Decision No. 24004

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THESTATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Application of.
SOUTEERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY, )
for a Certificate that Present and
Future Public Convenience and
Necessity require or will require

the construction and operation by Application No. 49774
Applicant of a udw steam electric Filed November 3, 1967
generating unit, to be known as ' ‘ ‘ \ R
Unit No, 1, at its ORMOND BEACH

STEAM STATION, together with other

appurtenances to be used in con-

nection with said statiom.

Rollin E. Woodbury, Harry W. Sturges, Jr.
and William E. Marx, for applicant.

Mrs. Jerald Leish, for League of Women
Voters of Vemtura County; E. D. Marshall,
for Los Padres Chapter, Sierra Club; and
Paul H. Ryckoff, interested parties.

N. K. Jobhnson, for the Commission staff.

Southern California Edison‘Coﬁ:pany reqi:xests a certificate
of public convenience and necessity under Section 1001 of the 'I"izblic
Utilities Code to construct and operate at its proposed IOrmond Beach
Steam Station onme steam electric generating wnit of 750 megawatt
rated capacity to be known as Unit No. 1, together with it:fanémission
lines and related facilities. | H “ o .
The mattex was heard and submitted*befb:e ExaminerMa:.nin o |
Oxnaxd on January 15, 1968.-" - RE
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Applicant presented evidence in support of the application
through four w:!.tne:'ees and five exhibits. A representati\}ei' of tﬁe ,
Los Padras Chapter of the Sierra Club, a representative of tbe
League of Women Voters of Ventura County, and one . :[ndiv:.dual
either made statements in opposition to the appl:.catxon or othexwise
expressed concern based or air pollution consn.derat:’.ons. The Com-' |
nissiov staff did not present any ev:.dence but’ it took an active

part in develop:.ng the record through eross-examinat:.on of w:.tnessos.
Proposed Power Plant

The Ormond Beach power plant, as proposed, will be built

upon a 28l-acre coastal site, located epproximtelyf two and one-
half miles southeast of Port Hueneme adjacent ro: A.rpold Road, within
the Oxnard city limits. Plaus for Unit No. 1 call for a generating |
resource of 750 mw, which is to be placed in_operat:'ion“on“ or before
June 1, 1971. | o

For Unit No. 1, as proposed, the steam generator' w:x.ll |
have a rated capabiiity of 5,600,000 pounds of steain'per hour;" the
turbine-generator will be a tandem-compound umit rated at 750,000
kilowatts output at 3-1/2 inches of‘ mercury absolute--beck pressure
and 3 percent boiler water makeup. The expected ma:d.mum net |
capability of this single shaft wmit is 795, 000 kw at 1-3/4 inches
of mercury absolute back pressure and one-half percent: makeup. 1c

will turn at 3,600 rpm and drive a direct coupled hydrogen cooled

generator. |
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Steam will be supplied at throttle conditions of 3500 1bs. .
per sq. in. and 1,000° F with reheat to 1,000° F. The estimated |
beat rate 1s 9,122 Btu/kwh at rated load when the single boiler is
fired with natural gas; when fired with fuel oil, the expected heat
rate is estimated to be 8,709 Btu/kwh at rated load.

Applicant states that the design features of the steam
generator, the fuel supply, the stack arrangement, and the exit gas
conditions for Unit No. 1 should minimize any effect of emissions
from the plant on the environment. It is expect:ed that fuel oii will
be burned only during the winter months when the supply of natural
888 1s curtailed or interrupted becausc of increased residenciai‘
beating loads. The stack hefght of approximately 250 foet, in
conjunction with full load exit gas conditions of 240° F to 2450 F
and 90 feet per second velocity at the stack outlet, is expected to
meat the objective of minfmum effect on air quality at ground level. E

The proposed unit will be designed as an outdoox type
station with centralized control facilities. Sea water will be used
for cooling purposes. | - | |

It {3 proposed that the pover output of Unit No. 1 will
be transmitted to applicant's interconmected system through two
new 220 kv transmission circuits to be located on & new right of way
between the proposed Ormond Beach Steam Station and Sandstone Sub-
Statfon, a transmission substation to be constructed apprd:dmatéiy-
9 miles northeasterly of the Ormond Beach s:l.t:e a.x‘:d«sch;edhled\“‘fvor-
operat:!.pn in 1970. | | o | :
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Plant Costs E
The following table summarizes the estimace of cost,
including general overheads, of the pxoposed new unit.
Cost of Plant Unit No. 1
Land - $7'5,577,000°"
Structures and Improvements 7,879,000
Boiler Plant Equipment . 37,240,000
Turbine Gemerator Units 32 447 000-_,“
Accessory. Electric: Equipment ‘ 6, 950 »,000
Otber Equipment R 4 806«0005

