 20
percent by weight. However, aqueous ammonia must be greater than or equal to 20
percent by weight ammonia in order to be one of the regulated toxic substances listed in
40 CFR Part 68.130. Therefore, P3 is not subject to 40 CFR Part 68.

40CER Part 75 — Continuous Emission Monitoring (CEMS)

The applicant is required to monitor NOx and CO, (or O) and has the choice of
monitoring SOx or may use fuel flow monitoring and default sulfur emission factors to
calculate emissions. Additionally Subpart C of this part contains requirements for
operating and maintaining the CEMS to ensure that accurate, valid data is collected.
The CEMS is required to be initially certified and requires recertification if certain
modifications are made. Required QA activities include linearity checks, 7-day
calibration error tests, and relative accuracy test audits (RATA). Linearity and calibration
error tests ensure that the monitors are measuring emissions accurately. RATA
compare the CEMS readings to the results determined using a source test. The RATA
must be conducted annually except in certain situations where the turbine does not
operate for more than 168 hours per calendar quarter. Finally, this part contains
requirements for substituting data in a conservative manner for any hour when the
CEMS does not record valid data, and these requirements are specified in the proposed
permit conditions. Additionally the facility is required to operate according to an
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approved CEMS protocol, which will contain the above requirements and specific
procedures in detail.

STATE

The applicant would demonstrate that the project would comply with section 41700 of
the California State Health and Safety Code, which restricts emissions that would cause
nuisance or injury, with the issuance of the District’s Final Determination of Compliance
and the Energy Commission’s affirmative finding for the project.

The District has evaluated compliance of the 779 BHP emergency engine with Air Toxic
Control Measure (ATCM) requirements under Title 17 of the California Code of
Regulations. The District has determined with their PDOC permit conditions that the
engine will comply with the ATCM requirements.

LOCAL

The applicant provided an air quality permit application to the District in March 2015
(PPP 2015a), and Responses to Energy Commission Data Request Set 2 with revised
air quality data along with revised modeling to the Energy Commission and the District
in November 2015 (PPP 2015z); and the District issued a PDOC (VCAPCD 2016),
which states that the project is expected to comply with all applicable District rules and
regulations.

The District rules and regulations specify the emissions control and offset requirements
for new sources such as P3. Best Available Control Technology would be implemented,
and ERCs for NOx based on the permitted emission levels for this project. Compliance
with the District’s new source requirements would ensure that the project would be
consistent with the strategies and future emissions anticipated under the District’s air
guality attainment and maintenance plans.

Reqgulation Il — Permits

VCAPCD Rule 26.2 through 26.13 - New Source Review Requirements

This rule establish the review requirements for new, replacements, modified or
relocated facilities, in conformance with the federal New Source Review regulation to
ensure that these facilities do not interfere with progress in attainment of the national
ambient air quality standards and that future economic growth in Ventura County is not
unnecessarily restricted. Conditions AQ-4, AQ-38, AQ-44, AQ-47, AQ-48, AQ-50, and
AQ-51 would ensure the project remains in compliance with Rule 26.

Rule 26.2.A requires any application for new, replacement, modified, or relocated
emissions units which have a potential to emit of any criteria pollutants shall install Best
Available Control Technology for such pollutant. This rule has a zero threshold for
BACT for ROC, NOx, PM10, and SOx. BACT is not required for CO. The District has
determined the following normal operations BACT requirements for the combustion
turbines:

NOx: 2.5 ppm @15% O,, one-hour average
VOC: 2.0 ppm @15% O, one-hour average
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PM10: Natural gas fuel with 10.1 Ibs/hour

SOx: Pipeline quality natural gas with fuel sulfur content of 0.75 gr/100 scf on a
short term basis

The District also concluded that the combustion turbine start-up and shutdown
emissions limits and durations proposed by the applicant meet BACT.

Rule 26.2.B details the emission offset requirements for new, replacement, modified, or
relocated emissions units. There are offset requirements for ROC, NOx, PM10, and
SOx. Emission offsets are not required for CO or NH3. The offset thresholds of Rule
26.2 are exceeded for ROC, NOx and PM10. Therefore, offsets will be required for any
emission increases in ROC, NOx, and PM10 as calculated pursuant to Rule 26.6, New
Source Review - Calculations. There are no offsets required by the District for any SOx
emission increases as the offset threshold will not be exceeded.

Rule 26.7 specifies the cases in which notification shall be provided of the Air Pollution
Control Officer's preliminary decision to grant an Authority to Construct, or issue a
Certificate of Emission Reduction Credit. In addition, this Rule specifies the process by
which such notification shall be made. This portion of the rule requires the District to
publish a notice of the proposed action in at least one newspaper of general circulation
in Ventura County and requires sending notices to the U.S. EPA and the ARB. The
District must allow at least 30 days for public comment and consider all comments
submitted. The District must also make all information regarding the evaluation available
for public inspection.

The official public notice and comment period for P3 started after a newspaper notice
publication was issued on May 25, 2016 and will end on June 29, 2016. This rule
requires that the District consider all comments received before issuing the Final DOC.

Rule 26.11 provides for the evaluation by the District of emission reduction credits for
reactive organic compounds (ROC) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) at the time that the
Authority to Construct (in this case a Determination of Compliance) is issued. As the
Puente Power Project is required to provide NOx offsets as calculated above, the
District shall evaluate the proposed offsets per Rule 26.11 Section B.

Pursuant to Rule 26.2.B.2.d and Rule 26.11.C.6 these NOx offsets are not required to
be surplus at the time of use since the most recent report of the Rule 26.11 Annual
Equivalency Demonstration Program shows a positive balance for NOx.

Rule 26.12 establishes what is defined as a major modification. The P3 results is a
major modification for NOx only. Major modifications are also federal major
modifications unless there is a less than significant emissions increase or no increase in
an existing plant-wide applicability limit.
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This project results in a significant emissions increase for NOx. Additionally the facility
does not have an existing plant-wide applicability limit. Therefore, this project is a
federal major modification for NOx emissions.

Rule 29 — Conditions on Permits

Section A of this rule requires conditions to permits which are necessary to assure that
a stationary source and all emissions units at the stationary source will operate in
compliance with applicable state and federal emission standards and with District Rules,
including permit conditions required by Rule 26, New Source Review.

Several Air Quality conditions of certification will limit the amount of air contaminants a
stationary source may emit. These emission limits are called permitted emissions and
shall be expressed in pounds per hour and tons per year. In addition, conditions may
include restrictions on production rates, fuel use rates, raw material use rates, hours of
operation or other reasonable conditions to insure that the permitted emission limits are
not exceeded.

Rule 33.5 Part 70 Permits — Timeframes for Applications, Review and Issuance

This rule contains the requirements for federal Title V Operating Permits. The applicant
is required to submit a revised Title V Operating Permit application no later than 12
months after initial operation of the combustion turbine. The MGS currently has a Title V
Operating Permit and the applicant will be required to submit an application to the
District to modify its Title V operating permit to decommission the MGS and to cover P3.
Condition of Certification AQ-1 is to ensure the facility submits a Part 70 modification
application prior to operation of the new equipment.

Rule 34 Acid Deposition Control

This rule contains the requirements for participation in the federal Acid Rain Program 40
CFR Part 72 which is incorporated into the rule. The applicant is required in the DOC
conditions to submit an Acid Rain Program application to the District 24 months prior to
initial startup of the combustion turbine. Condition of Certification AQ-1 would require
that project owner submit the Title IV Acid Rain permit application prior to operating the
new turbine

Requlation IV — Prohibitions

Rule 50 — Opacity

Rule 50 limits visible emissions to an opacity of less than 20 percent (Ringlemann No.
1), as published by the United States Bureau of Mines. Visible emissions are not
expected under normal operation from the turbine, emergency diesel engine, or
ammonia tank, but will be limited by Condition of Certification AQ-DES3.

Rule 51 — Nuisance

This rule prohibits the discharge of air contaminants that cause or have a tendency to
cause injury, detriment, and nuisance or annoyance to people and/or the public or
damage to any business or property. Compliance with this requirement is expected for
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the combustion turbine and emergency engines and by Conditions of Certification AQ-
DE7 and AQ-DE9.

Rule 54 - Sulfur Compounds

Rule 54 requires compliance with sulfur dioxide (SO2) emission limits of 300 ppmv and
compliance with ground level concentration limits of SO, (0.25 ppmv averaged over 1
hour, 0.04 ppmv averaged over 24 hours, and 0.075 ppmv 1-hour average design
value). The combustion of PUC natural gas results in compliance with the 300 ppmv
emission limit. Emissions from the project result in maximum modeled ground level
concentrations of 1.3 ug/m* (0.0004 ppmv) on a 1 hour average and 0.2 pg/m? (0.00008
ppmv) on a 24 hour average. These concentrations are below the limits of Rule 54. See
the air dispersion modeling results in Appendix G of the PDOC. Therefore, this rule
does not apply.

Rule 55 Fugitive Dust

The provisions of this rule shall apply to any operation, disturbed surface area, or man-
made condition capable of generating fugitive dust, including bulk material handling,
earth-moving, construction, demolition, storage piles, unpaved roads, track-out, or off-
field agricultural operations. This rule places limits on visible dust, opacity, and track out
from activities subject to the rule.

Staff proposed Conditions of Certification AQ-SC1 through AQ-SC5 are mitigation
measures during the construction phase of Puente Power Project that will assure

compliance with this rule. Compliance with this rule is expected during the routine
operation of the Puente Power Project.

Rule 57.1 Particulate Matter Emissions From Fuel Burning Equipment

The rule requires that particulate matter emissions from the turbine not exceed 0.12
pounds per million BTU of fuel input. At the manufacturer’'s guaranteed particulate
matter emission rate of 10.1 pounds per hour (which is greater than the EPA AP-42
emission factor) and the maximum fuel input rate of 2,572 MMBTU/Hr, the particulate
matter emissions are 0.004 Ib per MMBTU, which is significantly less than the Rule
57.1.B limit of 0.12 |Ib per MMBTU. Therefore, compliance with the rule is expected.

Rule 64 Sulfur Content of Fuels

This rule prohibits the combustion of gaseous fuels that contain sulfur compounds in
excess of 50 grains per 100 cubic feet (788 ppmv), calculated as hydrogen sulfide at
standard conditions. The turbine will be required to burn CPUC regulated natural gas,
which meets this requirement. Conditions of Certification AQ-20 and AQ-21 would
ensure the project remains in compliance with this rule.

Rule 72

This regulation adopts federal New Source Performance Standards (NSPS, 40 CFR,
Part 60) by reference. The relevant criteria pollutant NSPS subparts for P3 are Subpart
KKKK (Stationary Combustion Turbines) and Subpart IllI (Stationary Compression
Ignition Internal Combustion Engines). The emission limits from Subpart KKKK are less
stringent than the BACT/LAER requirement of Rule 26.2 for normal operation. The
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applicant is proposing newer diesel engines that meet appropriate regulation specified
U.S. EPA engine tier emissions standards (Tier 4 for the emergency generator engine)
that would meet the performance requirements of Subpart Illl. Conditions of certification
AQ-DE4, AQ-DES8, AQ-DE10, and AQ-DE11 would ensure compliance with the
monitoring and record-keeping requirements of this regulation.

Rule 73

This rule adopts federal standards for hazardous air pollutants (HAPS) by reference.
The project, being part of a major source of HAPs emissions, is subject to Subpart
YYYY (Stationary Combustion Turbines) and Subpart ZZZZ (Compression Ignition
Internal Combustion Engines). The District has incorporated conditions to ensure
compliance with the emissions and operating limitations and monitoring requirements of
the two applicable subparts of this regulation.

Rule 74.9, Stationary

The applicant proposes to install a 779 BHP Caterpillar emergency diesel fired internal
combustion engine. The engine would provide emergency power when there is a grid
electricity power failure. The applicant has indicated that it will be operated less than or
equal to 50 hours per year for non-emergency use such as engine maintenance and
readiness testing. A non-resettable elapsed hour meter and a limited amount of hours of
non-emergency use will be limited by Condition of Certification AQ-DE1.

Rule 74.23 Stationary Combustion turbines

This rule requires an annual source test to verify compliance with the NOx limit. The
required NOx continuous emission monitor will also verify compliance with the NOx
emission limit between source tests. This rule requires records to be kept and available
upon request for District inspection for 2 years. However, District Rule 103, Continuous
Monitoring Systems, requires records to be kept for 5 years. The facility will be required
to keep records for 5 years. It also requires the facility to provide the District with reports
and data identifying the annual usage (e.g., fuel consumptions, operating hours, etc.) of
the turbine and the annual compliance verification source test.

The turbine is also subject to the 20 ppmvd ammonia (NH3) limit of Rule 74.23.B.4. The
proposed ammonia limit of 5 ppmvd @ 15% oxygen is more stringent than the Rule
74.23 limit. Compliance with this ammonia limit will be verified by an annual source test
and will be limited by several Air Quality conditions of certification.

Requlation VI — Source Testing and Stack Monitoring

Rule 101 Sampling and Testing Facilities

This rule requires sampling and testing of facilities that require a Permit to Operate.
These facilities shall maintain and have conveniently located test openings in the stack
and systems in order to measure permitted emission limits of air containment or for
indicating other operating parameters. This rule is limited by Condition of Certification
AQ-8.
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Rule 102 Source Tests

This rule requires source testing in order to verify compliance with several conditions of
certification. This rule requires testing shall be completed within 30 days and submitted
to the District within 45 days after. This rule will be limited by Conditions of Certification
AQ-8 and AQ-37.

Rule 103 Continuous Monitoring System

This rule requires the project owner of an emission source required by federal regulation
to install, maintain in good working order, and operate a continuous monitoring system
in accordance with this rule. This rule will ensure compliance with several Air Quality
conditions of certification.

CONCLUSIONS

Staff concludes that:

e The project would comply with applicable District Rules and Regulations, including
New Source Review Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and offset
requirements. Staff recommends the inclusion of the District's PDOC conditions as
Conditions of Certification AQ-1 through AQ-61 for the main facility and AQ-DE1
through AQ-DE12 for the emergency diesel engine. Staff will present any revision to
the District’'s DOC conditions in the Final Staff Assessment that will follow the
publication of the District’'s Final DOC.

e The project’s construction and demolition activities, if unmitigated, would likely
contribute to significant adverse PM10 and ozone impacts. Therefore, staff
recommends Conditions of Certification AQ-SC1 to AQ-SC5, and AQ-SC11 to
mitigate these potential impacts.

e The project’s operation would not cause new exceedances of any NO,, PM2.5, or
CO ambient air quality standards; therefore, the project’s direct operation NOX,
PM2.5, and CO emission impacts are not significant.

e With the mitigation proposed by staff and compliance with applicable air district
rules, no significant direct, indirect, or cumulative adverse impacts to air quality
should occur from the demolition of MGS Units 1 and 2.

e With the conditions of certification recommended by staff, including all requirements
in the District's PDOC, the project will comply with all applicable LORS.

e The project’s direct, or secondary, emissions contribution to existing violations of the
ozone and PM10 ambient air quality standards are potentially significant if
unmitigated. District rules do not require offsets to mitigate the permitted PM10
emission increase; therefore, to comply with CEQA requirements staff recommends
Condition of Certification AQ-SC9 to mitigate the potential combined PM10/SOx
emission increase; nonattainment pollutant and precursor emissions would be
mitigated.

e P3 would replace less efficient power plant generation in the Big Creek - Ventura
LRA, reducing the GHG emissions associated and facilitating the retirement of units
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at the Mandalay Generating Station and Ormond Beach Generating Station which
are aging, and high GHG-emitting resources in the LRA

e Staff has considered the demographics of the population surrounding the site (see
Socioeconomics Figure 1 and Socioeconomics Table 3). Since the project’s direct
and cumulative air quality impacts have been reduced to less than significant, staff
does not expect an adverse impact to air quality of the members of the public, off-
site nonresidential workers, recreational users or any environmental justice
community.

Staff proposes a number of conditions of certification that are in addition to the permit
conditions that the District has proposed. Condition of Certification AQ-SC6 provides
the administrative procedure requirements for project modifications. Condition of
Certification AQ-SC7 is a requirement for the project owner to submit quarterly
Operation Reports at the end of each calendar quarter. Condition of Certification AQ-
SC8 is quarterly compliance reporting to ensure the emergency generator is not
operated for nonemergency use whenever the combustion turbine is undergoing
commissioning or during a startup/shutdown event. Condition of Certification AQ-SC10
establishes appropriate guidelines on what would be considered a significant change.
This condition is compatible with many air district rules and regulations which already
have established mechanisms approved by ARB and U.S. EPA to make minor changes
that do not involve significant change to existing monitoring, reporting or recordkeeping
requirement or require a case by case determination of any emission limitation. This
would allow the CPM to approve administrative changes (such as typographical errors,
facility name or owner) and other minor changes. The condition requires the project
owner to apply for approval of the change and grants authority for the CPM to approve
the change before the change would become effective. Condition of Certification AQ-
SC11 specifies the major construction and demolition work phases that are not allowed
to occur concurrently so that project impacts are not higher than evaluated.

Global climate change and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from the project are
discussed and analyzed in Appendix AIR-1. P3, as a peaking project with an
enforceable operating capacity factor of less than 60 percent is not subject to the
requirements of SB1368, California’s Emission Performance Standard. Additionally, the
new P3 CTG is permitted to operate with an annual capacity factor of approximately
25%. P3 would be a non-base load unit under the final rule. This turbine is limited to
burning natural gas resulting in a consistent emission rate of 120 |b CO,/MMBTU or
less. P3 would replace less efficient power plant generation in the Big Creek - Ventura
LRA, reducing the GHG emissions associated with and facilitating the retirement of
units at the MGS and Ormond Beach Generating Station which are aging, and high
GHG-emitting resources in the LRA. The project would be licensed to emit as much as
0.296 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent emissions and therefore it would
be subject to the State cap-and-trade regulation and mandatory state and federal GHG
reporting requirements.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

Staff recommends the following conditions of certification to address the impacts
associated with the construction and operation of the Puente Power Project (P3) and
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demolition of MGS Units 1 and 2. These conditions include the District proposed
conditions from the PDOC, with appropriate staff-proposed verification language added
for each condition, as well as Energy Commission staff-proposed conditions. The
temporary activities covered under the demolition of MGS Units 1 and 2 would be
subject to the construction/demolition conditions only, while the temporary and long-
term operation activities of P3 are subject to all of the proposed conditions of
certification.

CEC STAFF CONDITIONS

AQ-SC1 Air Quality Construction/Demolition Mitigation Manager (AQCMM): The
project owner shall designate and retain an on-site AQCMM who shall be
responsible for directing and documenting compliance with conditions AQ-
SC3, AQ-SC4, and AQ-SCS5 for the entire project site and linear facility
construction/demolition. The on-site AQCMM may delegate responsibilities to
one or more AQCMM Delegates. The AQCMM and AQCMM Delegates shall
have full access to all areas of construction on the project site and linear
facilities and shall have the authority to stop any or all construction/demolition
activities as warranted by applicable construction/demolition mitigation
conditions. The AQCMM and AQCMM Delegates may have other
responsibilities in addition to those described in this condition. The AQCMM
shall not be terminated without written consent of the Compliance Project
Manager (CPM).

Verification: At least 60 days prior to the start of ground disturbance, the project
owner shall submit to the CPM for approval the name, resume, qualifications, and
contact information for the on-site AQCMM and all AQCMM Delegates. The AQCMM
and all Delegates must be approved by the CPM before the start of ground disturbance.

AQ-SC2 Air Quality Construction/Demolition Mitigation Plan (AQCMP): The project
owner shall provide an AQCMP, for approval, which details the steps that will
be taken and the reporting requirements necessary to ensure compliance with
conditions AQ-SC3, AQ-SC4, and AQ-SC5.

Verification: At least 60 days prior to the start of any ground disturbance, the project
owner shall submit the AQCMP to the CPM for approval. The CPM will notify the project
owner of any necessary modifications to the plan within 30 days from the date of
receipt. The AQCMP must be approved by the CPM before the start of ground
disturbance.