$94,899,000

Cost of Ormond Beach Unit No. 1
°p§r75kg éggs;:g) on nameplate :t.:atingv s 126.53
The i.nstallation of Unit No. 2 of similar size would result\ |
in a stat.ion cost per kw nameplate of $106 based on an estimated
cost of $159,000,000 for the two units. ' '
Off-site capit:al costs attributavle to the add:f.t" on of
proposed Ormord Beach Steam Station Unit No. 1 are as followS‘
Transmission Lize Costs ™ 8, 047 000
Cfiieice Tasl Semies Feciliniss  _1.o00%0
. Total Other Capit:al Costs $10,580, OOO |
The above costs are :anlusive of interest during comstruc-
tion and all othexr applicant overbead expenses chargeable to plant
coStTs. ,
Applicant proposes to finance the constructﬁ'.on of said.
Unit No. 1 from availsple: funds, or funds to be obtained through
sale of securities, spplications for the issuance: of ‘which: will 'be
- filed with the Comndssion. -
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Annual Operating Costs

The estimated annual cost, exciusive of-fﬁel’costs,’of'
operating and maintaining proposed Unit No. 1 totals«$1 926, 000.
The annual cost of the on-site investment for depreciation, taxes
and return, assuming a 6.75 percent return on a plant balf depreciated
to Tepresent the average condition over the life span, is app:oxi-
mately $10,566,000. | o “ |
Assuming a 62.0 percett capacity factor on 750,060_kw
capacity and a weighted average net heat rate based on an aseumed
opexration of 80 percent of the time on gas fuel and 20 percent of
the time on oil fuel, and based upon 2 weighted average cost of fuel |
of 31.46 cents per milliom Btu's at present price levels, the
estimated fuel cost of gemeration for Unit No. 1 is 2;844 mills per
kilowatt-hour, If a fuel cost of 50 cents per million Btu s is

assumed, the coxresponding estimated frel cost of generation 13_ ‘
4.5&0 mills per kwh.

The estimates of anmual expenées asseciated‘with the
on-site investment for Unit No. 1 by principal categories are
summarized as follows.

Expenses (Total - Unit No. 1)

Fuel (present price levels) $1%,585 ,000

Other operation and maintenance 925,000
Depreciation (straight line) 2,552,000
Income taxes 1,937,000

Ad valozem taxes ‘ | 2,783,000 "
Return (&vetage)_ ' 3,296,000§1

o Total | | $24,077,000

Based on the foregoing assumptions, the estimated average

total operating cost per kwh of the new unit, assuming fuel at present
Price levels, Is 5.91 mills per kwh. Assuming a prorated cost of
Zuel of $.50 per million Btu's, the estimated average - total operating
cost per kwh of the new unit is 7.59 mills per kwh.

5=
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Load Growth

In Exhibit 1, applicant has shewn that its net systeh.peak»
loads for the period 1950 through 1966 have followed a growth rate _
of 9.39 percent compounded anpually. Applicant's escimates reflect
that growth will continue at this rate th:ough 1971. The peak
demands recorded for years 1962 thxough 1967 and estimated by
applicant through 1971 are set forth below:

NET SYSTEM'PEAK.DEMAND

Year awatts
1962 yg%jZIZ"

1963 4,949

1964 5,335

1965 5,863

1966 6,173

1667 7,001 | K T
1968 73560 s 7o
1969 8,290° o C 9 7

1970 | 9,080 %0
1971 9,930 | 850 9.4

Increase Qver Prior Year

To belp me2t the growth in power needs including N
capacity needed to meet spinning and cold reserve requirements
and to accommodate planned,maintenance, applieant has plazned
capacity additions of 3,185 megawatts by June 1, 1971, cy~xu¢;ve
of the proposed Ormond Beach Unit Nb. L, as shown ia Exhibit
- Applicant has further shown therein that a reserve requiremea*
deficit in the range of 100 megawatts would occur in Oﬂ*ﬂoe“/

ey

Nbvember 1971, if Ormond Beach Unit Nb. 1 is Dot placed: in ervice '
by that time |

As part of the plamnmed capacity‘additions for -,71
applicant selected the 750 megawatt size wnit and the o:mond Beach
location. This selection reflects the favoxable energy cos:s of

proposed Ormond Beach Unit No. 1, when cempaxedQﬂith other -
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glternatives as shown in ExhiBit 4, and the suitable '\locat‘ion of
-Ormond Beach within and in relation to applicant’s Westem Division
which is experiencing rapid load growth The prudent dn.spersion of
plants, transmission requ:.rements and other factors were aloo

considered.
Alr Pollution

l’ollution of the atmosphere is p"operl‘y 2 matter of
growing concern throughout the nation and 2 matter of I.ons-otmdiﬁz
concern in California. Eecause of such concern the exgcutive
committee of the Los Serramos Chaptef of the S:_Lerra‘ Club and one
individual oppose the granting of the application. Inm
addition, the League of Women Voters of Vemtura v‘ County exp:&essed
concern that an air pollution comtrol distriect kad not be‘ezz_‘
activated, their urgings notwithstanding, and that standards for
exdissions into the atmosphere have not been set in Ventura CQunty.

About twenty years ago legiélati‘on was“enacted“wh;".'ch_
created an air pollutioz control district im each coumty :!.n
California (California Health and Safety Code, Division XX,
Chapter 2). To activate the air pollution control district so
created in Ventura County, the Board of Superéisors may adOPt_ a
resolution declaring that there is need for the dié;rict to fumction
1f from the evidence adduced at a public hearing it £inds:
(a) That the air within Ventura County is so polluted, or is
likely to become so polluted, with air contaminants as to be

Injurious to health, or an obstruction to the free use of property,

or offensive to the senses of a cons:’.darable oumber of ‘persons,




'
’ ., -

A. 49774 MO/NB *

so as-to interfere with the comfortable enj:oyment: of | 1ife or
propexty. (b) For amy reason it Is not practical to- rely upon
the enactment or enforcement of local county and city ordinances
to prevent or control the emission of smoke, fumes or other sub-
stances which cause or contribute to such poll‘utiob.. o

The recoxd herein indicates that on two occasions
last year the Board of Supervisors considered and rejected'
activating the district; that recently, t;he Ventura Cbunty- Health
Department employed an air pollution contro_l engineer; and | that
neither Ventura County nor the City of Oxnard has ‘enacted"
ordinances concem;{.ng air pollution which apply to the propois-ed
Ormond Beach Steam Station or to the Mandalay Steam Station.
It has come to our attention, however, that this situation bas
changed significantly since the hearing, for on March | 12 , 1963,
tke Board of Supervisors adopted, by a 3 to 2 vote, the ’requ:l:sfite
resolution ensbling an zir pollution control discr:[ct to function
in Ventura County.‘ Official notice is takenm of this ‘sub.chuent--
action by the Board of Supexvisors. | _ |

Applicant has demonstrated its ability to‘ zeet subs-ﬁémtial—‘
ly the stringent air pollution contxol measures adopted in
Los Angeles County and has applied the experience gained there :Ln
developing a combination of design features for the pronosed |
Ormond Beach plant which are intended to minimize the effect of
the proposed plant on the environment. It can reasonably be
expected, therefore, that applicant would likewise meet any
comparable air pellution control measures which nay 'be. pia.ced- in

effect In Ventuxra County.

I The Mancalay Plant, located within the Oxmard city <iwits.
became operational in 1959 and has an effec:ive operat:{.ng
capacity of 430 megawatts. :

8=
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Obviously, if a convincing showingjwere mede that'essen—e

tial standards on emissions could not be met substantiaily'by
applicant in Ventura Coumnty, it would merit. the 2OSL sefious atten-
tion; for this Commission, like the general public is increasingly‘
concerned about the environment in which we llve. Not' only"has
there been no such showmng, but, as stated above the deszgn
features incorxporated into the plans fer the proposevarmond Beach
plant reflect applicant's.experience‘in meeting Los Angeles:ceunty
standards. Beyond and irrespective of tnis, epplicantnstate§~en,“
the record that it proposed te obtain, ir due ceurse, ail necessary
authorizations from'public-authorities- NeceSSarily then, it.would'
apnly for such permits,andvauthoritetions as’may'be~needed{from,the
now activated air pollution control distriet in Ventura Cenntj;
Significantly, in our view, no opposition to the grantingf
of the application has been expressed in this record by esther the
County of Ventura or the City of Oxnard Further, the evicdaace is
clear that the applzcant needs the additlonal generating cnpacity
proposed and that the Ormond Beach site is an. appropriate-and

efficient way of prov1d1ng that addxtional_generatinv.xesou:cen

cw T
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Findings
The Commission finds that: ,

1. Applicant has need for the 750-megawatt ge:ierating woit, 25
proposed, in the nortbwestern portion of its system by midyear 1971.