AQ-SC3 Construction Fugitive Dust Control: The AQCMM shall submit documentation
to the CPM in each Monthly Compliance Report (MCR) that demonstrates
compliance with the following mitigation measures for the purposes of
preventing all fugitive dust plumes from leaving the project site and linear
facility routes. Any deviation from the following mitigation measures shall
require prior CPM notification and approval.

a) All unpaved roads and disturbed areas in the project and laydown
construction/demolition sites shall be watered as frequently as necessary
to comply with the dust mitigation objectives of AQ-SC4. The frequency of
watering may be reduced or eliminated during periods of precipitation.
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b) No vehicle shall exceed ten miles per hour on unpaved areas within the
project and laydown construction/demolition sites.

c) The construction/demolition site entrances shall be posted with visible
speed limit signs.

d) All construction/demolition equipment vehicle tires shall be inspected and
washed as necessary to be cleaned and free of dirt prior to entering paved
roadways.

e) Gravel ramps of at least 20 feet in length must be provided at the tire
washing/cleaning station.

f) All unpaved exits from the construction/demolition site shall be graveled or
treated to prevent track-out to public roadways.

g) All construction/demolition vehicles shall enter the construction/demolition
site through the treated entrance roadways, unless an alternative route has
been submitted to and approved by the CPM.

h) Construction/demolition areas adjacent to any paved roadway shall be
provided with sandbags or other measures as specified in the Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to prevent runoff to roadways.

i) All paved roads within the construction/demolition site shall be swept at
least twice daily (or less during periods of precipitation) on days when
construction/demolition activity occurs to prevent the accumulation of dirt
and debris.

]) At least the first 500 feet of any public roadway exiting the
construction/demolition site shall be swept visually clean, using wet
sweepers or air filtered dry vacuum sweepers, at least twice daily (or less
during periods of precipitation) on days when construction/demolition
activity occurs or on any other day when dirt or runoff from the
construction/demolition site is visible on the public roadways.

k) All soil storage piles and disturbed areas that remain inactive for longer
than ten days shall 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 shall be
provided with a cover or the materials shall be sufficiently wetted and
loaded onto the trucks in a manner to provide at least two feet of
freeboard.

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

n) Disturbed areas will be re-vegetated as soon as practical.

The fugitive dust requirements listed in this condition may be replaced in the
Construction Fugitive Dust Control Plan with as stringent or more stringent
methods as required by VCAPCD Rule 55.

Verification: The project owner shall include in the MCR: (1) a summary of all
actions taken to maintain compliance with this condition, (2) copies of any complaints
filed with the air district in relation to project construction/demolition, and (3) any other
documentation deemed necessary by the CPM and AQCMM to verify compliance with
this condition. Such information may be provided via electronic format or disk at the
project owner’s discretion.

AQ-SC4 Dust Plume Response Requirement: The AQCMM or Delegate shall monitor
all construction/demolition activities for visible dust plumes. Observations of
visible dust plumes that have the potential to be transported: (1) off the
project site, (2) 200 feet beyond the centerline of the construction of linear
facilities, (3) within 100 feet upwind of any regularly occupied structures not
owned by the project owner indicate that existing mitigation measures are not
resulting in effective mitigation. The AQCMM or Delegate shall implement the
following procedures for additional mitigation measures in the event that such
visible dust plumes, are observed:

Step 1: The AQCMM or Delegate shall direct more intensive application of the
existing mitigation methods within 15 minutes of making such a
determination.

Step 2: The AQCMM or Delegate shall direct implementation of additional
methods of dust suppression if Step 1 specified above fails to result in
adequate mitigation within 30 minutes of the original determination.

Step 3: The AQCMM or Delegate shall direct a temporary shutdown of the
activity causing the emissions if Step 2 specified above fails to result
in effective mitigation within one hour of the original determination.
The activity shall not restart until the AQCMM or Delegate is satisfied
that appropriate additional mitigation or other site conditions have
changed so that visual dust plumes will not result upon restarting the
shut-down source. The owner/operator may appeal to the CPM any
directive from the AQCMM or Delegate to shut down an activity,
provided that the shutdown shall go into effect within one hour of the
original determination, unless overruled by the CPM before that time.

Verification:  The AQCMM shall provide the CPM a MCR to include:
1. A summary of all actions taken to maintain compliance with this condition;

2. Copies of any complaints filed with the District in relation to project
construction; and
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3. Any other documentation deemed necessary by the CPM or AQCMM to
verify compliance with this condition. Such information may be provided via
electronic format or disk at the project owner’s discretion.

AQ-SC5 Diesel-Fueled Engine Control: The AQCMM shall submit to the CPM, in the
Monthly Compliance Report, a construction/demolition mitigation report that
demonstrates compliance with the AQCMP mitigation measures for purposes
of controlling diesel construction/demolition-related emissions. The following
off-road diesel construction/demolition equipment mitigation measures shall
be included in the Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan (AQCMP) required
by AQ-SC2, and any deviation from the AQCMP mitigation measures shall
require prior CPM notification and approval.

a)

b)

AIR QUALITY

All diesel-fueled engines used in the construction/demolition of the facility
shall have clearly visible tags issued by the on-site AQCMM showing that
the engine meets the conditions set forth herein.

All construction/demolition diesel engines with a rating of 50 hp or higher
shall meet, at a minimum, the Tier 4 or 4i California Emission Standards
for Off-Road Compression-Ignition Engines, as specified in California
Code of Regulations, Title 13, section 2423(b)(1), unless a good faith
effort to the satisfaction of the CPM that is certified by the on-site AQCMM
demonstrates that such engine is not available for a particular item of
equipment. In the event that a Tier 4 or 4i engine is not available for any
off-road equipment larger than 50 hp, that equipment shall be equipped
with a Tier 3 engine, or an engine that is equipped with retrofit controls to
reduce exhaust emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and diesel particulate
matter (DPM) to no more than Tier 3 levels unless certified by engine
manufacturers or the on-site AQCMM that the use of such devices is not
practical for specific engine types. For purposes of this condition, the use
of such devices is “not practical” for the following, as well as other,
reasons.

1. There is no available retrofit control device that has been verified by
either the California Air Resources Board or U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency to control the engine in question to Tier 3 equivalent
emission levels and the highest level of available control using retrofit
or Tier 2 engines is being used for the engine in question; or

2. The construction/demolition equipment is intended to be on site for ten
working days or less.

3. The CPM may grant relief from this requirement if the AQCMM can
demonstrate a good faith effort to comply with this requirement and
that compliance is not practical.

The use of a retrofit control device may be terminated immediately,
provided that the CPM is informed within ten working days of the
termination and that a replacement for the equipment item in question
meeting the controls required in item “b” occurs within ten days of
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termination of the use, if the equipment would be needed to continue
working at this site for more than 15 days after the use of the retrofit
control device is terminated, if one of the following conditions exists:

1. The use of the retrofit control device is excessively reducing the normal
availability of the construction/demolition equipment due to increased
down time for maintenance, and/or reduced power output due to an
excessive increase in back pressure.

2. The retrofit control device is causing or is reasonably expected to
cause engine damage.

3. The retrofit control device is causing or is reasonably expected to
cause a substantial risk to workers or the public.

4. Any other seriously detrimental cause which has the approval of the
CPM prior to implementation of the termination.

d) All heavy earth-moving equipment and heavy duty
construction/demolition-related trucks with engines meeting the
requirements of (b) above shall be properly maintained and the engines
tuned to the engine manufacturer’s specifications.

e) All diesel heavy construction/demolition equipment shall not idle for more
than five minutes. Vehicles that need to idle as part of their normal
operation (such as concrete trucks) are exempted from this requirement.

f) Construction/demolition equipment will employ electric motors when
feasible.

Verification: The AQCMM shall include in a table in the Monthly Compliance
Report the following to demonstrate control of diesel construction/demolition-related
emissions:

A. A summary of all actions taken to control diesel construction/demolition-related
emissions;

B. A list of all heavy equipment used on site during that month, including the owner of
that equipment and a letter from each owner indicating that equipment has been
properly maintained; and

C. Any other documentation deemed necessary by the CPM, and the AQCMM to verify
compliance with this condition. Such information may be provided via electronic
format or disk at the project owner’s discretion.
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AQ-SC6 The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and approval any
project air permit modification proposed by the project owner. The project
owner shall submit to the CPM any modification to any permit proposed by
the District or U.S. EPA and any revised permit issued by the District or U.S.
EPA:; for the project.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit any proposed air permit modification to
the CPM within five working days for 1) documents the project owner submits to an
agency, or 2) receipt of proposed modifications from an agency. The project owner shall
submit all final air permits to the CPM within 15 days of receipt.

AQ-SC7 The project owner shall submit to the CPM Quarterly Operation Reports,
following the end of each calendar quarter that include operational and
emissions information as necessary to demonstrate compliance with the
conditions of certification herein. The Quarterly Operation Report will
specifically state that the facility meets all applicable conditions of certification
or note or highlight all incidences of noncompliance.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit the Quarterly Operation Reports to the
CPM and District, if requested by the District, no later than 30 days following the end of
each calendar quarter.

AQ-SC8 The emergency generator shall not be operated for nonemergency use
whenever the GE 7HA.01 combustion turbine is undergoing commissioning
operation and/or when the combustion turbine is undergoing a
startup/shutdown event.

Verification: The project owner of this engine shall maintain a month operating log
containing, at a minimum, the following:

a) Dates and times of emergency generator engine operation; whether the operation
was for maintenance and readiness testing purposes or emergency use; and the
nature of any emergency, if know;

b) Hours of operation for all uses other than those specified above and identification of
the nature of that use.

The project owner shall submit to the CPM a copy of the monthly emergency generator
engine operating log data demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the
Quality Operation Reports (AQ-SC7). The project owner shall make the site available
for inspection of records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-SC9 The project owner shall mitigate 2.6 tons per year (tpy) of PM10/PM2.5 and
2.0 tpy of SOx emissions by using either or a combination of the following:

a. The project owner may provide ERC's for either or both pollutants
satisfying the requirements of the VCAPCD. Such ERC'’s shall be from
emission reductions occurring within the VCAPCD air basin and shall be
applied at a 1:1 offset ratio.
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b. Diesel emission reduction projects funded by the Ventura County Air
Pollution Control District with the funds contributed by the project owner
shall be weighted for evaluation, qualification, and selection, in
accordance with the California Air Resources Board’s Carl Moyer Program
Guidelines. Other emission reduction projects with the cost-effectiveness
of $18,030 per tpy may be selected by the Ventura County Air Pollution
Control District.

The CPM, in consultation with the District, may approve any such change to
the ERC list provided that the project remains in compliance with all
applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards, and that the
requested change(s) will not cause the project to result in a significant
environmental impact. The District must also confirm that each requested
change is consistent with applicable federal and state laws and regulations.

Verification: Verification The project owner shall submit to the CPM confirmation
that the appropriate initial funding has been provided within 90 days after the issuance
of the Authority to Construct (ATC). The project owner shall provide quarterly
summaries of the emission reduction project selection information to the CPM for review
until such time that all funds have been committed by the Ventura Air Pollution Control
District to qualifying projects. The project owner shall submit to the CPM confirmation
that the appropriate funding has been provided to the District, and/or ERC’s have been
surrendered at least 30 days prior to turbine first fire.

AQ-SC10 The project owner shall comply with all staff (AQ-SC) and district (AQ)
conditions of certification. The CPM, in consultation with the District, may
approve any change to a Condition of Certification regarding air quality, as a
staff approved modification, provided that: (1) the Project remains in
compliance with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards,
(2) the requested change clearly will not cause the Project to result in a
significant environmental impact, (3) no additional mitigation or offsets will be
required as a result of the change, (4) no existing daily, quarterly, or annual
permit limit will be exceeded as a result of the change, and (5) no increase in
any daily, quarterly, or annual permit limit will be necessary as a result of the
change.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit a petition to amend for any proposed
change to a condition of certification pursuant to this condition and shall provide the
CPM with any additional information the CPM requests to substantiate the basis for
approval.
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AQ-SC11 The project owner shall not allow the overlap of specific construction and
demolition phase activities. The following activities shall not be conducted
concurrently with any of the other listed activities:

1. P3 Construction
2. MGS Units 1 and 2 demolition

In addition, the combustion turbine’s initial commissioning activity and the
EPS demolition activity shall not be performed concurrently.

Verification:  The project owner shall identify the start and conclusion of the work
phases described above in the Monthly Compliance reports.

District Preliminary Determination of Compliance Proposed Permit
Conditions (VCAPCD 2016)

Combustion Turbine Conditions

AQ-1 Prior to completion of construction, the project owner shall submit an
application for a revised Title V Part 70 Permit for the Mandalay Generating
Station. The application shall also include the Title IV Acid Rain Permit
application, VCAPCD Permit to Operate application, and all applicable
supplementary forms and filing fees.

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM copies of the acid rain
permit application within five working days of its submittal by the project owner to the
District.

AQ-2 Prior to operation of the new CTG, the project owner shall surrender NOx
emission reduction credits (ERCs) in the amount of 38.91 tons per year. The
project owner shall cancel the permit for Mandalay Generating Station (MGS)
Unit 2 prior to the commissioning of the new Puente Power Project CTG.

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM, within 30 days of ERC
surrender to the District, information demonstrating compliance with this condition.

AQ-3 The project owner shall use any of the following ERC Certificates to satisfy
the NOx emission offset requirements of Rule 26.2: ERC Certificate Nos.
1078, 1079, 1080, 1083, 1085, 1091, 1092, 1094, 1097, 1104, and / or 1107.

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM confirmation that the
appropriate quantity of ERCs have been provided at least 30 days prior to turbine first
fire.

AQ-4 The combustion turbine generator (CTG) lube oil vents and the electrical
generator lube oil vents shall be equipped with mist eliminators to maintain
visible emissions from lube oil vents to no greater than 5% opacity, except for
no more than three minutes in any one hour. (Rule 26)

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.
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AQ-5

The CTG shall be operated with a continuously recording fuel gas flowmeter.
The flowmeter shall be installed, calibrated, maintained, and operated
according to the manufacturer’s instructions. Alternatively, a gas fuel
flowmeter that meets the installation, certification, and quality assurance
requirements of Appendix D to 40 CFR Part 75 is acceptable for use. (Rules
26.2 and 74.23, 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK and 40 CFR Part 75)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM the natural gas usage data
from the fuel flow meters as part of the Quarterly Operation Report (AQ-SC7).

AQ-6

The CTG exhaust after the SCR (selective catalytic reduction) unit shall be
equipped with continuously recording emissions monitors (CEM) for NOX,
CO, and O,. Continuous emissions monitors shall meet the requirements of
Rule 74.23, Rule 103, 40 CFR Part 60, Appendices B and F, 40 CFR Part 60
Subpart KKKK, and 40 CFR Part 75, Appendices A and B, as applicable, and
shall be capable of monitoring emissions during startups, shutdowns, and
unplanned load changes as well as normal operating conditions. (Rules
74.23 and 103, 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK, and 40 CFR Part 75)]

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the District
for approval a turbine operation monitoring protocol in compliance with this condition at
least 90 days prior to the initial startup of the combustion turbine.

AQ-7

CEM cycling times shall be those specified in 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart KKKK
and 40 CFR, Part 51, Appendix P, Sections 3.4, 3.4.1 and 3.4.2, or shall meet
equivalent specifications established by mutual agreement of the District, the
ARB and the EPA. For NOx monitoring for 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK,
during each full unit operating hour, both the NOx monitor and the diluent
monitor must complete a minimum of one cycle of operation (sampling,
analyzing, and data recording) for each 15-minute quadrant of the hour, to
validate the hour. For partial unit operating hours, at least one valid data
point must be obtained with each monitor for each quadrant of the hour in
which the unit operates. For unit operating hours in which required quality
assurance and maintenance activities are performed on the CEMS, a
minimum of two valid data points (one in each of two quadrants) are required
for each monitor to validate the NOx emission rate for the hour. (Rule 103 and
40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-8

June 2016

The exhaust stack of the CTG shall be equipped with permanent provisions to
allow collection of stack gas samples consistent with EPA test methods and
shall be equipped with safe permanent provisions to sample stack gases with
a portable NOx, CO, and O, analyzer during District inspections. The
sampling ports shall be located in accordance with the ARB regulation titled
California Air Resources Board Air Monitoring Quality Assurance Volume VI,
Standard Operating Procedures for Stationary Source Emission Monitoring
and Testing. (Rules 74.23, 101, and 102)
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Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and District for
approval a stack test port and platform plan at least 90 days before the construction of
the turbine stacks.

AQ-9 Results of continuous emissions monitoring shall be reduced according to the
procedure established in 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart KKKK, 40 CFR Part 75
Appendix F, and 40 CFR, Part 51, Appendix P, paragraphs 5.0 through 5.3.3,
or by other methods deemed equivalent by mutual agreement with the
District, the ARB, and the U.S.EPA. (Rule 103, 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart
KKKK, and 40 CFR Part 75)

Verification: None required.

AQ-10  Audits of continuous emission monitors shall be conducted quarterly, except
during quarters in which relative accuracy and total accuracy testing is
performed, in accordance with U.S.EPA guidelines. The District and CPM
shall be notified prior to completion of the audits. Audit reports shall be
submitted along with quarterly compliance reports to the District upon
request. (Rule 103)

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the District
for approval the periodic RATA and source test protocols, and RATA source test reports
within the timeframes specified in Condition AQ-11.

AQ-11  The project owner shall perform a relative accuracy test audit (RATA) as
specified by 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix F at least once every four calendar
guarters. The project owner shall perform a relative accuracy test audit
(RATA) as specified by 40 CFR Part 75, Appendix B at least once every two
calendar quarters unless the project owner achieves 7.5% or below relative
accuracy, then the project owner meets the incentive of 7.5% or less relative
accuracy, then perform RATA once every four calendar quarters. The
project owner shall comply with the applicable requirements for quality
assurance testing and maintenance of the continuous emission monitor
equipment in accordance with the procedures and guidance specified in 40
CFR Part 60, Appendix F. (Rule 103 and 40 CFR Part 75)

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the District
for approval the periodic RATA and source test protocols, and RATA source test reports
within the timeframes specified in this condition.

AQ-12  The project owner shall report any violation of the NOx and CO emissions
limit of this permit, as measured by the CEMS, in writing to the District and
CPM within 96 hours of each occurrence. (Rule 103)

Verification: The project owner shall notify the District and CPM within 96 hours of
each occurrence regarding any emission standard violation and shall document all such
occurrences in each Quarterly Operation Report (AQ-SC7).

AQ-13 The project owner shall maintain permanent continuous monitoring records, in
a form suitable for inspection, for a period of at least five (5) years. Such
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records shall be made available to the Air Resources Board or the District
upon request. The report shall include the following:

1. Time intervals of report,

2. The date, time and duration of any startup, shutdown or malfunction in the
operation of the gas turbine and CEMS,

3. The results of performance testing, evaluations, calibrations, checks,
adjustments, and maintenance of the CEMS,

4. Emission Measurements, and

5. Net megawatt-hours produced. (Rule 103)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the District the CEMS reports as
required in this condition and shall make the site available for inspection of records and
equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-14

Upon written request of the APCO, the project owner shall submit a written
CEM report for each calendar quarter to the APCO. The report is due on the
30th day following the end of the calendar quarter and shall include the
following:

1. Time intervals of report,

2. The date, time, duration and magnitude of excess emissions of NOx
and/or CO, the nature and cause of the excess (if known), the corrective
actions taken, and the preventive measures adopted,

3. The averaging period used for data reporting corresponding to the
averaging period specified in the emission test period used to determine
compliance with an emission standard,

4. The date, time and duration of each period during which the CEMS was
inoperative, except for zero and span checks, and a description of the
system repairs and adjustments undertaken during each period, and,

5. A negative declaration when no excess emissions occurred. (Rule 103)

Verification:  The project owner shall provide CEMS emissions data to demonstrate
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC7).

A-15

June 2016

For the purposes of 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart KKKK, excess emissions shall
be defined as any unit operating period in which 4-hour rolling average NOx
concentration exceeds the applicable emissions limit of 15 ppmvd NOx at
15% O, of Part 60.4320, Table 1. The 4-hour rolling average is the arithmetic
average of the average NOx concentration in ppm measured by the CEMS for
a given hour (corrected to 15 percent O,) and the three unit operating hour
average NOx concentrations immediately preceding that unit operating hour.
A period of monitor downtime shall be any unit operating hour in which
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sufficient data are not obtained to validate the hour for either NOx or O,. (40
CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK)

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the District
for approval a CEMS protocol, as required by AQ-37, which includes description of the
methods of compliance with the requirements of this condition. The project owner shall
make the site available for inspection of records and equipment by representatives of
the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-16  For the purposes of 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart KKKK, the project owner shall
submit reports of NOx excess emissions and monitor downtime, in
accordance with 40 CFR 60.7(c) on a semi-annual basis. In addition, the
project owner shall submit the results of the initial and annual source test for
NOx. All semi-annual reports of excess emissions and monitor downtime
shall be postmarked by the 30th day followin% the end of each six-month
period, or by the close of business on the 60" day following the completion of
the source test. (40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the District and the CPM all semi-
annual reports of excess emissions and monitor downtime shall be postmarked by the
30th day following the end of each six-month period, or by the close of business on the
60™ day following the completion of the source test.

AQ-17  For the purposes of 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart KKKK, if the total duration of
NOx excess emissions for the reporting period is less than 1 percent of the
total operating time for the reporting period and CEMS downtime for the
reporting period is less than 5 percent of the total operating time for the
reporting period, only the summary report form in 40 CFR Part 60.7(d) shall
be submitted and the excess emission report described in 40 CFR Part
60.7(c) need not be submitted unless requested by the U.S.EPA or the
VCAPCD. (40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK)

Verification:  The project owner shall provide CEMS emissions data to demonstrate
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC7).

AQ-18 The ammonia injection grid shall be equipped with operational ammonia
flowmeter and injection pressure indicator. All data shall be reduced to hourly
averages. (Rule 74.23 and 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK)

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-19 The project owner shall monitor and record exhaust gas temperature at the
oxidation catalyst inlet and the selective catalytic reduction (SCR) catalyst
inlet. All data shall be reduced to hourly averages. (Rule 74.23 and 40 CFR
Part 60 Subpart KKKK)

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-20 The CTG shall be fired exclusively on natural gas, consisting primarily of
methane and ethane, with a sulfur content no greater than 0.75 grains of
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sulfur compounds (as sulfur) per 100 dry scf of natural gas. (Rules 26.2 and
64, 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK)

Verification: The project owner shall submit the quarterly fuel sulfur content values
in the in the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC7) and make the site available for
inspection of records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-21  The sulfur content shall be: (i) documented in a valid purchase contract,
supplier certification, tariff sheet or transportation contract or (ii) monitored
weekly using ASTM Methods D4084, D5504, D6228, or Gas Processors
Association Standard 2377. If the sulfur content is less than 0.75 gr/100 scf
for 8 consecutive weeks, then the monitoring frequency shall be once every
six (6) months. If any six (6) month monitoring shows an exceedance, weekly
monitoring shall resume. (Rules 26.2 and 64 and 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart
KKKK)

Verification: The project owner shall submit the quarterly fuel sulfur content values
in the in the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC7) and make the site available for
inspection of records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-22  Startup is defined as the period beginning with turbine initial firing. Shutdown
is defined by the period beginning with initiation of turbine shutdown
sequence and ending with cessation of firing of the gas turbine engine.
Unplanned load change is defined as the automatic release of power from the
turbine and the subsequent restart. For an unplanned load change, the loss
of power during the release must exceed forty (40) percent of the turbine
rating. Startup, shutdown, and unplanned load change durations shall not
exceed 60 minutes (1 hour) for a startup, 60 minutes (1 hour) for a shutdown,
and 60 minutes (1 hour) for an unplanned load change, per occurrence. For
failed start-ups, each restart shall begin a new exemption period. (Rules
26.2, 29, and 74.23)"

Verification:  The project owner shall provide CEMS emissions data to demonstrate
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC7).

AQ-23 The CTG, air pollution control equipment, and monitoring equipment shall be
in operated in a manner consistent with good air pollution control practice for
minimizing emissions at all times including during startup, shutdown, and
malfunction. (40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-24  The project owner shall submit to the District and CPM information correlating
the NOx control system operating parameters to the associated measured
NOx output. The information must be sufficient to allow the District and CPM
to determine compliance with the NOx emission limits of this permit when the
CEMS is not operating properly. (Rules 26.2, 29, and 74.23)
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Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-25 The HHV (higher heating value) and LHV (lower heating value) of the natural
gas combusted shall be determined upon request using ASTM D3588, ASTM
1826, or ASTM 1945. (Rules 26.2, 29, and 74.23)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-26  When the CTG is operating, ammonia shall be injected when the selective
catalytic reduction system catalyst temperature exceeds 300 degrees F. The
project owner shall monitor and record catalyst temperature during periods of
startup. (Rules 26.2 and 74.23)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-27  During startup of the CTG, emissions (in pounds = lbs) from the CTG in any
one hour shall not exceed any of the following limits:

ROC = 20.30 Ibs,

NOx (as NO,) = 98.87 Ibs,
PM10 = 8.75 Ibs,

SOx (as SO,) =5.50 Ibs, and
CO =178.55 Ibs

If the CTG is in startup mode during any portion of a clock hour, the facility
will be subject to the aforementioned limits during that clock hour.

Compliance with the ROC, NOx, PM10, and CO emission limits shall be
verified by CTG manufacturer’s emission data. Compliance with the SOx
emission limit shall be verified by complying with the natural gas sulfur
content limit of this permit. In addition, compliance with the NOx and CO
emission limits shall be verified by continuous emissions monitors (CEMS) as
required by this permit. If the CEMS is not operating properly, as required
below, the project owner shall provide documentation, including a certified
source test, correlating the control system operating parameters to the
associated measured NOx and CO emissions. (Rules 26.2, 29, and 74.23)

Verification:  The project owner shall provide CEMS emissions data to demonstrate
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC7).

AQ-28 During shutdown of the CTG, emissions (in pounds = |bs) from the CTG in
any one hour shall not exceed any of the following limits:

ROC = 30.28 Ibs,

NOx (as NO,) = 22.98 Ibs,
PM10 = 9.58 Ibs,

SOx (as SO;) =5.50 Ibs, and
CO =163.48 Ibs
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If the CTG is in shutdown mode during any portion of a clock hour, the facility
will be subject to the aforementioned limits during that clock hour.

Compliance with the ROC, NOx, PM10, and CO emission limits shall be
verified by CTG manufacturer’'s emission data. Compliance with the SOx
emission limit shall be verified by complying with the natural gas sulfur
content limit of this permit. In addition, compliance with the NOx and CO
emission limits shall be verified by continuous emissions monitors (CEMS) as
required by this permit. If the CEMS is not operating properly, as required
below, the project owner shall provide documentation, including a certified
source test, correlating the control system operating parameters to the
associated measured NOx and CO emissions. (Rules 26.2, 29, and 74.23)

Verification:  The project owner shall provide CEMS emissions data to demonstrate
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC7).

AQ-29

During normal operation of the CTG, emission concentrations and emission
rates from the CTG, except during startup, shutdown, and/or unplanned load
change, shall not exceed any of the following limits:

ROC = 6.60 pounds per hour and 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O,

NOx (as NO) = 23.73 pounds per hour and 2.5 ppmvd @ 15% O,
PM10 = 10.10 pounds per hour,

SOx (as SO;) = 5.50 pounds per hour,

CO = 23.10 pounds per hour and 4 ppmvd @ 15% O,

Ammonia (NHz) = 17.53 pounds per hour and 5 ppmvd @ 15%0..

ROC and NOx (as NO,) ppmvd and pounds per hour limits are expressed as
a one-hour rolling average limit. All other ppmvd and pounds per hour limits
are three-hour rolling averages. If the CTG is in either startup or shutdown
mode during any portion of a clock hour, the CTG shall not be subject to
these limits during that clock hour. Startup limits and shutdown limits are
listed in the above conditions.

Compliance with the ROC, NOx, PM10, CO, and NH3 emission limits shall be
verified by initial and annual source testing as required below. Compliance
with the SOx emission limit shall be verified by complying with the natural gas
sulfur content limit of this permit. Compliance with the NHj3 limits shall also be
verified by monitoring the ammonia injection rate as required below. In
addition, compliance with the NOx and CO emission limits shall be verified by
continuous emissions monitors (CEMS) as required by this permit. If the
CEMS is not operating properly, as required below, the project owner shall
provide documentation, including a certified source test, correlating the
control system operating parameters to the associated measured NOx and
CO emissions. (Rules 26.2, 29, and 74.23)

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.
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AQ-30 Emissions rates from the CTG during the commissioning period shall not
exceed the following limits:

ROC = 164.10 pounds per hour and 3.52 tons per year,
NOx (as NO) = 246.30 pounds per hour and 11.70 tons per year, and
CO =1973.00 pounds per hour and 31.74 tons per year.

The commissioning period is the period of time commencing with the initial
startup of the turbine and ending after 366 hours of turbine operation, or the
date the project owner notifies the District and CPM the commissioning period
has ended. For purposes of this condition, the number of hours of turbine
operation is defined as the total unit operating minutes during the
commissioning period divided by 60.

Compliance with the ROC, NOx and CO emission limits shall be verified by
CTG manufacturer's emission data. In addition, compliance with the NOx and
CO emission limits shall be verified by continuous emissions monitors
(CEMS) as required by this permit. If the CEMS is not operating properly, as
required below, the project owner shall provide documentation, including a
certified source test, correlating the control system operating parameters to
the associated measured NOx and CO emissions. (Rules 26.2, 29, and
74.23)

Verification: A log of the dates, times, and cumulative unit operating hours when
fuel is being combusted during the commissioning period shall be maintained by the
project owner. The project owner shall submit, commencing one month from the time of
gas turbine first fire, a monthly commissioning status report throughout the duration of
the commissioning phase that demonstrates compliance with the requirements listed in
this condition. The monthly commissioning status report shall be submitted to the CPM
by the 10th of each month for the previous month, for all months with turbine
commissioning activities following the turbine first fire date. The project owner shall also
provide the reporting required by this condition to the District and CPM within 30 day of
completing commissioning of the turbine. The project owner shall make the site
available for inspection of records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the
Energy Commission.

AQ-31 Annual emissions from the CTG calculated on a twelve consecutive calendar
month rolling basis shall not exceed any of the following limits:

ROC = 10.84 tons per year,

NOXx (as NOy) = 32.95 tons per yeatr,
PM10 = 10.68 tons per year,

SOx (as SO;) = 5.91 tons per year, and
CO =54.42 tons per year.

These tons per year limits include normal operation, startups, shutdowns,
unplanned load changes, and the commissioning period.
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Compliance with the NOx and CO emission limits shall be verified with the
CEMS. In addition, compliance with the NOx and CO emission limits shall be
verified with initial and annual source testing combined with compliance with
the CTG’s annual operating limit in hours per year.

Compliance with the ROC and PM10 emission limits shall be verified with
initial and annual source testing combined with compliance with the CTG’s
annual operating limit in hours per year.

Compliance with the SOx emission limit shall be verified by complying with
the natural gas sulfur content limit of this permit combined with compliance
with the CTG’s annual operating limit in hours per year. (Rules 26.2 and 29)

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-32  Each one-hour period in a one-hour rolling average, three-hour rolling
average, or four-hour rolling average shall commence on the hour. (Rules
26.2 and 29)

Verification: none.

AQ-33 Each calendar month in a twelve consecutive calendar month rolling
emissions calculation will commence at the beginning of the first day of the
month. The twelve consecutive calendar month rolling emissions total to
determine compliance with the annual tons per year emissions limits shall be
compiled for each and every twelve consecutive calendar month rolling
period. (Rules 26.2 and 29)

Verification: none.

AQ-34  The ammonia (NHs3) slip emission concentration limit shall be verified by initial
and annual source testing as required below, and by the continuous recording
of the ammonia injection rate to the SCR system. The correlation between
the gas turbine heat input rate, the SCR system ammonia injection rate, and
the corresponding ammonia (NHs) slip emission concentration shall be
determined in accordance with required initial and annual ammonia source
testing. Alternatively, the project owner may utilize a continuous in-stack
ammonia (NH;3) slip monitor, acceptable to the District and CPM, to monitor
compliance. At least 60 days prior to using an ammonia (NHz) slip continuous
in-stack monitor, the project owner shall submit a monitoring plan to the
District and CPM for review and approval. (Rules 26.2, 74.23 and 103)

Verification: Source tests demonstrating compliance with this condition shall be
provided to the CPM and are due within the timeframes specified as part of this
condition. At least 60 days prior to using an ammonia (NHz) slip continuous in-stack
monitor, the project owner shall submit a monitoring plan to the District and CPM for
review and approval. The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission

AQ-35 Within 90 days after the completion of the commissioning period for the
combustion turbine, the project owner shall conduct an Initial Emissions
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Source Test at the exhaust of the turbine to determine the ammonia (NH5;)
emission concentration to demonstrate compliance with the ammonia
concentration limit. After the initial source test, the NH; emissions source test
shall be conducted on an annual basis.

The source test shall determine the correlation between the heat input rate of
the gas turbine, SCR system ammonia injection rate, and the corresponding
NH3 emission concentration at the unit exhaust. NOx emissions at the CEM
shall also be recorded during the test. The source test shall be conducted
over the expected operating range of the turbine (including, but not limited to,
minimum and full load modes) to establish the range of ammonia injection
rates necessary to achieve NOx emission reductions while maintaining
ammonia slip levels. The project owner shall repeat the source testing on an
annual basis thereafter. Ongoing compliance with the ammonia emission
concentration limit shall be demonstrated through calculations of corrected
ammonia concentrations based upon the source test correlation and
continuous records of ammonia injection rate. The project owner shall submit
the source test results to the District and CPM within 45 days of conducting
tests. (Rules 26.2, 29, and 74.23)

Verification:  Within 90 days after the completion of the commissioning period for the
combustion turbine, the project owner shall conduct an Initial Emissions Source Test to
determine the ammonia (NH3) emission concentration to demonstrate compliance with
the ammonia concentration limit of 5 ppm. The project owner shall submit the source
test results to the District and CPM within 45 days of conducting the tests. After the
initial source test, the NH3 emissions source test shall be conducted on an annual basis.

AQ-36  Within 90 days after the completion of the commissioning period for the
combustion turbine, the project owner shall conduct an Initial Emissions
Source Test at the exhaust of the turbine to demonstrate compliance with the
ROC, NOx, PM10, and CO emission limits. The source test shall be
conducted over the expected operating range of the turbine including, but not
limited to, minimum and full load modes. This source test shall demonstrate
compliance with the following short term emission limits during normal
operation: ROC = ppmvd @ 15% O, and pounds per hour, NOx = ppmvd @
15% O, and pounds per hour, PM10 = pounds per hour, and CO = ppmvd @
15% O, and pounds per hour. The project owner shall submit the source test
results to the District and CPM within 45 days of conducting tests.

After the initial source test, the ROC, NOx, PM10, and CO emissions source
test shall be conducted on an annual basis. (Rules 26.2, 29, and 74.23)

Verification: Source tests demonstrating compliance with this condition shall be
provided to the CPM and are due on an annual basis after the initial source test is
conducted.

AQ-37 The District and CPM must be notified 30 days prior to any source test, and a
source test plan must be submitted for approval no later than 30 days prior to
testing. Unless otherwise specified in this permit or authorized in writing by
the District and CPM, within 45 days after completion of a source test or
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RATA performed by an independent source test contractor, a final test report
shall be submitted to the District and CPM for review and approval. (Rule
102)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the District and CPM for approval the
initial source test protocol at least 30 days prior to the initial source test. The project
owner shall the final test report to the District and the CPM within 45 days after
completion of a source test or RATA.

AQ-38

The following source test methods shall be used for the initial and annual
compliance verification:

ROC: EPA Methods 18 or 25,

NOx: EPA Methods 7E or 20,

PM10: EPA Method 5 (front half and back half) or EPA Method 201A,
CO: EPA Methods 10 or 10B,

O,: EPA Methods 3, 3A, or 20,

Ammonia (NHz): BAAQMD ST-1B.

EPA approved alternative test methods as approved by the District and CPM
may also be used to address the source testing requirements of this permit.
(Rules 26, 29, and 74.23 and 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM operating data
demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation Reports
(AQ-SC7).

AQ-39

An initial and annual source test and a periodic NOx and CO Relative
Accuracy Test Audit (RATA) shall be conducted on the CTG and its CEM to
demonstrate compliance with the NOx and CO emission standards of this
permit and applicable relative accuracy requirements for the CEMS systems
using District approved methods. The annual source test and the NOx and
CO RATAs shall be conducted in accordance with the applicable RATA
frequency requirements of 40 CFR75, Appendix B, Sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.3.
The initial and annual RATA may be conducted during the initial and annual
emission source tests required above and shall be conducted in accordance
with a protocol complying with all the applicable requirements of an approved
source test protocol. (Rule 74.23 and 103, 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK,
and 40 CFR Part 75)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the District
for approval the RATA certification test protocol at least 60 days prior to the RATA test
and shall notify the CPM, and District of the RATA test date at least 45 days prior to
conducting the RATA and other certification tests. The project owner will submit all
RATA or source test reports to the CPM for review and the District for approval within
45 days of the completion of those tests.

AQ-40

June 2016

Relative Accuracy Test Audits (RATAS) and all other required certification
tests shall be performed and completed on the NOx CEMS in accordance
with applicable provisions of 40 CFR Part 75 Appendix A and B and 40 CFR
Part 60 Subpart KKKK; and on the CO CEMS in accordance with applicable
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provisions of 40 CFR Part 60 Appendix B and F. (Rules 74.23 and 103, 40
CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK, 40 CFR Part 60, and 40 CFR Part 75)

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the District
for approval the periodic RATA and source test protocols, and RATA source test reports
within the timeframes specified in Conditions AQ-39.

AQ-41  The project owner shall maintain hourly records of NOx, CO, and NH3
emission concentrations in ppmvd @15% oxygen. NOx and CO
concentrations are measured by the CEM; NH3 emission concentrations are
determined and demonstrated through calculations of corrected ammonia
concentrations based upon the source test correlation and continuous records
of the ammonia injection rate as required above and below. The project
owner shall maintain records of NOx and CO emissions in pounds per hour,
tons per month, and tons per rolling 12 month periods. (Rules 26.2 and 29)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-42  The project owner shall maintain records that contain the following: the
occurrence and duration of any start-up, shutdown, unplanned load change or
malfunction, performance testing, evaluations, calibrations, checks,
adjustments, any periods during which a continuous monitoring system or
monitoring device is inoperative, maintenance of any CEM system that has
been installed pursuant to District Rule 103, and emission measurements.
(Rules 74.23 and 103)

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission..

AQ-43 The APCO or an authorized representative shall be allowed to inspect, as
determined to be necessary, the monitoring devices required by this permit to
ensure that such devices are functioning properly. (Rule 103)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-44  The project owner shall maintain a stationary gas turbine system operating
log that includes, on a daily basis, the actual local startup and stop time,
length and reason for reduced load periods, total hours of operation, amount
of natural gas consumed, and duration of each start-up, each shutdown, and
each unplanned load change time period. (Rules 26 and 74.23)

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission..

AQ-45 All records required to be maintained by this permit shall be maintained for a
period of five years and shall be made readily available for District and CPM
inspection upon request. (Rules 33 and 103)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.
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AQ-46  For purposes of determining compliance with emission limits based on source
testing, the average of three subtests shall be used. For purposes of
determining compliance with emission limits based on a Continuous Emission
Monitoring System (CEMS), data collected in accordance with the CEMS
protocol shall be used and the averages for averaging periods specified
herein shall be calculated as specified in the CEMS protocol. (Rules 26.2 and
74.23)

Verification:  The project owner shall provide emissions summary data in
compliance with this condition as part of the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC7).
The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records by
representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-47  For purposes of determining compliance with emission limits based on CEMS
data, all CEMS calculations, averages, and aggregates shall be performed in
accordance with the CEMS protocol approved in writing by the District and
CPM. (Rules 26, 74.23, and 103)

Verification:  The project owner shall maintain a copy of the CEMS protocol on site
and provide it for inspection on request by representatives of the District, ARB, and the
Energy Commission.

AQ-48 The number of annual operating hours (including startup and shutdown) for
the CTG shall not exceed 2,150 hours per year. The number of startup
periods occurring shall not exceed 200 per year. The number of shutdown
periods occurring shall not exceed 200 per year.

The CTG shall be equipped with an operating, non-resettable, elapsed hour
meter. The project owner shall maintain a log that differentiates normal
operation from startup operation and shutdown operation. These hours of
operation records shall be compiled into a monthly total. The monthly
operating hour records shall be summed for the previous 12 months and
reported to the District and CPM on an annual basis. (Rules 26 and 74.23)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission..

AQ-49 Not later than 90 calendar days prior to the start of construction, the project
owner shall submit to the District and CPM the final selection, design
parameters and details of the selective catalytic reduction (SCR) and
oxidation catalyst emission control systems for the CTG including, but not
limited to, the minimum ammonia injection temperature for the SCR; the
catalyst dimensions and volume, catalyst material, catalyst manufacturer,
space velocity and area velocity at full load; and control efficiencies of the
SCR and the oxidation catalyst CO at temperatures between 100 °F and 1000
°F at space velocities corresponding to 100% and 25% load. (Rules 26.2 and
74.23)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and District for
approval final selection, design parameters and details of the SCR and oxidation
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catalyst emission control systems at least 90 days prior to the start of construction of the
SCR or oxidation catalyst.

AQ-50 Continuous monitors shall be installed on SCR system prior to their initial
operation to monitor or calculate, and record the ammonia solution injection
rate in pounds per hour and the SCR catalyst temperature in degrees
Fahrenheit for each unit operating minute. The monitors shall be installed,
calibrated and maintained in accordance with a District and CPM approved
protocol, which may be part of the CEMS protocol. This protocol, which shall
include the calculation methodology, shall be submitted to the District and
CPM for written approval at least 90 days prior to initial startup of the gas
turbines with the SCR system. The monitors shall be in full operation at all
times when the turbine is in operation. (Rules 26 and 103)

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the District
for approval a turbine operation monitoring protocol in compliance with this condition at
least 90 days prior to the initial startup.

AQ-51  Except during periods when the ammonia injection system is being tuned or
one or more ammonia injection systems is in manual control for compliance
with applicable permit conditions, the automatic ammonia injection system
serving the SCR system shall be in operation in accordance with
manufacturer's specifications at all times when ammonia is being injected into
the SCR system. Manufacturer specifications shall be maintained on site and
made available to District and CPM personnel upon request. (Rules 26 and
74.23)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission..

AQ-52  The concentration of ammonia solution used in the SCR ammonia injection
system shall be less than 20% ammonia by weight. Records of ammonia
solution concentration shall be maintained on site and made available to
District and CPM personnel upon request. (40 CFR Part 68)

Verification:  The project owner shall maintain on site and provide on request of the
CPM or District the ammonia delivery records that demonstrate compliance with this
condition.

AQ-53 A continuous emission monitoring system (CEMS) shall be installed and
operated on the CTG and properly maintained and calibrated to measure,
calculate, and record the following, in accordance with the District and CPM
approved CEMS protocol:

a. Hourly average concentration of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) uncorrected and
corrected to 15% oxygen, in parts per million (ppmvd), necessary to
demonstrate compliance with the NOx limits of this permit;

b. Hourly average concentration of carbon monoxide (CO) uncorrected and

corrected to 15% oxygen, in parts per million (ppmvd), necessary to
demonstrate compliance with the CO limits of this permit;
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Verification:

Percent oxygen (O,) in the exhaust gas averaged over each operating
hour;

Hourly mass emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) calculated as NO,, in
pounds;

Cumulative mass emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOXx) calculated as NO,
in each startup and shutdown period, in pounds;

Daily mass emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) calculated as NOy, in
pounds;

Calendar monthly mass emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) calculated
as NOg, in pounds;

Rolling 1-hour average and rolling 4-hour concentration of oxides of
nitrogen (NOX) corrected to 15% oxygen, in parts per million (ppmvd);

Rolling 1-hour average oxides of nitrogen (NOXx) calculated as NO,
emission rate, in pounds per megawatt-hour (MWh);

Calendar month, calendar year, and rolling 12-calendar-month period
mass emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx), in tons;

Hourly mass emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), in pounds;

Cumulative mass emissions of carbon monoxide (CO) in each startup and
shutdown period, in pounds;

. Daily mass emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), in pounds;

Calendar monthly mass emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), in pounds;

Calendar month, calendar year, and rolling 12-calendar-month period
mass emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), in tons;

Average concentration of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and carbon monoxide
(CO) uncorrected and corrected to 15% oxygen, in parts per million
(ppmvd), averaged over each unit operating hour;

Average emission rate in pounds per hour of oxides of nitrogen (NOx)
calculated as NO, and pounds per hour of carbon monoxide (CO) during
each unit operating hour.

The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the District

for approval a CEMS protocol, as required by AQ-54, which includes description of the
methods of compliance with the requirements of this condition. The project owner shall
make the site available for inspection of records and equipment by representatives of
the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.
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AQ-54  No later than 90 calendar days prior to initial startup of the CTG, the project
owner shall submit a CEMS protocol to the District, for written approval that
shows how the CEMS will be able to meet all of the monitoring requirements
of this permit. (Rules 74.23 and 103)

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the District
for approval a CEMS operating protocol at least 90 days prior to the initial startup of
each combustion turbine.

AQ-55 When the CEMS is not recording data and the CTG is operating, hourly NOx
emissions for purposes of rolling 12-calendar-month period emission
calculations shall be determined in accordance with 40 CFR 75 Subpart C.
Additionally, hourly CO emissions for rolling 12-calendar-month period
emission calculations shall be determined using CO emission factors to be
determined from source test emission factors, recorded CEMS data, and fuel
consumption data, in terms of pounds per hour of CO for the gas turbine.
Emission calculations used to determine hourly emission rates shall be
reviewed and approved by the District and CPM, in writing, before the hourly
emission rates are incorporated into the CEMS emissions data. (Rules 26.2
and 29)

Verification: The project owner shall provide the District for approval and the CPM
for review all emission calculations required by this condition, in a manner and time
required by the District, and shall provide notation of when such calculations are used in
place of operating CEMS data in the Quarterly Operation Reports (AQ-SC7).

AQ-56 The CTG shall be equipped with continuous monitors to measure, calculate,
and record unit operating days and hours and the following operational
characteristics and operating parameters (Rule 74.23):

a. Date and time;

b. Natural gas flow rate to the CTG during each unit operating minute, in
standard cubic feet per hour;

c. Total heat input to the combustion turbine based on the natural gas higher
heating value (HHV) during each unit operating minute, in Million British
Thermal Units Per Hour (MMBTU/Hr);

d. Higher heating value (HHV) of the fuel on an hourly basis, in Million British
Thermal Units Per Standard Cubic Foot (MMBTU/SCF);

e. Stack exhaust gas temperature during each unit operating minute, in
degrees Fahrenheit;

f. Combustion turbine energy output during each unit operating minute in
megawatts hours (MWh)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the District
for approval a turbine operation monitoring protocol in compliance with this condition
and within the timeframes specified in AQ-58 and the project owner shall make the site
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available for inspection of records and equipment required in this condition by
representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-57 The values of these operational characteristics and parameters shall be
reduced to hourly averages. The monitors shall be installed, calibrated, and
maintained in accordance with a turbine operation monitoring protocol, which
may be part of the CEMS protocol, approved by the District and CPM, which
shall include any relevant calculation methodologies. The monitors shall be in
full operation at all times when the combustion turbine is in operation.
Calibration records for the continuous monitors shall be maintained on site
and made available to the District and CPM upon request. (Rule 74.23)

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the District
for approval a turbine operation monitoring protocol in compliance with this condition
and within the timeframes specified in AQ-58 and the project owner shall make the site
available for inspection of records and equipment required in this condition by
representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-58 At least 90 calendar days prior to initial startup of the CTG, the project owner
shall submit a CTG operating parameter monitoring protocol to the District
and CPM for written approval. This may be part of the CEMS protocol.

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and the District
for approval a turbine monitoring protocol in compliance with this condition at least 90
days prior to the initial startup of each combustion turbine.

AQ-59 Thirty (30) calendar days after the end of the commissioning period for the
CTG, the project owner shall submit a written report to the District and CPM.
This report shall include, a minimum, the date the commissioning period
ended, the startup and shutdown periods, the emissions of NOx and CO
during startup and shutdown periods, and the emissions of NOx and CO
during steady state operation. This report shall also detail any CTG or
emission control equipment malfunction, upset, repairs, maintenance,
modifications, or replacements affecting emissions of air contaminants that
occurred during the commissioning period. All of the following continuous
monitoring information shall be reported and averaged over each hour of
operation, except for cumulative mass emissions. (Rules 26.2 and 29):

a. Concentration of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) uncorrected and corrected to
15% oxygen, in parts per million (ppmvd);

b. Concentration of carbon monoxide (CO) uncorrected and corrected to
15% oxygen, in parts per million (ppmvd);

c. Percent oxygen (0O2) in the exhaust gas;

d. Mass emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) calculated as NO2, in pounds
and tons;

e. Cumulative mass emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOXx) calculated as
NO2 in each startup and shutdown period, in pounds and tons;

June 2016 4.1-93 AIR QUALITY



f. Cumulative mass emissions of carbon monoxide (CO) in each startup and
shutdown period, in pounds and tons;

g. Mass emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), in pounds and tons;

h. Total heat input to the combustion turbine based on the fuel's higher
heating value, in Million British Thermal Units Per Hour (MMBTU/Hr);

i. Higher Heating Value (HHV) of the natural gas fuel on an hourly basis, in
Million British Thermal Units Per Standard Cubic Foot (MMBTU/SCF);

J. Gross electrical power output of the CTG, in megawatts hours (MWh) for
each hour;

k. SCR catalyst temperature, in degrees Fahrenheit.

Verification: A log of the dates, times, and cumulative unit operating hours when
fuel is being combusted during the commissioning period shall be maintained by the
project owner. The project owner shall submit, commencing one month from the time of
gas turbine first fire, a monthly commissioning status report throughout the duration of
the commissioning phase that demonstrates compliance with the requirements listed in
this condition. The monthly commissioning status report shall be submitted to the CPM
by the 10th of each month for the previous month, for all months with turbine
commissioning activities following the turbine first fire date. The project owner shall also
provide the reporting required by this condition to the District and CPM within 30 day of
completing commissioning of each turbine. The project owner shall make the site
available for inspection of records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the
Energy Commission.

AQ-60 Upon request of the APCO, the hourly average information required by this
permit shall be submitted in writing and /or in an electronic format approved
by the District and CPM. Upon request of the APCO, the minute-by-minute
information required by this permit shall be submitted in an electronic format
approved by the District and CPM. (Rules 26.2, 74.23, and 103)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-61 The CTG shall comply with 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart TTTT, Standards of
Performance for Greenhouse Gas Emissions From New, Modified, and
Reconstructed Stationary Sources: Electric Utility Generating Units. As
defined by the annual hours of operation limits, and the natural gas fuel only
requirements, of this permit, the CTG is subject to a CO, emission standard of
120 Ib CO, per MMBTU, averaged over a 12 operating month rolling average.

To verify compliance with this condition, as required above by this permit, the
project owner shall record and maintain written monthly records of the CTG
natural gas consumption and the CTG net electrical sales supplied to the
utility grid.
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Verification:  To verify compliance with this condition, as required above by this
permit, the project owner shall record and maintain written monthly records of the CTG
natural gas consumption and the CTG net electrical sales supplied to the utility grid and
submit to the District and CPM in the Quarterly Compliance Reports (AQ-SC7).

779 BHP Tier 4-Final Emergency Diesel Engine

AQ-DE1 The annual hours of operation for maintenance and readiness testing of the
779 BHP Emergency Diesel Engine shall not exceed 50 hours per year. This
limit does not include emergency operation when electrical grid power line
service has failed. When not being operated for maintenance or readiness
testing, the emergency engine shall only be used during a failure or loss of all
or part of normal electrical power service to the facility.

The engine shall be equipped with an operating, non-resettable, elapsed hour
meter. The project owner shall maintain a log that differentiates operation
during maintenance and testing from operation during emergency use. These
hours of operation records shall be compiled into a monthly total. The
monthly operating hour records shall be summed for the previous 12 months
and reported to the District and CPM after every calendar year by February
15. (Rule 74.9 and ATCM)

Verification:  The project owner shall submit to the CPM the emergency diesel
engine operating data demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the
Quarterly Operation Report (AQ-SC7). The monthly operating hour records shall be
summed for the previous 12 months and reported to the District and CPM after every
calendar year by February 15.

AQ-DE2 Only CARB certified diesel fuel containing not more than 0.0015% sulfur by
weight shall be used to fuel the Emergency Diesel Engine. (ATCM)

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-DE3 No air contaminant shall be discharged into the atmosphere for a period or
periods aggregating more than three minutes in any one hour which are as
dark or darker in shade as that designated as No. 1 on the Ringelmann Chart
as published by the United States Bureau of Mines, or 20% opacity. (Rule 50)

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-DE4 The emergency engine shall be EPA-certified to the applicable emissions
requirements for emergency engines of 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart IllI,
Standards of Performance for Stationary Compression Ignition Internal
Combustion Engines, based on the power rating of the engine and the engine
model year. The ROC, NOx, and PM10 emission limits below have been
applied as BACT pursuant to Rule 26.2 and are more stringent than this
condition. (Rule 26.2, ATCM, and NSPS lllI)
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Verification: The project owner shall provide to the CPM for review and approval
engine documentation demonstrating compliance with the condition at least 30 days
prior to purchasing the engine.

AQ-DE5 ROC emissions shall not exceed the EPA Tier 4-Final Standard for NMHC of
0.14 g/bhp-hr. The project owner shall maintain documentation certifying that
the emergency diesel engine meets this emission standard. (Rule 26.2)

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-DE6 NOx emissions shall not exceed shall not exceed the EPA Tier 4-Final
Standard for NOx of 0.50 g/bhp-hr. The project owner shall maintain
documentation certifying that the emergency diesel engine meets this
emission standard. (Rule 26.2)

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-DE7 PM10 emissions from the engine shall not exceed shall not exceed the EPA
Tier 4-Final Standard for PM of 0.02 g/hp-hr. The project owner shall
maintain documentation certifying that the emergency diesel engine meets
this emission standard. (Rules 26.2 and 51)

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-DE8 CO emissions from the engine shall not exceed the EPA Tier 4-Final
Standard for CO of 2.6 g/bhp-hr. The project owner shall maintain
documentation certifying that the emergency diesel engine meets this
emission standard. (ATCM and NSPS lllI)

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.

AQ-DE9 The exhaust stack of the Emergency Diesel Engine shall vent vertically
upward. The vertical exhaust flow shall not be impeded by a rain cap, roof
overhang, or any other obstruction. A flapper type rain cap that is open while
the engine is operating may be used. (Rule 51)

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-DE10 The Emergency Diesel Engine shall be operated and maintained in proper
operating condition as recommended by the engine manufacturer or
emissions control system supplier. (ATCM and NSPS lllI)

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.
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AQ-DE11 Project owner shall monitor the operational characteristics of the engine as
recommended by the engine manufacturer or emissions control system
supplier. (ATCM and NSPS IlII)

Verification:  The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of
equipment and records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy
Commission.

AQ-DE12 The existing 154 BHP emergency fire pump engine and 201 BHP emergency
generator engine at the Mandalay Generating Station shall be removed prior
to operation of this new 779 BHP Emergency Diesel Engine. (Rules 26.2)

Verification:  The project owner shall provide to the CPM for review and approval
documentation demonstrating compliance with this condition at least 30 days prior to
operating the new 779 BHP emergency diesel engine.
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ACRONYMS

AAQS Ambient Air Quality Standard

AERMOD ARMS/EPA Regulatory Model

AFC Application for Certification

APCD Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD)
AQCMM  Air Quality Construction Mitigation Manager
AQCMP  Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan

AQMP Air Quality Management Plan

AQIA Air Quality Impact Assessment
ARB California Air Resources Board
AST Aboveground Storage Tank
ATC Authority to Construct

ATCM Airborne Toxic Control Measure

BACT Best Available Control Technology

BARCT Best Available Retrofit Technology

bhp brake horsepower

Btu British thermal unit

CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standard

CCR California Code of Regulations

CEC California Energy Commission (or Energy Commission)

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

CEM Continuous Emission Monitor

CEMS Continuous Emission Monitoring System
CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CO Carbon Monoxide
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CTG
CPM
DAHS
DPM
dscf
dscm
EIR
EPA
MGS
ERC
DOC
GHG
gpm
gr
HAP

H>S
LAER
lbs
LORS
MCR
mg/m?®
MMBtu
MW

NAAQS
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Carbon Dioxide

Combustion Turbine Generator

(Energy Commission) Compliance Project Manager
Data Acquisition and Handling System

Diesel Particulate Matter

dry standard cubic foot

dry standard cubic meter

Environmental Impact Report

Environmental Protection Agency (same as U.S. EPA)
Mandalay Generating Station

Emission Reduction Credit

Final Determination Of Compliance

Greenhouse Gas

Gallons per minute

Grains (1 gr = 0.0648 grams, 7000 gr = 1 pound)
Hazardous Air Pollutant

horsepower

Hydrogen Sulfide

Lowest Achievable Emission Rate

pounds

Laws, ordinances, regulations and standards
Monthly Compliance Report

milligrams per cubic meter

Million British thermal units

Megawatts (1,000,000 Watts)

National Ambient Air Quality Standard
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NH3
NO
NO,
NO3
NOXx
NSPS
NSR
O,

O3
OLM
P3
PDOC
PM
PM10
PM2.5
ppm
ppmv
ppmvd

PSA
PSD
PTO
RATA
ROC
SCCAB
scf

SCR

AIR QUALITY

Ammonia

Nitric Oxide

Nitrogen Dioxide

Nitrates

Oxides of Nitrogen or Nitrogen Oxides
New Source Performance Standard
New Source Review

Oxygen

Ozone

Ozone Limiting Method

Puente Power Project

Preliminary Determination Of Compliance

Particulate matter

Particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter

Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter

Parts per million

Parts per million by volume

Parts per million by volume, dry
Preliminary Staff Assessment
Prevention of Significant Deterioration
Permit to Operate

Relative Accuracy Test Audit
Reactive Organic Compound

South Central Coast Air Basin
Standard cubic feet

Selective Catalytic Reduction
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SIP

SO,

SO3

SOx

ULN

U.S. EPA
ug/m?
VCAPCD

VOC
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State Implementation Plan

Sulfur dioxide

Sulfate

Oxides of sulfur

Ultra Low NOXx

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Microgram per cubic meter

Ventura County Air Pollution Control District

Volatile organic compounds
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AIR QUALITY APPENDIX AIR-1

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Testimony of Jacquelyn Record and David Vidaver

SUMMARY

The Puente Power Project (P3) is a proposed addition to the state’s electricity system. It
would be an efficient, dispatchable, natural gas-fired simple-cycle power generation unit
with fast-start capability, but would produce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions while
generating electricity for California consumers. Its addition to the system would displace
other less efficient, higher GHG-emitting peaker power plant generation, and facilitate
the retirement of units at the Mandalay Generating Station (MGS),the Ormond Beach
Generating Station, and facilitate the integration of renewable resources. Because the
project would displace less-efficient generation resources, the addition of the P3 would
contribute to a reduction in California GHG emissions and the average GHG emission
rate.

Electricity is produced by operation of an interconnected system of generation sources.
Operation of one power plant, like P3, affects all other power plants in the
interconnected system. The relative efficiency of P3 and the system build-out of
renewable resources in California would result in a net cumulative reduction of GHG
emissions from new and existing fossil sources of electricity. While P3 would burn
natural gas for fuel and thus would produce GHG emissions that contribute cumulatively
to climate change, it would have a beneficial impact on system operation and facilitate a
reduction in GHG emissions in several ways:

e When dispatched,® P3 would displace less efficient (and thus higher GHG-emitting)
generation. Because the project’'s GHG emissions per megawatt-hour (MWh) would
be lower than those of the power plants that the project would displace, the addition
of the P3 would contribute to a reduction of California and overall Western Electricity
Coordinating Council system GHG’ emissions and the average GHG emission rate.

e P3 would replace capacity and generation provided by aging, high GHG-emitting
power plants, which are expected to retire in order to comply with the State Water
Resource Control Board’s (SWRCB) policy restricting the use of sea water for once
through cooling (OTC).

e P3 would replace less efficient peaker power plant generation in the California
Independent System Operator - (California 1ISO) designated Big Creek - Ventura
Local Capacity Area (LCA), reducing the GHG emissions associated with providing

% The entity responsible for balancing a region’s electrical load and generation will “dispatch” or call on the
operation of generation facilities. The “dispatch order” is generally dictated by the facility’s electricity
production cost, efficiency, location or contractual obligations.

’ Fuel-use closely correlates to the efficiency of, and carbon dioxide (CO,) emissions from, natural gas-fired power
plants. And since CO, emissions from fuel combustion dominate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from power
plants, the terms CO, and GHG are used interchangeably in this section.
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local reliability services and facilitating the retirement of units at the MGS and
Ormond Beach Generating Station - aging, high GHG-emitting resources in the LCA.

e P3 would provide fast start and dispatch flexibility capabilities necessary to integrate
expected additional amounts of variable renewable generation® to meet the state’s
Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) and GHG emission reduction targets.

INTRODUCTION — JACQUELYN RECORD

GHG emissions are not criteria pollutants®; they are discussed in the context of
cumulative impacts. In December 2009, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) declared that greenhouse gases (GHGS) threaten the public health and welfare
of the American people (the so-called “endangerment finding”), and this became
effective on January 14, 2010.

Federal rules that became effective December 29, 2009 (40 CFR 98) require federal
reporting of GHGs. Staff focuses on analyzing the ability of the project to comply with
existing federal- and state-level policies and programs for GHGs. The state has
demonstrated a clear willingness to address global climate change though research,
adaptation,® and GHG inventory reductions. In that context, staff evaluates the GHG
emissions from the proposed project, presents information on GHG emissions related to
electricity generation, and describes the applicable GHG standards and requirements.

Generation of electricity using any fossil fuel, including natural gas, can produce
greenhouse gases along with the criteria air pollutants that have been traditionally
regulated under the federal and state Clean Air Acts. For fossil fuel-fired power plants,
the GHG emissions include primarily CO,, with much smaller amounts of nitrous oxide
(N2O, not NO or NO,, which are commonly known as NOx or oxides of nitrogen), and
methane (CH,4, often from unburned natural gas). Also included are sulfur hexafluoride
(SFs) from high voltage equipment, and hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and
perfluorocarbons (PFCs) from refrigeration/chiller equipment. GHG emissions from the
electricity sector are dominated by CO, emissions from the carbon-based fuels; other
sources of GHG emissions are small and also are more likely to be easily controlled,
reused or recycled, but are nevertheless documented here as some of the compounds
have very high relative global warming potentials.

Global warming potential is a relative measure, compared to carbon dioxide, of a
compound’s residence time in the atmosphere and ability to warm the planet. Mass
emissions of GHGs are converted into carbon dioxide equivalent (COE) for ease of
comparison.

8 Variable and intermittent are often used interchangeably, but variable more accurately reflects the integration
issues of renewables into the California grid. Winds can slow across a wind farm or cloud cover can shade
portions of a solar field, temporarily reducing unit or facility output, but not shut down the unit or facility

9 Criteria pollutants are nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide (SO,), carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (O3), respirable
particulate matter (PM10), and fine particulate matter (PM2.5).

10 While working to understand and reverse global climate change, it is prudent to also adapt to potential changes
in the state’s climate (for example, changing rainfall patterns).
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LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS

The following federal, state, and local laws and policies in Greenhouse Gas Table 1
pertain to the control and mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions. Staff's analysis
examines the project’'s compliance with these requirements.

Greenhouse Gas Table 1

Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS)

Applicable Law or
Regulation

Description

Federal

40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Parts 51
and 52

A new stationary source that emits more than 100,000 tons per year
(TPY) of greenhouse gases (GHGS) is also considered to be a
major stationary source subject to Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) requirements. As of June 23, 2014 the US
Supreme Court has invalidated this requirement as a sole PSD
permitting trigger. However, PSD still applies to GHGs if the source
is otherwise subject to PSD (for another regulated New Source
Review (NSR) pollutant) and the GHG emissions exceed this value.
The proposed facility modifications are not subject to the PSD
analysis for other NSR pollutants and are therefore not subject to
GHG PSD analysis.

Title 40 CFR Part 60,
Subpart TTTT

(Standards of Performance
for Greenhouse Gas
Emissions for Electrical
Generating Units)

This rule, effective October 23, 2015, establishes standards for
emissions for carbon dioxide (CO,) for newly constructed, modified,
and reconstructed affected fossil fuel-fired electricity utility
generating units (EGUS).

40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 98

This rule requires mandatory reporting of GHG emissions for
facilities that emit more than 25,000 metric tons of CO, equivalent
emissions per year. This requirement is triggered by this facility.

State

California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006, AB 32
(Stats. 2006; Chapter 488;
Health and Safety Code,
sections 38500 et seq.)

This act requires the California Air Resource Board (ARB) to enact
standards to reduce GHG emission to 1990 levels by 2020.
Electricity production facilities are included. A cap-and-trade
program became active in January 2012, with enforcement
beginning in January 2013. Cap-and-trade is expected to achieve
approximately 20 percent of the GHG reductions expected under
Assembly Bill (AB) 32 by 2020.

California Code of
Regulations, Title 17,
Subchapter 10, Article 2,
sections 95100 et. seq.

These ARB regulations implement mandatory GHG emissions
reporting as part of the California Global Warming Solutions Act of
2006 (Stats. 2006; Chapter 488; Health and Safety Code, sections
38500 et seq.)

Title 20, California Code of
Regulations, Section 2900 et
seq.; CPUC Decision
D0701039 in proceeding
R0604009

The regulations prohibit utilities from entering into long-term
contracts with any base load facility that does not meet a
greenhouse gas emission standard of 0.5 metric tonnes carbon
dioxide per megawatt-hour (0.5 MTCO,/MWh) or 1,100 pounds
carbon dioxide per megawatt-hour (1,100 lbs CO,/MWh). The P3
would not be a base load facility and this regulation would not apply.

Local
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Applicable Law or

Regulation Description

City of Oxnard Energy Action | The EAP builds upon existing energy conservation efforts and
Plan identifies energy conservation and production programs consistent
with 2030 General Plan goals and policies, utility company
programs, and state and federal legislation and initiatives.

GHG ANALYSIS

GHG emissions are not included in the class of pollutants traditionally called “criteria
pollutants.” Since the impact of the GHG emissions from a power plant’s operation has
global rather than local effects, those impacts should be assessed not only by analysis
of the plant’s emissions, but also in the context of the operation of the entire electricity
system of which the plant is an integrated part. Furthermore, the impact of the GHG
emissions from a power plant’s operation should be analyzed in the context of
applicable GHG laws and policies, especially Assembly Bill (AB) 32, California’s Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006.

GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE AND CALIFORNIA

Worldwide, with the exception of 1998, over the past 134-year record, the 11 warmest
years all have occurred since 2002, with the two hottest years on record being 2010 and
2005 (NCDC 2014). According to “The Future Is Now: An Update on Climate Change
Science Impacts and Response Options for California,” an Energy Commission
document, the American West is heating up faster than other regions of the United States
(CEC 2009c). The California Climate Change Center (CCCC) reports that, by the end of
this century, average global surface temperatures could rise by 4.7°F to 10.5°F due to
increased GHG emissions.

The accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere regulates the earth’s temperature.
Without these natural GHGs, the earth’s surface would be approximately 61°F (34°C)
cooler (CalEPA 2006); however, emissions from fossil fuel combustion for activities
such as electricity production and vehicular transportation have elevated the
concentration of GHGs in the atmosphere above natural levels. ARB estimated that the
mobile source sector accounted for approximately 37 percent of the GHG emissions
generated in California from 2009 through 2012, while the electricity generating sector
accounted for approximately 20 to 22 percent of the 2009 to 2012 California GHG
emissions inventory, with just more than half of that on average from in-state generation
sources (ARB 2014).

The Fourth U.S. Climate Action Report concluded, in assessing current trends, that CO,
emissions increased by 20 percent from 1990 to 2004, while methane and nitrous oxide
emissions decreased by 10 percent and 2 percent, respectively. The Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) constructed several emission trajectories of GHGs
needed to stabilize global temperatures and climate change impacts. It concluded that
stabilization of GHGs at 450 ppm carbon dioxide equivalent concentration is required to
keep the global mean warming increase below 3.8°F (2.1°C) from year 2000 base line
levels (IPCC 2007a).
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GHGs differ from criteria pollutants in that GHG emissions from a specific project do not
cause direct adverse localized human health effects. Rather, the direct environmental
effect of GHG emissions is the cumulative effect of an overall increase in global
temperatures, which in turn has numerous indirect effects on the environment and
humans. The impacts of climate change include potential physical, economic, and social
effects. These effects could include inundation of settled areas near the coast from rises
in sea level associated with melting of land-based glacial ice sheets, exposure to more
frequent and powerful climate events, and changes in suitability of certain areas for
agriculture, reduction in Arctic sea ice, thawing permafrost, later freezing and earlier
break-up of ice on rivers and lakes, a lengthened growing season, shifts in plant and
animal ranges, earlier flowering of trees, and a substantial reduction in winter snowpack
(IPCC 2007b). For example, current estimates include a 70 to 90 percent reduction in
snow pack in the Sierra Nevada mountain range. Current data suggests that in the next
25 years, in every season of the year, California could experience unprecedented heat,
longer and more extreme heat waves, greater intensity and frequency of heat waves, and
longer dry periods.

There is general scientific consensus that climate change is occurring and that human
activity contributes in some measure (perhaps substantially) to that change. Man-made
emissions of GHGs, if not sufficiently curtailed, are likely to contribute further to
continued increases in global temperatures. Indeed, the California Legislature found
that “[g]lobal warming poses a serious threat to the economic well-being, public health,
natural resources, and the environment of California” (Cal. Health & Safety Code, sec.
38500, division 25.5, part 1).

The state has demonstrated a clear willingness to address global climate change (GCC)
through research, adaptation, and GHG emission reductions. In that context, staff
evaluates the GHG emissions from the proposed project, presents information on GHG
emissions related to electricity generation (see Electricity System GHG Impacts
below), and describes the applicable GHG policies and programs.

In April 2007, the U.S. Supreme Court held that GHG emissions are pollutants within the
meaning of the Clean Air Act (CAA). In reaching its decision, the Court also
acknowledged that climate change results, in part, from anthropogenic causes
(Massachusetts et al. v. Environmental Protection Agency 549 U.S. 497, 2007). The
Supreme Court’s ruling paved the way for the regulation of GHG emissions by U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) under the CAA.

As federal rulemaking evolves, staff at this time focuses on analyzing the ability of the
project to comply with existing federal- and state-level policies and programs for GHGs.
As of June 23, 2014, the US Supreme Court has validated that GHG emissions should
continue to be regulated, but only for those facilities that are already regulated under
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) for NSR pollutants.

In 1998, the Energy Commission identified a range of strategies to prepare for an
uncertain climate future, including a need to account for the environmental impacts
associated with energy production, planning, and procurement (CEC 1998, p. 5). In
2003, the Energy Commission recommended that the state require reporting of GHGs,
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or global climate change * emissions, as a condition of state licensing of new electric
generating facilities (CEC 2003, IEPR p. 42). In 2006, California enacted the California
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32). It requires the ARB to adopt standards
that will reduce 2020 statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels.

AB 32 includes a number of specific requirements:

ARB shall prepare and approve a scoping plan for achieving the maximum
technologically feasible and cost-effective reductions in greenhouse gas
emissions from sources or categories of sources of greenhouse gases by
2020 (Health and Safety Code (HSC) 838561). The scoping plan, approved by the
ARB on December 12, 2008, provides the outline for actions to reduce greenhouse
gases in California. The approved scoping plan indicates how these emission
reductions will be achieved from significant greenhouse gas sources via regulations,
market mechanisms, and other actions. In early 2014, ARB completed its 5-year
update to the Scoping Plan, tracking progress towards the 2020 emission goals and
proposing new measures as appropriate.

The adopted Scoping Plan anticipates that four-fifths of the planned reductions will
come from cost-effective programs and regulations, with the remainder provided by
economy-wide cap and trade. Measures that affect the electricity sector directly
include a 33 percent Renewable Portfolio Standard by 2020, alternative
transportation fuels such as vehicle and ship electrification, building energy
efficiency, and combined heat and power. Most of these measures have been
implemented, such as Senate Bill X1-2 (Simitian, Chapter 1, Statutes of 2011),
which established a firm goal requiring all retail providers to procure an amount
equal to 33 percent of their electricity sales from renewable sources by 2020.% In
January 2015, Governor Brown declared a goal of reaching 50 percent renewable
energy by 2030.

Identify the statewide level of greenhouse gas emissions in 1990 to serve as
the emissions limit to be achieved by 2020 (HSC 838550). In December 2007,
the ARB approved the 2020 emission limit of 427 million metric tons of carbon
dioxide equivalent (MMTCOZ2E) of greenhouse gases. In 2013, ARB used EPA’s
updated information to re-calculate that level to 431 million metric tons.

Adopt aregulation requiring the mandatory reporting of greenhouse gas
emissions (HSC 838530). In December 2007, the ARB adopted a regulation
requiring the largest electric power generation and industrial sources to report and
verify their greenhouse gas emissions. The reporting regulation serves as a solid
foundation to determine greenhouse gas emissions and track future changes in
emission levels. Facilities that emit more than 25,000 metric tons per year are
covered. That includes most emitting power plants of 5 megawatts or larger.

1 Global climate change is the result of greenhouse gases, or air emissions with global warming potentials,
affecting the global energy balance and thereby the global climate of the planet. The terms greenhouse gases
(GHGs) and global climate change (GCC) gases are used interchangeably.

2 This goal has been increased to 50 percent by 2030 (De Leon, Chapter 547, Statutes of 2015).
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Reported emissions from individual facilities may be found on the Mandatory
Reporting website, http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/reporting/ghg-rep/reported-data/ghg-
reports.htm.

Adopt a regulation that establishes a system of market-based declining annual
aggregate emission limits for sources or categories of sources that emit
greenhouse gas emissions, applicable from January 1, 2012, to December 31,
2020 (HSC 838562(c)). In 2011, the ARB adopted the cap-and-trade original
regulation. The cap-and-trade program covers major sources of GHG emissions in
the state such as refineries, power plants, industrial facilities, and transportation
fuels. The cap-and-trade program includes an enforceable emissions cap that will
decline over time. The state will distribute allowances, which are tradable permits,
equal to the emissions allowed under the cap. Sources under the cap will need to
surrender allowances and offsets equal to their emissions at the end of each
compliance period.

Individual in-state generating facilities and the first deliverers of imported electricity
are the point of regulation. They are responsible for measuring and reporting their
GHG emissions under ARB and U.S. EPA regulations, and purchasing either carbon
allowances or offsets to meet their emissions obligation. Third party verification is
required. If facilities find that it is not economic to operate and to purchase sufficient
compliance instruments to cover its GHG obligations, facilities must lower their
annual energy output. Further information on cap-and-trade may be found at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/capandtrade.htm.

The first mandatory compliance period*® with cap-and-trade requirements
commenced on January 1, 2012, although enforcement was delayed until January
2013.

Convene an Environmental Justice Advisory Committee (EJAC) to advise the
Board in developing the Scoping Plan and any other pertinent matter in
implementing AB 32 (HSC §38591). The EJAC met between 2007 and 2010,
providing comments on the proposed early action measures and the development of
the scoping plan, public health issues, and issues for impacted communities and
cap-and-trade. To advise the ARB on the 2013 Scoping Plan Update, ARB
reconvened a new EJAC on March 21, 2013. The committee met three times in
2013 and again in April 2014.

In 2015, the ARB opened a proceeding intended to develop a 2030 target for GHG
emission reductions, as well as programs necessary to reach that target.

BA compliance period is the time frame during which the compliance obligation is calculated. The years
2013 and 2014 are known as the first compliance period, and the years 2015 to 2017 are known as the second
compliance period. The third compliance period is from 2018 to 2020. At the end of each compliance period
each facility will be required to turn in compliance instruments, including allowances and a limited number of
ARB offset credits, equivalent to their total GHG emissions throughout the compliance period.
(http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/guidance/chapterl.pdf)
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It is likely that GHG reductions mandated by ARB will be non-uniform or
disproportional across emitting sectors, in that most reductions will be based on
cost-effectiveness (i.e., the greatest GHG reduction for the least cost). It is possible
that percentage reductions in GHG emissions from the electricity sector will be
higher than those from other sectors of the state’s economy as decarbonizing the
electricity sector may prove to be among the least-cost pathways to overall
reductions.

SB 1368, enacted in 2006, and regulations adopted by the Energy Commission and
the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) pursuant to that bill, prohibits
California utilities from entering into long-term commitments with any base load facilities
that exceed the Emission Performance Standard (EPS) of 0.5 metric tonnes CO, per
megawatt-hour™ (1,100 pounds CO,/MWh). Specifically, the SB 1368 EPS applies to
new California utility-owned power plants, new investments in existing power plants,
and new or renewed contracts with terms of 5 years or more, including contracts with
power plants located outside of California, where the power plants are “designed or
intended” to operate as base load generation.*® If a project, in state or out of state,
plans to sell electricity or capacity to California utilities, those utilities will have to
demonstrate that the project meets the EPS. Base load units are defined as units that
are expected to operate at a capacity factor higher than 60 percent. Compliance with
the EPS is determined by dividing the annual average carbon dioxide emissions by the
annual average net electricity production in MWh. This determination is based on
capacity factors, heat rates, and corresponding emissions rates that reflect the expected
operations of the power plant and not on full load heat rates [Chapter 11, Article 1
§2903(a)].

P3 would be required to participate in California’s GHG cap-and-trade program. This
cap-and-trade program is part of a broad effort by the State of California to reduce GHG
emissions as required by AB 32, which is being implemented by ARB. As currently
implemented, market participants, such as P3, are required to report their GHG
emissions and to obtain GHG emissions allowances (and offsets) for those reported
emissions by purchasing allowances from the capped market and offsets from outside
the AB 32 program. As new participants enter the market and as the market cap is
ratcheted down over time, GHG emission allowance and offset prices will increase
encouraging innovation by market participants to reduce their GHG emissions. Thus,
P3, as a GHG cap-and-trade participant, would be consistent with California’s AB 32
Program.

On October 23, 2015, the U.S. EPA published in the Federal Reqister a New Source
Performance Standard (NSPS) for GHG emissions for new electric power plants with an
immediate effective date. It sets standards to limit emissions of CO, from new, modified
and reconstructed power plants. The New Source Performance Standards Subpart

4 public Utilities Code § 8340 et seq.

15 The Emission Performance Standard only applies to carbon dioxide and does not include emissions of
other greenhouse gases converted to carbon dioxide equivalent.

16 gee Rule at http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUBLISHED/FINAL_DECISION/64072.htm
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TTTT — Standards of Performance for Greenhouse Gas Emissions for Electrical
Generating Units (Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 60.5508) are set under
the authority of the Clean Air Act section 111(b) and are applicable to new fossil fuel-
fired power plants commencing construction after January 8, 2014.

According to Subpart TTTT, base load rating is defined as maximum amount of heat
input that electric generating units (EGU) can combust on a steady state basis at
International Organization for Standardization (ISO) conditions. For stationary
combustion turbines, base load rating includes the heat input from duct burners. Each
EGU is subject to the standard if it burns natural gas on a 12-month rolling basis more
than 90 percent of the time and if the EGU supplies more than the design efficiency
times the potential electric output as net-electric sales on a 3-year rolling average basis.
Affected EGUs supplying equal to or less than the design efficiency times the potential
electric output as net electric sales on a 3-year rolling average basis are considered
non-base load units and are subject to a heat input limit of 120 Ibs CO,/MMBtu. Each
affected ‘base load EGU is subject to the gross energy output standard of 1,000 lbs of
CO2/MWh unless the Administrator approves the EGU being subject to a net energy
output standard of 1,030 lbs CO,/MWh.

P3 would be expected to supply less than the design efficiency times the potential
electric output as net-electric sales on a 3-year rolling average basis and would
therefore be considered a non-base load unit. The single turbine would be subject to a
heat input limit of 120 lbs CO,/MMBtu. The facility would be required to maintain fuel
purchase records of the natural gas (PDOC 2016).

ELECTRICITY GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

While electricity use can be as simple as turning on a switch to operate a light or fan,
the system to reliably deliver electricity is complex and ever-changing. It operates as an
integrated whole to reliably and effectively meet demand, i.e., to provide electricity when
and where needed at all points in time. Within the system, power plants not only
generate electricity (energy), but also provide generating capacity and ancillary services
needed to stabilize the system and thus reliably deliver energy over the transmission
grid during stressed conditions (periods of very high demand, for example, or after the
sudden failure of major power plants or transmission lines). Capacity is the
instantaneous output of a resource, in megawatts. Energy is the capacity output over a
unit of time, for example an hour or year. Ancillary services*’ include regulation,
spinning reserve, non-spinning reserve, voltage support, and black start capability.
Individual generation resources may provide one specific service, or may be operated
S0 as to provide several. The set of ancillary services that a generator provides will
depend upon the generation technology, how the power plant is operated, and
constantly-changing system needs and operation.

The dispatch of a new generation resource unavoidably displaces energy from one or
more existing resources. The stability of the electricity system requires that supply and
demand balance at all points in time; generation from a new resource at any point in

7 See CEC 2009d, page 95.
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time must result in the curtailment of one or more existing resources at that same
moment. This has implications for the change in GHG emissions resulting from
dispatching new resources.

GHG EMISSIONS FROM THE PROPOSED FACILITY

The specifics of P3 project that are being evaluated, including the differences with the
existing MGS Units 1 and 2, are described more fully within the Air Quality Section.

Project Construction of P3 and Demolition of MGS Units 1 and 2

Construction of industrial facilities such as power plants requires coordination of
numerous equipment and personnel. The concentrated on-site activities result in
temporary, unavoidable increases in vehicle and equipment emissions that include
greenhouse gases. Construction of the P3 project would involve many milestones of
construction, decommissioning and demolition of MGS Units 1 and 2 as follows: 1) P3
construction; 2) P3 commercial online date (June 2020); 3) a 3-month MGS
decommissioning during initial operation of P3 (June 2021); and 4) the MGS Units 1 and
2 demolition (into late 2022) that would occur after P3 is built and operating as proposed
under the applicants filing “Project Enhancement and Refinement — Demolition of
Mandalay Generating Station” (PPP 2015y). The project owner provided GHG
emissions estimates for each of these construction/demolition phases.

The GHG emissions estimate for project construction is presented below in
Greenhouse Gas Table 2a. The term CO,E represents the total GHG emissions after
weighting by the appropriate global warming potential.

Greenhouse Gas Table 2a
P3 Estimated Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions

CO; Equivalent
Total for 18-month period (MTCO2E) 2
Onsite Off-Road Equipment and Onsite 2,947
Vehicle
Offsite Worker Travel ° 444
Offsite Delivery and Haul Truck Emissions ° 178
P3 Construction total 3,569

Source: (AFC PPP 2015a, Appendix C-5 Table C.6-9)

Note:

& One metric tonne (MT) equals 1.1 short tons or 2,204.6 pounds or 1,000 kilograms.

® Offsite round trip distances are estimated to be approximately 60 miles to county line (page
4-2 project enhancements PPP 2015y)

The GHG emissions estimate for MGS Units 1 and 2 demolition is presented in
Greenhouse Gas Table 2b. The term COE represents the total GHG emissions after
weighting by the appropriate global warming potential. The estimated GHG emissions
that would occur during construction are expected to be greater than those estimated
for demolition of MGS Units 1 and 2 are mostly due to the length of time for each phase.

The specific sequencing of demolition activities will provide for coordinated removal of
MGS Units 1 and 2 and operation and maintenance activities related to P3 and MGS
Unit 3. At the completion of the constriction and start of commercial operating of P3, the
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demolition of MGS Units 1 and 2 could then commence. The exact timing of the
initiation of demolition will be driven by actual dates when Units 1 and 2 are retired and
the subsequent decommissioning is complete (PPP 2015y).

Greenhouse Gas Table 2b
MGS Demolition Estimated Construction
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

CO; Equivalent
15-month Demolition Period — (MTCO2E) ?
12 months after proposed P3 is operational
MGS 1 and 2 Demolition Total 143
(3 months)

Off-Road Equipment and Onsite Vehicles 2,383
Worker Travel’ 352
Delivery Trucks” 30
Haul Trucks® 139

MGS Demolition total 2,904

Source: PPP 2015y Table 4.1-17, AFC PPP 2015a Table C.6-17

Note:

& One metric tonne (MT) equals 1.1 short tons or 2,204.6 pounds or 1,000 kilograms.

b Offsite round trip distances are estimated to be approximately 60 miles to county line (page
4-2 project enhancements PPP 2015y)

Project Operations

P3 is a proposed natural-gas fired, simple-cycle, air-cooled, 275 megawatt (MW) gross,
or 262 MW net, electrical generating facility that would replace the existing Units 1 and
2 at the Mandalay Generating Station. P3 would consist of a General Electric Frame
7HA.01 combustion turbine generator. The primary source of GHG emissions would be
the natural gas-fired combustion turbine. The employee and delivery traffic GHG
emissions from off-site activities are negligible in comparison with the gas turbine GHG
emissions.

Greenhouse Gas Table 3 shows the estimated maximum annual CO; and CO»e
emissions for the stationary sources and the two fugitive emissions sources (sulfur
hexafluoride containing equipment leaks and methane from estimated natural gas
compressor leaks). It should be noted that Greenhouse Gas Table 3 shows values
using the net MW capacity, while Greenhouse Gas Table 4 shows values using the
gross MW capacity for P3. The applicant provided gas turbine heat rate performance
data on full load operation and for an expected maximum annual operating scenario that
included startup and shutdowns.
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Greenhouse Gas Table 3
P3 Estimated Potential Operating Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Project Emissions Global CO,-equivalent
(metric tonnes ® | Warming (MTCOZE per year)
per year) Potential °

Carbon Dioxide (COy) 296,003 1 296,003
Methane (CH,) 6.05 25 151
Methane (CH,) - Fugitive 2.19 25 55
Nitrous Oxide (N,O) 0.6 298 179
Hexafluoride (SFg) 0.00042 22,800 10
Maximum estimated GHG emissions — MTCOZ2E per year 296,398

Total MWh per year (net) 581,620
Estimated Annualized CO, Emissions Performance - 0.508
MTCO,/MWh*

Estimated Annualized GHG Emissions Performance - 0.509
MTCO2E/MWh*

Sources: PPP 2015u and PPP 2015v and VCAPCD 2016.

Notes:

& One metric tonne (MT) equals 1.1 short tons or 2,204.6 pounds or 1,000 kilograms.

® The global warming potential is a measure of the chemicals’ warming properties and lifetime in the atmosphere
relative to CO,.The analysis uses updated global warming potential values that became effective January 1, 2014.
¢ Based on estimated gas turbine emissions and corresponding gross energy production.

The emissions totals noted above in Greenhouse Gas Table 3 are based on the
maximum permitted air quality limits, while the actual annual emissions are likely to be
well below these levels based on historical data that show that peaking power plants do
not operate at capacity factors near the 24.5 percent maximum capacity factor proposed
by the applicant for permitting purposes. P3 would be more efficient than MGS Units 1
and 2, with an estimated GHG emissions performance of approximately 0.509
MTCO2E/MWh compared to calculated actual annual GHG emissions performance for
MGS that ranged from 0.656 to 0.724 MTCO2E/MWh from 2008 to 2013 (CEC 2014a).
However, in the recent past MGS Units 1 and 2 have had very low annual capacity
factors of due to their low level of efficiency. Therefore, it is likely that P3 would have
actual annual GHG emissions expressed in MTCOZ2E greater than MGS Units 1 and 2.

P3 would be a peaking facility that would not be subject to SB1368 Emission
Performance Standard of 0.500 MTCO2/MWh or the new federal NSPS of 0.454 MTCO,
per MWh gross. The estimated operating gross and net efficiency for the gas turbines,
not including the other emissions sources at the site that are shown in the table above,
is expected to just be above these values (approximately 0.509 MTCO,/MWh net
(Greenhouse Gas Table 3), and 0.484 MTCO,/MWh gross (Greenhouse Gas Table 4)
— PPP 2015u, and PPP 2015v). However, this performance is an estimate; real
performance may be somewhat better or worse than this depending on the actual
operating conditions.
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ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION

Staff assesses the cumulative effects of GHG emissions caused by both construction
and operation. As the name implies, construction impacts result from the emissions
occurring during the construction of the project. The operation impacts result from the
emissions of the proposed project during operation.

METHOD AND THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

The CEQA guidelines provide three factors for lead agencies to consider when
assessing the significance of impacts for the analysis of GHG emissions impacts
(CEQA Guidelines, tit. 14, 815064.4).

e The extent to which the project may increase or reduce greenhouse gas emissions
as compared to the existing environmental setting;

e Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead
agency determines applies to the project.

e The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to
implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of
greenhouse gas emissions. Such requirements must be adopted by the relevant
public agency through a public review process and must reduce or mitigate the
project’s incremental contribution of greenhouse gas emissions. If there is
substantial evidence that the possible effects of a particular project are still
cumulatively considerable, notwithstanding compliance with the adopted regulations
or requirements, an EIR must be prepared for the project.

Staff evaluates the emissions of the project in the context of the electricity sector as a
whole and the AB 32 Scoping Plan implementation efforts for the sector, including the
Cap and Trade regulation that implements the state’s primary approach to reducing
GHG emissions from the electricity sector. The Energy Commission’s assessment
approach does not include a specific numeric threshold of significance for GHG
emissions; rather the assessment is completed in the context of how the project will
affect the electricity sector’'s emissions based on its proposed role and its compliance
with applicable regulations and policies.

Included in this sector-wide GHG emission analysis method is the determination of
whether a project is consistent with the Avenal precedent decision, which requires a
finding as a conclusion of law that any new natural gas-fired power plant certified by the
Energy Commission “must:

e not increase the overall system heat rate for natural gas plants;

e not interfere with generation from existing renewables or with the integration of new
renewable generation; and

e taking into account the two preceding factors, reduce system-wide GHG
emissions” 18

18 Final Commission Decision, Avenal Energy Application for Certification (08-AFC-1) December 2009, p. 114.
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CONSTRUCTION/DEMOLITION IMPACTS

Staff determined that the small GHG emission increases from construction/demolition
activities would not be significant for several reasons. First, staff is recommending a
condition of certification in the Waste Management section (WASTE-4) that requires
construction/demolition wastes to be recycled during P3 construction and during the
MGS Units 1 and 2 demolition. Second, the intermittent emissions during the
construction phase are not ongoing during the life of the project. Additionally, control
measures that staff recommends to address criteria pollutant emissions, such as limiting
idling times and requiring, as appropriate, equipment that meets the latest criteria
pollutant emissions standards, would further minimize greenhouse gas emissions to the
extent feasible. The use of newer equipment will increase efficiency and reduce GHG
emissions and be compatible with low-carbon fuel (e.g., bio-diesel and ethanol)
mandates that are expected to be part of future ARB regulations to reduce GHG from
construction vehicles and equipment.

DIRECT/INDIRECT OPERATION IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

Operational impacts of the proposed project are described in detail in a later section
titled “Project Impacts on Electricity System” since the evaluation of these effects
must be done by considering the project’s role(s) in the integrated electricity system. In
summary, these effects include reducing the operation and greenhouse gas emissions
from the older, existing power plants; potentially displacing local electricity generation;
the penetration of renewable resources; and accelerating generation retirements and
replacements, including facilities currently using once-through cooling. Additionally,
operation GHG emissions impacts are mitigated through compliance with the state’s
Cap and Trade regulation, which is designed to reduce electricity sector GHG emissions
to meet AB 32 statewide GHG emissions reduction goals.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts are defined as “two or more individual effects which, when
considered together, are considerable or . . . compound or increase other environmental
impacts” (CEQA Guidelines § 15355). “A cumulative impact consists of an impact that is
created as a result of a combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with
other projects causing related impacts” (CEQA Guidelines § 15130[a][1]). Such impacts
may be relatively minor and incremental, yet still be significant because of the existing
environmental background, particularly when one considers other closely related past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects.

This entire assessment is a cumulative impact assessment. The project alone would not
be sufficient to change global climate, but would emit greenhouse gases, and therefore
has been analyzed as a potential cumulative impact in the context of existing GHG
regulatory requirements and GHG energy policies.
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CALIFORNIA ELECTRICITY AND GREENHOUSE GASES - DAVID
VIDAVER

California’s commitments to dramatically reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions over
the next four decades include moving to a high-renewable/low GHG electricity system.
However, natural gas-fired power plants--and the GHG emissions associated with their
output--will still be integral to the reliable operation of the electricity system at the outset
of this period. In the long-run, zero- and low-carbon resources, including demand-side
and storage resources, may provide a majority, if not all of the balancing services
needed to integrate variable renewable resources. However, the technologies that are
needed to do so are not expected to be available in sufficient quantities by the early- to
mid-2020s to obviate the need for dispatchable, flexible, natural gas-fired electricity
generation. Furthermore, the 2017-2020 retirements of natural gas-fired generation
resources that use OTC technologies in transmission-constrained regions in Southern
California will require the development of natural gas-fired generation as part of the set
of resources that will maintain local reliability.

The amount of new natural gas-fired capacity needed to provide reliable service to the
customers of the state’s investor-owned utilities, direct access providers, and
community choice aggregators, over a 10-year planning horizon is determined in the
California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC’s) Long-term Procurement Planning
(LTPP) proceeding. The resulting portfolio of demand- and supply-side resources
satisfies the state’s loading order, which mandates development of cost-effective
preferred resources (zero- and low-GHG emitting resources, such as energy efficiency,
demand response, and renewable generation) in support of the state’s climate change
policies before authorizing the development/financing of conventional fossil resources.**
It is also consistent with Commission direction to investor-owned utilities to procure
energy storage resources in support of a high variable-generation resource system.?

THE ROLE OF NATURAL GAS-FIRED GENERATION IN A LOW-GHG
ENVIRONMENT

The need for natural gas-fired generation to reliably operate the electricity system is well
established. On October 8, 2008, the Energy Commission adopted an Order Instituting
Informational Proceeding (08-GHG OIlI-1) to solicit comments on how to assess the
greenhouse gas impacts of proposed new power plants in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). %! A report prepared as a response to the

9 The loading order is set forth in California’s Energy Action Plans. Energy Action Plan | was adopted by the state’s
energy agencies in April/May 2003 and Energy Action Plan Il in September 2005, An update to these plans was
issued in February 2008.

20 p13-10-040 (October 17, 2013) established a procurement target of 1,325 MW in total for the state’s three
largest investor-owned utilities.

2L This need for gas-fired generation to reliably operate the system was reaffirmed in the CPUC decision
authorizing SCE to procure from 215 MW to 290 MW of generation from any resource in the Moonpark
subarea of the Big Creek/Ventura local reliability area. D.14-03-004, See Decision Authorizing Long-Term
Procurement for Local Capacity Requirements Due to Permanent Retirement of the San Onofre Nuclear
Generation Stations, March 13, 2014, p. 7.
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GHG OIlI (CEC 2009e) defines the roles that natural gas-fired power plants fulfill in an
evolving high-renewables, low-GHG system (CEC 2009d, pp 93 and 94). Such new
facilities serve to:

1. Provide variable generation and grid operations support;
2. Meet extreme load and system emergency requirements;
3. Meet local capacity requirements; and,

4. Provide general energy support.

Variable Generation and Grid Operations Support

California’s renewable portfolio standard (RPS) requires that the state’s energy service
providers meet 33 percent of retail sales with renewable energy by 2020 and 50 percent
of retail sales with renewable energy by 2030; meeting GHG emission-reduction targets
for 2050 will likely require a far higher percentage of generation to come from renewable
sources. Much of this energy will come from variable wind and solar resources to be
developed in California, or on an “as generated” basis from neighboring states.

The California ISO has identified an increased need for regulation services, “load-
following” generation, and multi-hour ramping as a result of the increase in these
variable (intermittent-energy) renewable resources, whose output changes over the
course of the day, often in a sudden and unpredictable fashion. Dispatchable capacity
must provide “regulation,” small changes in output over a 5-minute period at California
ISO direction, requiring that the generator be equipped with automated generation
control (AGC). “Load following” requires larger changes in output by the generation
portfolio over a 5-minute to one-hour period. Multi-hour ramping needs require that units
be dispatched, at California ISO direction if necessary, over time periods of one to nine
hours and wider ranges of output in aggregate, requiring dispatchable generation that
can start and ramp up and down quickly and be capable of operating at relatively low
load levels if the amount of dispatchable capacity and associated energy needed from
these resources is to be minimized.

Natural gas-fired power plants are currently the only type of new facility that can provide
these “ancillary” services in the quantities needed now and in the near future. While
dispatchable hydroelectric plants can also provide them, the potential for adding
hydroelectric resources to the system is limited. Nuclear, coal, and geothermal facilities
are generally more economic if operated at or near their design point (i.e., base
loaded)?? and, therefore, are not the preferred technologies for providing ancillary
services. While demand-side resources and storage may ultimately provide significant
guantities of these ancillary services, only pumped hydro and compressed air storage
facilities are currently capable of doing so on a large scale.

22 |ssues can arise from: thermal fatigue due to cycling; difficulties starting and stopping solid or geothermal fuel
supplies; significant inefficiencies at low loads or standby points used to avoid full shutdowns; and, significant
capital outlays that make it necessary to operate the units as much as possible.
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Historically, a large share of California’s load-following and ramping needs have been
provided by the natural gas-fired steam turbines built on the Pacific Coast and in the
San Francisco Bay Delta during the 1960s and 1970s. Very efficient when constructed,
these provided base load energy through the 1980s and 1990s. However, they were
supplanted in this role by newer, more efficient, combined-cycle technologies built
pursuant to the energy crisis of 2000 — 2001. While these natural gas-fired steam
turbine units were modified to operate successfully as load-following and peaking
generation, they are not as efficient or economic as newer technologies. Several of
these facilities have retired as a result of the State Water Resource Control Board’s
(SWRCB) policy on the use of OTC technologies; others are expected to retire during
2017 - 2022. This represents a loss of capacity capable of operating at a very wide
range of output and thus providing large quantities of flexible generation and other
ancillary services.

Local Capacity Requirements

The California ISO has identified numerous local capacity areas (LCA)* and sub-areas
in which threshold amounts of generation capacity are required to ensure reliability.
Transmission constraints prevent the import of sufficient energy into these areas under
high load conditions to ensure reliable service without requiring specified amounts of
local capacity to be generating or available to the California ISO for immediate dispatch.

Reliable service requires that the California ISO be able to maintain service under 1-in-
10-year load conditions given the sequential failure of two major components (a large
power plant and a major transmission line, for example); this requirement is imposed by
the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC). The amount of capacity
needed in each of these areas (the local capacity requirement, or “LCR”) is determined
annually by the California ISO; the LCR study process culminates in an annual Local
Capacity Technical Analysis. The incremental needs for capacity in the Greater Bay
Area, Los Angeles Basin, San Diego, and Big Creek-Ventura LCAs due to OTC
retirement have been too large to be met solely with non-natural gas fired generation;
the renewable development scenarios compiled by the CPUC for use in the 2014 LTPP
proceeding and the California ISO’s 2014 — 2015 Transmission Planning Process—
indicate that only a share of the new capacity needed in the large LCAs can be
expected to come from new demand-side and renewable generation resources. As a
result, the CPUC has found a need for new natural gas-fired generation in the Big Creek
- Ventura LCA, as evidenced by the procurement authorization issued in that
proceeding.

Extreme Load and System Emergency Requirements

Sufficient capacity must exist to meet demand under very high load conditions or when
generator outages reduce capacity surpluses to levels low enough to threaten reliability.
Historically, generation capacity and demand response programs equal to 115 percent
to 117 percent of forecasted annual peak demand have been deemed sufficient to meet
these system-wide reliability requirements. Due to the amount of time it takes to assess

2 Also referred to as Local Reliability Areas (LRA).
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the need for, develop, permit, and construct a large power plant, capacity needs for ten
years in the future are evaluated in California’s planning processes.

General Energy Support

The loading order indicates the resources that the state intends to rely on to meet
energy needs while reducing GHG emissions. While energy efficiency, demand
response programs, renewable generation, and combined heat and power are preferred
resources that are to be developed before natural gas-fired generation, they are not
sufficient to meet the state’s future energy demand and maintain the electric system’s
reliability. In addition, a significant share of the state’s still-operating generation fleet is
expected to shut down to comply with the SWRCB’s OTC policy. Energy from natural
gas-fired generation will increasingly be needed during a prolonged nuclear plant
outage (for refueling, for example) or during dry years, in which hydroelectric production
is reduced.

QUANTIFYING THE NEED FOR NATURAL GAS-FIRED GENERATION

Prior to the deregulation of the California electricity system during the 1990’s, the
Energy Commission’s power plant siting process considered the need for power plant
development. SB 110 (Chapter 581, Statutes of 1999) eliminated the requirement that
projects licensed by the Energy Commission be in conformance with an integrated
assessment of need that was conducted by the Energy Commission until that time.

The need for new generation capacity to ensure reliable service in the investor-owned
utility (IOU) service territories is now determined in the CPUC's biennial LTPP
proceeding. ** This proceeding is the forum in which the state’s major IOUs are
authorized to finance the development of new “least-cost, best-fit” generation (on behalf
of either IOU customers or all ratepayers not served by publicly-owned utilities) needed
to reliably meet electricity demand.® This need, specified in terms of: (a) the MW of
capacity needed; (b) the desired or required operating characteristics of the resource(s)
to be financed; and (c) the location of proposed additions if required for local reliability,
is a function of planning assumptions that reflect the state’s commitment to dramatically
reduce GHG emissions from the electricity sector. The MWs of capacity needed are
driven by:

e Peak demand growth due to economic and demographic factors;

e Reductions in peak demand due to committed and uncommitted energy efficiency
and demand response programs;

¢ Reserve margins (dependable capacity in excess of peak demand) needed to
ensure system reliability, normally assumed to be 15 to 17 percent of peak demand,
but also including any additional dispatchable capacity needed to ensure reliability
given variation in the output of renewable resources (e.g., wind or solar generation);

24 The need for new generation capacity to ensure reliable service by publicly-owned utilities (POU) is determined
by the governing authorities of the individual utilities.

% These include costs that account for environmental impacts such as the projected emissions allowance costs
(those required under the AB 32 cap-and-trade program, as well as those required for criteria pollutants).
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e Capacity needed in transmission-constrained areas to ensure local reliability under
extreme (1-in-10 year) weather conditions;

e Capacity needed to remedy shortfalls in system ramping and/or turndown ability,
(i.e., flexible resources);

e Capacity to be provided by fossil-fired resources being developed by California-
based investor-owned utilities pursuant to authorization by the CPUC in previous
LTPP proceedings;

e Capacity to be provided by new renewable resources built/contracted with to meet
the state’'s RPS; and,

e Capacity to be lost due to retirement, for example, capacity expected to cease
operation as a result of the SWRCB policy regarding the use of OTC.

As noted above, this capacity need is evaluated over a ten-year planning horizon due to
the length of time it takes to authorize the financing of, select, permit, and construct new
power plants.

The planning assumptions adopted for use in the LTPP proceeding, and thus
determinant of the amount of new capacity authorized, consider both the state’s loading
order for resource development, as well as the expected deployment of specific types of
preferred resources, including energy efficiency, demand response, and renewable
generation. In other words, in authorizing the procurement/financing of dispatchable,
natural gas-fired capacity by an IOU, the CPUC assumes that cost-effective amounts of
preferred resources will have been procured.

Authorization for Southern California Edison (SCE) to procure natural gas-fired
generation or other least-cost (preferred) resources to replace retiring OTC capacity in
the Moorpark sub-area of the Big Creek — Ventura LCA was granted in D.13-02-015
(February 13, 2013) in the CPUC’s 2012 LTPP proceeding (R.12-03-014). The decision
authorized SCE to procure no less than 215 MW and no more than 290 MW.

Pursuant to this authorization, SCE conducted an all-source RFO for capacity in the
Moorpark subarea; on November 26, 2014 SCE submitted an application for approval of
11 contracts;*® these included the P3 (rated for purposes of the application at 262 MW)
and nine contracts for preferred resources (energy efficiency, energy storage, and
renewable distributed generation) totaling 12.16 MW.

The CPUC, on May 26, 2016 approved SCE’s contract with the applicant for P3.%’

% A.14-11-016, Southern California Edison Company'’s (U 338-E) Application for Approval of the
Results of its 2013 Local Capacity Requirements Request for Offers for the Moorpark Sub-Area,
November 26, 2014.

2 A.14-11-016, Decision Approving, in part Results of Southern California Edison Company Local Capacity
Requirements Request for Offers for Moorpark Sub-Area Pursuant to Decision 13-02-015, Issued June 1, 2016, p.
8.
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The Energy Commission does not require a CPUC-approved contract with a utility to
accept or approve an Application for Certification, nor does a generation project require
Energy Commission certification to participate in a utility request for offers (RFO).
Requiring the sequencing of these processes would not only lengthen the time needed
to bring projects on line and thus threaten system reliability, it would reduce the number
of projects that could compete in utility RFOs, potentially leading to non-competitive
solicitations and unnecessarily raising ratepayer costs.

Energy Commission certification of fossil generation without a contract with a utility does
not result in the development of more fossil generation than needed to reliably operate
the system. It is not expected that developers of new capacity, such as the developer of
the P3, would bring a project to completion without a long-term contract with a utility,
which would guarantee recovery of the investment of several hundred million dollars.?®
One so-called “merchant plant” has been developed since the energy crisis (2000 —
2001) without a utility contract, and the conditions that led to that merchant plant are
specific to that one facility. This merchant plant, in turn, provides energy, capacity, and
ancillary services that obviates the need for these from other, new gas-fired generation
and contributes to reduction in GHG emissions. * However, if the P3 were to be built
and come on line without a utility contract, it would still: (a) displace energy from higher
GHG-emission facilities, and (b) not “crowd out” renewable generation and demand-side
programs (i.e., requirements/targets for the procurement of preferred resources would
be unaffected).

ENERGY DISPLACEMENT AND CHANGES IN GHG EMISSIONS

Any assessment of the impact of a new power plant on system-wide GHG emissions
must begin with the understanding that electricity generation and demand must be in
balance at all times; the energy provided by any new generation resource
simultaneously displaces exactly the same amount of energy from an existing resource
or resources. The GHG emissions produced by the P3 would thus not be incremental
additions to system-wide emissions, but would be partially or totally offset by reductions
in GHG emissions from those generation resources that are displaced, depending on
the relative GHG emission rates.

At renewable penetration levels of less than 33 percent, new natural gas-fired
generation such as P3 displaces less efficient natural gas-fired generation® in a very
straightforward fashion. It is reasonable to assume that P3 would be dispatched (called
upon to generate electricity) whenever it is a cheaper source of energy than an

28 Nor would an investor-owned utility enter into such a contract without the CPUC approving the recovery of
costs associated with the contract from ratepayers.

2 The unwillingness of developers (and lenders) to commit capital to new facilities without a long-term contract
follows from the size of the necessary investment and risk that it will prove uneconomic. While some plants
built ten plus years ago that no longer have contracts are generating adequate revenue, many are not.

30 At very low gas prices relative to coal prices, i.e., when electricity from natural gas is cheaper than that from
coal, new gas-fired generation will displace coal-fired generation. In markets such as California, where GHG
emissions allowance costs are a component of the market price, coal-fired generation is displaced even sooner
due to its higher carbon content.
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alternative, i.e., that it will displace a more expensive resource, if not the most
expensive resource, that would otherwise be called upon to operate. The costs of
dispatching a power plant are largely the costs of fuel, plus variable operations and
maintenance (O&M) costs, with the former representing the lion’s share of such costs
(90 percent or more). It follows that P3 would be dispatched when it burns less fuel per
MWh than the resource(s) it displaces, i.e., when it produces fewer GHG emissions.
There are exceptions in theory, but not in practice. !

Holding the portfolio of generation resources constant, energy from new natural gas-
fired plants displaces energy from existing natural gas-fired plants. In the longer term,
the development and operation of P3 would reduce the use of less-efficient generation
resources, and ultimately, to their retirement. By reducing revenue streams accruing to
other natural gas-fired generators (for the provision of both energy and capacity-related
services, whether through markets or under a bilateral contract), P3 would render these
other facilities less profitable and riskier to operate. This follows from the fixed demand
for energy and ancillary services; the developers of P3 cannot stimulate demand for
energy and other products it provides, but provide a share of the energy that is needed
to meet demand and the capacity needed to reliably operate the system. In doing so, P3
both discourages the use of, and allows for the retirement of less-efficient generation.

The long-run impact of the natural gas-fired fleet turnover as described here can be
seen from historical changes in resources that are providing electricity in California as
presented below in Greenhouse Gas Figure 1 (data includes combined cycles and
boilers only). In 2001, approximately 74,000 GWh (62.5 percent of natural gas-fired
generation) in California was from pre-1980 natural gas-fired steam turbines,
combusting an average of 11,268 Btu per kWh (not shown in the figure). By 2010, this
share had fallen to approximately 6,000 GWh (5.4 percent); 64.1 percent of natural gas-
fired generation was from new combined cycles with an average heat rate of 7,201 Btu
per kWh (CEC 2011, also not shown in the figure).** The net change over this period
was a 22 percent reduction in GHG emissions (also not shown in the figure), despite a
3.5 percent increase in generation. The post-2000 development of new combined-cycle
generation has allowed for the retirement of aging natural gas-fired steam turbines
along the California coast and in the San Francisco Bay Delta. Those that remain in
operation have seen a dramatic reduction in their capacity factors** and are now used
primarily as a source of dispatchable capacity.

ifa plant’s variable O&M costs are so low as to offset the costs associated with its greater fuel combustion, a
less efficient (higher GHG emission) plant may be dispatched first. There is no indication that the P3’s’ variable
O&M costs are unusually low and that they would be dispatched before a more efficient facility. If a natural
gas-fired plant’s per-mmBtu fuel costs are very low, it may be less efficient (higher GHG emitting) but still be
dispatched first. Natural gas costs in California, however, are higher than elsewhere in the Western Electricity
Coordinating Council (WECC) and thus this scenario is unlikely to occur.

% The remaining 30 percent of natural gas-fired generation is largely cogeneration; slightly more than one percent
is from peaking units. For a detailed discussion of the evolution of natural gas-fired generation in California
since 2000, see Thermal Efficiency of Gas-Fired Generation in California: 2014Update (CEC-200-2013-005;
September 2014)

33 A unit’s capacity factor is its output expressed as a share of potential output, the amount it would generate if it
were operated continuously at 100 percent of its maximum capacity for every hour of the year.
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Greenhouse Gas Figure 1
Annual California Output (GWh), Selected Natural Gas-Fired Generation
Technologies, 2001 — 2013
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Source: QFER CEC-1304 Power Plant Data Reporiing.

Source: Thermal Efficiency of Gas-Fired Generation in California: 2014 Update, CEC-200-2014-005, September 2014 (CEC
2014b).

The dispatch of P3 would generally not result in the displacement of energy from
renewable resources or large hydroelectric generation. Most renewable resources have
must-take contracts with utilities, which must purchase all the energy produced by these
renewable generators.* Even in those instances where this is not the case (e.g., where
renewable generation is participating in a spot market for energy), the variable costs
associated with renewable generation are far lower than those associated with P3 (e.g.,
fuel costs for wind, solar, other renewable generation technologies, and large
hydroelectric facilities are zero or minimal); these resources can bid into spot markets
for energy at prices far below the P3 and other natural gas-fired generators. P3 would
not displace energy from operating (zero-GHG emission) nuclear generation facilities,
as these resources have far lower variable operating costs as well.

The relationship between a natural gas-fired plant’'s heat rate and its dispatch in the real
world is in fact more complicated than that described above. While natural gas-fired
plants differ in their thermal efficiency — the amount of fuel combusted, and thus GHG
emissions per unit of electricity generated — very efficient natural gas plants are not
necessarily dispatched before less efficient ones. While this would seem to contradict

34 While such contracts have provisions that allow for (limited) curtailment of renewable generation during over-
generation conditions, the required flexibility of the P3 is intended to minimize such occurrences.
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the assertion that output from a new plant will always displace a higher emitting one, a
less efficient (e.g., at full output) plant may actually combust less fuel during a duty
cycle than a plant with a lower heat rate, and thus produce fewer GHG emissions.
Consider a 30-MW peaking plant with a heat rate of 10,000 Btu/kWh when operated at
full output that can be turned on quickly, generating approximately 15 to 30 MW in a
matter of minutes. Use of this plant to meet contingency needs (e.g., demand on a hot
afternoon) may result in less incremental fuel combustion than a 100-MW plant with a
lower heat rate at full output if the latter requires several hours and combusts large
amounts of fuel to start up, must be kept on overnight or for several hours in order to be
available later the same day or the next day, and/or cannot operate at 30 MW without a
marked degradation in thermal efficiency (and thus increases in GHG emissions).

At levels of renewable energy penetration in excess of 33 percent, relatively efficient
fast-start, fast-ramping resources such as the P3 units, further contribute to GHG
emission reductions by increasing the amount of renewable energy that can be
integrated into the electricity system. This can be seen in Greenhouse Gas Figure 2,
which depicts the estimated operating profile of the generating resources of the
increasingly high-solar electricity system that California will develop over the next 15
years as the RPS increases to 50 percent in 2030. Much of the additional renewable
energy will come from solar resources even if there is limited development of utility-
scale solar generation, as the residential and commercial sectors take advantage of
falling distributed solar costs and new residential construction post-2020 is required to
be zero-net energy, (i.e., include solar panels).

Greenhouse Gas Figure 2
California Generation Typical for a Non-Summer Day (“Duck” Chart)
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time as California portfolios are divested of coal pursuant to the state’s Emission
Performance Standard. Note that imports are reduced to zero at midday, and hydro
generation is limited to run-of-river (from hydro-generation facilities that do not have
water storage, and from water that must be allowed to flow due to recreational needs,
flood control, habitat preservation, etc.). A large share of midday generation must also
be flexible, dispatchable natural gas as: (a) a threshold amount of thermal capacity
needs to be idling (or at least readily available, not unlike a hybrid car) at mid-day at
minimum output to protect against sudden component failures (major power plants and
transmission lines), or drops in solar output; and, (b) a large amount of gas-fired
generation will be needed 4 to 8 hours later when solar energy is unavailable, and thus
must be on line and generating at minimum output at mid-day.

Greenhouse Gas Figure 2 illustrates a case of over-generation; in which renewable
output at mid-day and necessary gas-fired generation jointly result in too much energy
being produced. There are several ways to deal with over-generation. In theory, the
surplus energy can be exported to neighboring states. But much of the over-generation
expected in California will occur during the low-demand months of February to April,
when similar surpluses exist in the Pacific Northwest due to the snow melt and the
resulting increase in hydroelectric generation in the Columbia River basin. Under these
conditions, export potential is likely to be limited and export prices would be near zero.

A long-term solution for over-generation is expected to be the development of cost-
effective, multi-hour storage, allowing the surplus to be stored until it can be used in
evening hours. In the interim, however, over-generation can be dealt with by curtailing
renewable generation or reducing the amount of gas-fired generation that is needed
during midday and early afternoon hours. The latter is facilitated by developing gas-fired
resources such as the Frame 7HA that can cycle on and off at least twice a day. *

While P3 is less thermally efficient than the natural gas-fired combined cycles built in
California during the past decade, P3 could be off line until moments before being
needed in the late afternoon and early evening, and reach full load within 90 minutes of
start-up. It would thus provide 262 MW of capacity towards flexible resource adequacy
requirements.

THE ROLE OF THE P3 IN LOCAL GENERATION DISPLACEMENT

As new generation capacity in the California ISO-defined Big Creek - Ventura LCA, P3
would provide local reliability services. The California ISO has determined in their 2016
Local Capacity Technical Analysis that the Big Creek — Ventura area needs 2,398 MW
of local capacity. *® P3 facility would contribute up to 262-net-MW of local capacity to
these areas.

3 For a detailed discussion of the operational needs for a high-solar portfolio, see Energy and Environmental
Economics, Investigating a Higher Renewables Standard in California, January 2014, available at
http://www.ethree.com/public_projects/renewables_portfolio_standard.php.

% ca ISO, 2016 Local Capacity Technical Analysis: Final Report and Study Results, April 30, 2015, —p. 90.
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As stated above, local reliability requires generation by resources located within an
LCA,; the LCR reflects the amount of capacity that must be generating, synchronous to
the grid or available within a few minutes under 1-in-10 load conditions. 3’ At lower
levels of demand, a (smaller) share of local capacity must be generating, synchronous
to the grid or available on a moment’s notice as long as reliability cannot be maintained
solely with imported energy in the event of major component failures.

The number of hours per year that P3 would be required to operate in support of local
reliability needs and the amount of energy that would be generated as a result are not
known; California ISO operating procedures that result in the dispatch of specific
generating units for local reliability purposes are confidential. When called upon to
generate for such purposes, however, it is reasonable to expect that P3 would be the
least-cost and thus lowest-emitting natural gas-fired resource able to do so, given the
duty cycle that was necessary to provide local reliability. It would thus displace less-
efficient resources, reducing GHG emissions resulting from relying on the latter. Should
it be dispatched for local reliability needs ahead of units that were thermally more
efficient, it would likely be because, able to operate at lower levels of output, it would
allow for the integration of a greater amount of renewable energy.

Greenhouse Gas Table 4 illustrates the thermal efficiency of existing peakers in the
Big Creek - Ventura LCA and provides the expected thermal efficiency for P3 for
comparison. It should be noted that Greenhouse Gas Table 3 shows values using the
net MW capacity, while Greenhouse Gas Table 4 shows P3 values using the gross
MW capacity, with existing peaking facility performance based on actual data (net).

Greenhouse Gas Table 4
Heat Rates, Capacity Factors, and GHG Emissions Performance
for Big Creek - Ventura Peakers, 2013 - 2014

Capacity Output Heat Rate ® | Capacity GHG b
Plant Name (MW) (MWh) (Btwkwh) | Factor (Pl\;le{fggf‘,\;‘\‘;\?h)
Ellwood 56.7 2,149 13,907 0.2% 0.735
Mandalay 1 217.6 162,229 11,525 4.3% 0.609
Mandalay 2 217.6 199,850 11,572 5.2% 0.612
Mandalay 3 138.1 2,692 34,383 0.1% 1.818
McGrath 49 50,566 10,592 5.9% 0.560
Total 679 417,486 11,594 3.5% 0.613
P3 Estimates 275° 9,149 0.484
Source: Energy Commission QFER Database (CEC 2015a); PPP 2015a
Notes:
a. Based on the Higher Heating Value or HHV of the fuel. The heat rate includes start-up and low load operations
fuel use.

b. GHG performance conversion factor for natural gas of 0.529 MTCO,/MW/10,000 Btu/KWh was used to derive
these performance values.

c. Gross output, MWh at ISO conditions

37 1-in-10 load conditions refer to a level of demand that is expected to be observed on only one day in ten years.
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While the net heat rate for the P3 gas turbine will be to a small degree dependent on its
operating profile, it has an expected heat rate that is clearly lower than all of the
existing peaking resources in the LCA.

COMPLIANCE WITH LORS — JACQUELYN RECORD

Federal

P3 would not be subject to PSD permitting requirements of 40 CFR Parts 51 and 52
(please see the Air Quality section’s Compliance with LORS subsection), including not
being subject to a GHG emissions BACT analysis. The New Source Performance
Standards Subpart TTTT-Standards of Performance for Greenhouse Gas Emissions for
Electrical Generating Units (Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 60.5508) are set
under the authority of the Clean Air Act section 111(b) and are applicable to new fossil
fuel-fired power plants commencing construction after January 8, 2014. P3 would be
expected to supply less than the design efficiency times the potential electric output as
net-electric sales on a 3 year rolling average basis and would therefore be considered a
non-base load unit. The single turbine would be subject to a heat input limit of 120 Ibs
CO,/MMBtu.

VCAPCD determined “the new P3 CTG is expected to operate with an annual capacity
factor of approximately 25%. With a full load net nominal output of approximately 262
MW, the P3 unit would supply a maximum of approximately 25% x 8760 hrs/year x 262
MW/Hr = 573,780 MW per year to a utility power distribution system. Since this output is
less than the allowable level of 1,108,173 MW per year, the P3 CTG would be a non-
base load unit under the final Carbon Pollution Standards (CPS) and would be subject
to the Best System of Emission Reduction (BSER) established for that subcategory”
(VCAPCD 2016).

This turbine is limited to burning natural gas resulting in a consistent emission rate of
120 Ib CO,/MMBTU or less per section 60.5520(d)(1).

State

The P3 would be required to participate in California’'s GHG cap-and-trade program,
which became active in January 2012, with enforcement beginning in January 2013.
This cap-and-trade program is part of a broad effort by the State of California to reduce
GHG emissions as required by AB 32, which is being implemented by ARB. As currently
implemented, market participants such as P3 are required to report their GHG
emissions and to obtain GHG emissions allowances (and offsets) for those reported
emissions by purchasing allowances from the capped market and offsets from outside
the AB 32 program. P3, as a GHG cap-and-trade participant, would be consistent with
California’s landmark AB 32 Program, which is coordinated with the region-wide

8 The approximate 5 percent difference in full load versus the expected operating profile net heat rates, shown in
Greenhouse Gas Table 3, are likely the effect of startups and shutdown, variations in ambient temperatures,
and off design point operations on optimum full load heat rate.
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Western Climate Initiative program to reduce California’s GHG emissions to 40 percent
below 1990 levels by 2030. ARB staff continues to develop and implement regulations
to refine key elements of the GHG reduction measures to improve their linkage with
other GHG reduction programs. The project may have to provide additional reports and
GHG reductions, depending on the future regulations expected from ARB.

Reporting of GHG emissions would enable the project to demonstrate consistency with
the policies described above and the regulations that ARB adopts and to provide the
information to demonstrate compliance with any future AB 32 requirements that could
be enacted in the next few years.

P3, due to having a permitted capacity factor of below 60 percent, is not subject to the
California’s Emission Performance Standard of 1,100 Ibs of carbon dioxide per net
MWh.

Local

The VCAPCD does not currently have any approved GHG emissions regulations that
would apply to the project. However, the city of Oxnard has published an Energy Action
Plan, but has not yet approved any of the GHG emissions reduction measures as city
ordinances. Therefore, currently there are no applicable local LORS for GHG
emissions/climate change.

AVENAL PRECEDENT DECISION

The Energy Commission established a precedent decision in the Final Commission
Decision for the Avenal Energy Project, finding as a conclusion of law that any new
natural gas-fired power plant certified by the Energy Commission “must:

e notincrease the overall system heat rate for natural gas plants;

e not interfere with generation from existing renewables or with the integration of new
renewable generation; and

¢ take into account the two preceding factors, reduce system-wide GHG emissions” 39

The Energy Commission in the recent Final Decision for the Huntington Beach Energy
Project*® noted that the Avenal decision has been augmented by two recent
developments. The first is the adoption of CEQA guidelines for the analysis of GHG
emissions impacts (CEQA Guidelines, tit. 14, 815064.4). The second development is
the enactment of the AB 32 Cap-and-Trade system that implements the state’s
approach to reducing GHG emissions from the electricity sector. Staff is continuing to
analyze this project against that precedent, while also taking into consideration the
CEQA guidelines.

The average heat rate for the Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) is
presented in Greenhouse Gas Table 5, as is the California specific data. These values

39 Final Commission Decision, Avenal Energy Application for Certification (08-AFC-1) December 2009, p. 114.
“0 Einal Commission Decision, Huntington Beach Energy Project (12-AFC-02) November 2014, pp. 4.1-6,7.
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are an average across all natural gas-fired units that operated in that year. It is
interesting to note that the average heat rates in-state versus the average of those
across the greater WECC are not that different; this is due to the large contribution of
California generation to total WECC generation, and generally similar energy resources
and technology types throughout the WECC.

Greenhouse Gas Table 5
Weighted Average Heat Rate for Operating Natural Gas-Fired Plants*in the WECC
and California 2010-2013

Year Average WECC Heat Rate © | Average CA Heat Rate °
(MMBtu/MWh) (MMBtu/MWh)

2010 7,712 7,634

2011 7,954 7,881

2012 7,841 7,806

2013 7,771 7,666

2014 7,761 7,750

* Excludes cogeneration facilities
2 Compiled from EIA-923 data.
3 Compiled from Quarterly Fuel and Energy Reports submitted to the California Energy Commission.

Overall, the average heat rate for natural gas units has been declining for years, as
shown in Greenhouse Gas Figure 3 below. The improvement is the result of the
deployment of modern combustion turbine units, as shown in Greenhouse Gas Figure
1. The relationship is exemplified by the slight drop in combined-cycle generation in
2011and a corresponding uptick in average heat rate shown in Greenhouse Gas
Figure 3. Note also in Greenhouse Gas Figure 1 that by 2013, combined-cycle output
is almost 70 percent of the total natural gas energy production. In other words, the
average heat rates shown in Greenhouse Gas Table 5 are dominated by deployment of
modern combined-cycle facilities.

While simple-cycle peaking facilities have higher direct heat rates than combined-cycle
facilities and the system average heat rates shown in Greenhouse Gas Table 5,
peaking facilities must be evaluated based on their function, and ultimately, their overall
effect on the system. In this case, the P3 is proposed to operate no more than a 31
percent annual capacity factor. Historically, most peakers have operated at about three
to five percent capacity factor, while the listing of local Big Creek - Ventura peaking
units in Greenhouse Gas Table 4 shows an average capacity factor of 3.5 percent. If
P3 displaced the local peaking units it would have a much better heat rate than the
displaced peaking units. P3 would also facilitate the decommissioning of MSG Units 1
and 2.

However, as California moves to a high renewable/low-GHG system, efficient resources
like the P3 may operate more than a traditional, less flexible peaker unit. As noted
above, the addition of the P3 would not interfere with generation from existing
renewable facilities or with the integration of new renewable generation. The flexible
nature of the P3 would serve to facilitate the integration of additional variable renewable
resources.
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The P3 would reduce system-wide GHG emissions as discussed above; this
development is consistent with the goals and policies of AB 32 and thus is consistent
with the Avenal precedent decision.

Greenhouse Gas Figure 3
Average Heat Rates for Gas Fired Electric Generation Serving California

10,500

10,000

Btu/kWh

7,500 T T T T
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Sowurce; QFER CEC-1204 Power Plant Data Reporiing.

Source: Thermal Efficiency of Gas-Fired Generation in California: 2014 Update, CEC-200-2014-005, September 2014 (CEC
2014b).

CONCLUSIONS

The project would lead to a net reduction in GHG emissions across the electricity
system that provides energy and capacity to California. Thus, staff concludes that the
project would result in a cumulative overall reduction in GHG emissions from the state’s
power plants, would not worsen current conditions, and would thus not result in impacts
that are cumulatively significant. In addition, it would provide flexible, dispatchable, and
fast-ramping power which is expected to be necessary to integrate variable-energy
renewable generation on the scale projected in the CPUC and California ISO long-term
planning processes.

Staff notes that mandatory reporting of GHG emissions per Federal Government and Air
Resources Board greenhouse gas regulations would occur, and these reports would
enable these agencies to gather the information needed to regulate the P3 project in
trading markets, such as those required by regulations implementing the California
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32).

Staff does not conclude that the GHG emission increases from construction activities
would be significant for several reasons. First, construction emissions would be
temporary and intermittent, and not continue during the life of the project. Additionally,
the control measures or best practices that staff recommends such as limiting idling
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times and requiring, as appropriate, equipment that meets the latest emissions
standards, would further minimize greenhouse gas emissions. Staff reasoned that the
use of newer equipment would increase efficiency and reduce GHG emissions and be
compatible with low-carbon fuel (e.g., bio-diesel and ethanol) mandates that will likely
be part of the California Air Resources Board (ARB) regulations to reduce GHG from
construction vehicles and equipment. For all these reasons, staff concludes that the
emission of greenhouse gases during construction would not be significant.

P3 is proposed as a simple-cycle peaker power plant, and is proposing to use one of
the most efficient simple-cycle gas turbines known to be available. P3 would have an
expected annual capacity factor well below 60 percent; therefore P3 is not subject to the
Greenhouse Gases Emission Performance Standard (Title 20, California Code of
Regulations, section 2900 et seq.). Finally, because this expected potential annual
average electric sales rate is less than the 41 percent design efficiency, the new P3
CTG would be a non-base load unit under federal requirements. As a non-base load
unit this turbine is limited to burning natural gas resulting in a consistent emission rate of
120 Ib CO,/MMBTU or less per section 60.5520(d)(1).

Staff has reached the following conclusions about the P3 based on CEQA guidelines:
e P3 would have less than significant GHG emissions impacts because:

0 P3is proposed as a high-efficiency, simple-cycle power plant that would be more
efficient and have lower GHG emissions than other simple-cycle power plants
currently operating in the Big Creek — Ventura LCA;

o P3 would facilitate the integration of renewable energy resources, which would
lower the statewide GHG emissions from the electricity sector; and

o P3, as shown in Greenhouse Gas Table 3, is more efficient and therefore would
have lower GHG emissions than Mandalay Units 1 and 2, whose retirement it
would facilitate. P3 has an estimated GHG emissions performance of 0.509
MTCO2E/MWh (net, from Greenhouse Gas Table 3) versus the actual
calculated annual GHG emissions performance for MGS Units 1 and 2 that
ranged from 0.656 MTCOZ2E/MWh to 0.724 MTCO2E/MWh from 2008 to 2013
(net, see text below the table).

e P3 would have less than significant impacts by complying with applicable regulations
and plans related to the reduction of GHG emissions as follows:

o0 The P3 would be subject to compliance with the AB 32 Cap and Trade regulation
that implements the state’s regulatory plan for reducing GHG emissions from the
electricity sector; and

o0 The P3 would recycle construction and demolition wastes to reduce GHG
emissions from construction and demolition activities (as required by WASTE-4)
to comply with state policy and local Climate Action Plans.

Additionally, staff has also determined that P3 would be consistent with all three main
conditions in the precedent decision regarding GHG emissions established by the
Avenal Energy Project’s Final Energy Commission Decision (not increase the overall
system heat rate for natural gas plants, not interfere with generation from existing or
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new renewable facilities, and ensure a reduction of system-wide GHG emissions). The
P3 is not a base-load gas-fired power plant, it is proposed as a peaker project;
consistent with the Avenal decision, it will displace higher heat rate peakers, thereby
reducing the overall system heat rate. The system-wide heat rate analysis of this peaker
power plant factors in the role and purpose of a peaker power plant; including the small
effect on the system-wide heat rate average it would have given its expected low
operating capacity factor, and the system-wide reduction in GHG emissions and fossil
fueled power plant use it would help to achieve given its role in integrating non-
dispatchable renewable energy resources.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION — JACQUELYN
RECORD

No conditions of certification related to the greenhouse gas emissions from facility
operation or construction are proposed. However, the formulation of state and local
GHG emissions reduction policies and goals are fairly recent, and ongoing. Staff
reviewed the currently known construction emissions related policies and goals that
could be appropriate to this project and that also may provide a substantial reduction in
GHG emissions. Staff’s review determined that to conform to policies and goals related
to recycling and waste reduction, it is reasonable to require that the construction and
demolition wastes be recycled to the extent feasible. The requirement to appropriately
recycle construction and demolition wastes is included in the Waste Management
section (Condition of Certification WASTE-4), so no additional conditions related to
construction GHG emissions reductions are proposed.

During facility operation, the facility owner would participate in California’s GHG cap-
and-trade program. The facility owner is required to report GHG emissions and to obtain
GHG emissions allowances (and offsets) for those reported emissions by purchasing
allowances from the capped market and offsets from outside the AB 32 program.
Similarly, the proposed facility modifications would be subject to federal mandatory
reporting of GHG emissions. The facility owner may have to provide additional reports
and GHG reductions, depending on the future regulations formulated by the U.S. EPA
or the ARB.
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ACRONYMS

AB Assembly Bill

AGC Automated Generation Control

ARB Air Resource Board

CAA Clean Air Act

CAISO California Independent System Operator
CCCC California Climate Change Center
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CH4 Methane

CO2 Carbon Dioxide

CO2E Carbon Dioxide Equivalent

CPUC California Public Utilities Commission
EIR Environmental Impact Report

EJAC Environmental Justice Advisory Committee
EPA Environmental Protection Agency
EPS Emission Performance Standard
GCC Global Climate Change

GHG Greenhouse Gas

GWP Global Warming Potential

HFC Hydrofluorocarbons

HSC Health and Safety Code

IEPR Integrated Energy Policy Report

IOU investor-owned utility

IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
LCA Local Capacity Area

LTPP Long-term Procurement Planning

MT Metric Tonnes

MTCOZ2E Metric Tons of CO2-Equivalent

MW Megawatt

NERC American Electric Reliability Council
N.O Nitrous Oxide

NO Nitric Oxide

OTC Once-Through Cooling

PFC Perflurocarbons

PPP or P3 Puente Power Project
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PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration

PTA Petition to Amend

PTR Petition to Remove

RPS Renewable Portfolio Standard

SB Senate Bill

SFe Sulfur Hexafluoride

SONGS San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station
SWRCB State Water Resource Control Board
VCAPCD Ventura County Air Pollution Control District
WECC Western Electricity Coordinating Council
U.S. EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
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AIR QUALITY APPENDIX AIR-2

Additional Support of District Response to the Sierra Club Comment
Testimony of Wenjun Qian

The American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory
Model (AERMOD) is the computer model approved by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and recommended to be used for State Implementation
Plan (SIP) revisions for existing sources and for New Source Review (NSR) and
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) programs (40 CFR Part 51 Appendix W),
for proposed new sources, including power plants. While many of its input parameters
are specified in the model’s code, other parameters are allowed to be varied by the
user. These are called “beta options”. The beta options can be used as long as they are
approved by the regulatory agency reviewing the analysis for permitting purposes.

It is known that AERMOD, with default options, overestimates impacts during low wind
speed, stable conditions (e.g. Qian and Venkatram 2011). One of the major reasons for
the overestimation is due to underestimation of the surface friction velocity (u*) by the
meteorological data preprocessor for AERMOD (AERMET). Research (Qian and
Venkatram, 2011) found that with an empirical adjustment of the u* estimation (Adjusted
u*), the overestimation of impacts during low wind speed conditions can be reduced.

The Adjusted u* option has been evaluated by researchers and U.S. EPA for a variety
of sources and conditions (Paine and Connors 2013, Paine et al 2015, U.S. EPA 2015a,
etc.). Both Energy Commission staff and District staff agree that there is significant
evidence that the use of Adjusted u* option improves AERMOD performance.

On July 14, 2015, U.S. EPA administrator signed a proposal to revise the Guideline on
Air Quality Models (40 CFR Part 51 Appendix W). In the proposed rulemaking package,
U.S. EPA proposed the Adjusted u* option, along with other beta options, as future
default options of AERMOD. However, the proposed revisions to Appendix W have not
been formally approved yet. U.S EPA’s December 2015 memorandum (U.S. EPA
2015b) clarified that the regulatory application of any of the beta options need formal
approval as an alternative model. This is applicable for compliance demonstrations in
the PSD context and State Implementation Plan development for NAAQS criteria
pollutants as well as the specific use for SO, designations and consent decree
modeling.

U.S. EPA has approved the use of the Adjusted u* option for two projects: the Donlin
Gold Limited Liability Company (DGLLC) mine facility in southwestern Alaska (Region
10) and the Schiller Station energy generating facility in New Hampshire (Region 1). For
Donlin mine facility, the primary concern regarding ambient pollutant impacts is
expected to be associated with low-level fugitive emissions of particulate matter from
sources with low release heights. U.S. EPA demonstrated improvement in model
performance with the Adjusted u* option for similar near-ground releases (Idaho Falls
and Oak Ridge [U.S. EPA 2015a]). U.S. EPA concluded that both Idaho Falls and Oak
Ridge studies are relevant to application of Adjusted u* option for the Donlin mine
facility, therefore approved the use of Adjusted u* option for the Donlin mine facility.
Staff determines that it is appropriate to use the Adjusted u* option to evaluate the
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impacts of P3 during construction/demolition periods, during which the emission
sources would be low-level and mostly fugitive particulate matter with near-source
impacts.

The Schiller Station has three tall stacks (ranging from about 68-70 meters [m]) located
near complex terrain (beginning at around 16 km from the source), where worst case
concentrations are likely to occur under low wind, stable conditions. This modeling
domain is similar to P3’'s modeling domain (complex terrain beginning at around 9 km
from the P3). In the Model Clearinghouse concurrence request memorandum, Region 1
highlighted the evaluation databases (Lovett [U.S. EPA 2015a] and Mercer County
[Paine et al 2015]) that directly represent the Schiller Station and surrounding terrain
circumstances. Both the Lovett and Mercer County data evaluations demonstrate a
significant improvement in model performance, while still conservatively overestimating
project impacts, with the use of the Adjusted u* option for a facility with tall stacks
located near complex terrain, particularly during low wind, stable conditions. U.S. EPA
approved the use of Adjusted u* option for the Schiller Station. The proposed turbine at
P3 would also have a tall stack (about 57.3 m [188 feet]) and buoyant plume (exhaust
temperature of 900°F). Staff noticed that the worst case 1-hour impact of the P3 turbine
would be on the complex terrain beyond 9 km north of the project site during low wind,
stable conditions. Staff determines that it is appropriate to evaluate the impacts of the
proposed turbine at P3 using the Adjusted u* option.

Nonetheless, the District performed an independent analysis comparing the impacts of
P3 from AERMOD using Adjusted u* option and default options (without using Adjusted
u*). For more details and modeling results, see Appendix G, titted Ambient Air Quality
Analysis and Risk Management Review Tables 5-13 and 5-15, of the PDOC. The
PDOC shows that AERMOD predicts lower impacts with Adjusted u* option than default
options, which agrees with other dataset evaluations. However, even with the potentially
overestimated impacts using default options of AERMOD (without using Adjusted u*
option), conclusions of the project impacts would not change, which are: emissions of
CO, NOx, SOx, and PM2.5 from P3 are not expected to cause an exceedance of any
state or federal ambient air quality standard. The PM10 background concentrations
already exceeded the state ambient air quality standards. The PM10 emissions of P3
would contribute to the existing violations of the PM10 ambient air quality standards.
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ALTERNATIVES

Jeanine Hinde and David Vidaver?

SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS

This analysis evaluates a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives to the
proposed Puente Power Project (P3 or proposed project). These are staff's
encapsulated conclusions for the alternatives that are fully analyzed and compared to
the P3, including the No-Project Alternative:

e The No-Project Alternative would avoid several environmental impacts relating to
project operations; however, it would not meet any of the proposed P3'’s basic
objectives. The No