2. The economics of this project, Ormond Beach Steam | Station
Unit No. 1 together with transmission limes and related facilities;
as supported by the estimates presented, are not un:éeasonab‘l_.e énd
are favorable in relzation to other feasible altematives. _

3. Applicant has the ability to finance and co‘nsyt‘:rﬁct, this
- project. | | | o

4. Thexe is no evidence in the recozd ‘concerni‘ng air '
pollution which would cause us to reject this project.

S. An air pollution control district was activated iz |
Ventuxa County on March 12, 1968. |

6. There is no altexnative project which will better meet
the needs of applicant and the public.

7. Present and future public convenience and mecessity will
require the construction and operation by applicant of Ormond Beach

Steam G@erating'nnit No. 1 rated at app:q:d‘.mf:ely‘ 750 negawatts,
together with associated transmission lines snd other appufteﬁances
generally as deseribed by applicant in th;'.s p:.;oceerdingk. |
8. A substantial saving in accoumting costs would be realized
by applicant if it {s allowed to file a CoSt report for Ormond Beach
Steam Station Unit No. 1 and assoclated trapsmigsion lip'es one 'yéar-
 after Umit No. 1 1is plaoed in commezeial operatioix. |
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The certificate hereinafter granted shall be subject to
the following\pzbvisionlpf law:

The Comxmission shall have no power to authorize
the capitalization of this cexrtificate of

public convenience and necessity or the right

to own, operate or enjoy such certificate of
public convenience and necessity In excess of
the amount (exclusive of anmy tax or ampual
charge) actually paid to the State as the
consideration for the Issuance of such cexrtifi-
cate of public convenience and necessity ox

right.

The action takem herein is for the issuvance of Ta‘_
certificate of public convenience and neéessity' only and is not
to be considered as indicative of amounts to be included iz ifu‘.':u::c
proceedings for the purpose of deterxmining just and reasoné'ole |

rates.

The Commission comcludes that the applicétioﬁ' should be
granted in the manner set forth :Ln the oxder wb.:[.ch fé‘liows; |
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ORDER.

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. A certificate of public convenience and necessity is .
granted to Southern California Edison 'Comp‘é.ny to comstruct and
operate Unit No. 1 at its Orinond Beach Steam Station togethgr‘
with transmission lines and related equipment, fa‘x;ilities, and
appurtenances generally as described by applicant | in this proceeding.

2. Southern California Edison Cowpany shall file with this
Commission a detailed statement of the capital _co:st:s, of Ormond
Beach Steam Station Unit No. 1, including assoclated transmisgion

lines and other appurtenances, within ope year following the date
on which the urit is placed in commexcial operation.

3. The authorization herein gréﬁted shall expire if not

exercised within three years from the date hereof.

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days
aftexr the date hereof. 4 : é %

Dated at Sgp_}‘n 300 > Califomia, th:.s _

day of __* APRIL , 1968. |
@7 %/,A//

. .,\_"»"
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COMMISSTk JER WILLIAM M. BENNETT DISSENTING:

I share the concern of the Los Serranos Cbapter of the
Sierra Club and the League of Wbmen Vbters of Ventura Councy.
We do not kmow whether today's autborlzation will in fact
aggrevate a smog condition or will be irrelevant to it, and
simply because a local governing body fails to-aCt‘is ho-reason
for this Commission to xrush to judgment. The decision is being
made, I suspect, without any real knowledge of the’ smog ‘issue
and its impact upon tbhis region. Why resolve tbe doubt In favo:
of construction of a plant which may conceivably spoil t‘be
atmosphere? Air pollution in Los Angeles is today critical to
the point of being a bazaxd to bealth. It is no-comfbr#*éo~me‘
to be told that this applicant will conform to the staﬁ&afdé
prevalent in that area. Patently those standard#, as.werjudge
the smog content of the Los Angeles enviromment, bave fafled
there miserably. Control of thé environment is how‘criti&al
and crucial. I would not grant the authority without a complete
record from health authorities and others tbat“this p1énti§sfit
is to be constructed wlll not in fact be injdriou§ to. pﬁblic
bealth. I would presume such would be the case, but I think
that any doubt wbatsoever should be explored.. .

San Francisco, California
april 16, 1968




