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Decision No. __ 82763 Y Ravitubuitet i
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALTFORNIA.
In the matter of the application of § o |

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
for a Certificate that Present and
Future Public Convenience and Neces-
sity require or will require the :
construction and operation by Appli-) Agplicat:[on Ne. 53418
cant of new gas turbine electric (Filed June 2, 1972)
generating units, to be used in : ' ‘ _ :
coubination with Units 8R and 9 at

its Long Beach Generating Station,

together with other appurtenances -

to be used in connection with said

unRS'. '

Rollin E. Woodbury, Robert J. Cahall,
William E. Marx, E. Robert Barnes,
Hobart D. Belknap, by William E. Marx,
Attorney at lLaw, for Southern California

. Edison Company, applicant.

Ruth Russell, for Long Beach Tuberculosis
& Respiratory Disease Association; Louis
Pogsner, .for the Cigy of Loxg Biach(;: .
Mrs. Traute Moore, for Los Angeles County
League of Women Voters; C. William Simmons,.
Attorney - at Law, for State Alr Resources Boaxd;
iaterested parties. \ :

Walter H. Kessenick, Attorney at Law, and

enne ._Kindblad, for the Commission staff.

On June 21, 1972 Southern California Edison Company .
(Edison) filed this application pursuant to Section 1001 of the -
Public Utilities Code, and Genexral Order No. 131 of the _Cémm:tésion >
for a certificate of public convenience and necessity to convert
its Plant No. 2 at the Long Beach Generating Station to a qomb:t.néd,
cycle process and increase its gemerating capacity from 148 mega-

watts to 585 megawatts.
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Generally, a combined cycle process is a gas turbinme
power cycle that uses heat recovery boilers and a steam turbine
generator to recover sowe of the emergy from gas turbine exhaus:
that would normally be lost. Under the authority sought, Plant
No. 2 would be modernized and repowered by'converting‘Its exist-
iog steam turbine gemerator wnits 8R and 9 to combined cycle by
installing seven 61 MV gas turbine generator sets and seven heat
recovery boilers, which without supplementary‘fi_ing.will use
the exhaust heat of the gas turpdines to produce»the *tcam supply*for

tcam turbdine gcnoratinb uzits SR aad 9.  The on-site construc-:

tion includes extensive alterations to the existing boiler bufld-
ing, new and higher stacks, enclosures to house the new gas o
tu:bine genexrator sets, and an outdoor switchyard as well as two
fuel storage tanks and othexr appurtenances.’ Off-site coastruc~
tion comsists of new transmission lines on existing poles and
towers In presently used rights -of-way. '

An environmental report for this project was completed :
by Edison in August 1972. At that time the Commission staff
arranged tnrough the State Resources,Agency-for review of this:
Teport by the Departuwents of Conservation, Fish end Game,: Navlga-~
tion and Ocean.Development, and Water Resources and by the State”
Alr Resources Board, the State Lands Division of the State. Landsf
Coumission, and the State Water Resources Control Board On
September 25, 1972 the Commission issued its Notice of Hearing
in this application which, among: other things, called- attention
to the fact that applicant's environmental report was available
for inspection at various locations by the general public. Publ;c
hearings were held before Examiner Main on October 31, and
November 1, 1972 in Long Beach, and on December'4 15, and 27, 1972
in Los Angeles. Concurrent briefs due January 26, 1973&mdcwncur“ent'

repiy briefs due February 16, 1973 were filed and the—matter f
was submitted as of the latter date. ' ' ‘
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On April 3, 1973 the Commission promulgated Rule
17.1, Speeial Procedure for Implementation of the Caleo-nia
Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA). In this rule procedures.
for the preparation and submission of environmental documents in
watters before the Cowmlssion were established in. conformance '
with the principles, cbjectives, definitions, and criteria of
CEQA and of the Guidelines for Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act promulgsted by the Office of the
Secretary for Resources (Guidelxnes)

Although the substantive requirements of Rule 17 1l are
to be met in this proceeding, it should be recognized that a
couprehensive record onm all environmental aspects of the pro-
posed project already had been developed at. public hearings by
the time the new rule took effect. Pursuant to Paragraph E.l.e.
(now Paragraph (e)(2)(E)) of Rule 17.1, Edison f£iled on May 24,
1973 a motion for a Negative Declaration based on its. evaluation
of the evidence on environwental matters im rhis proceeding.
On June 6, 1973 the Air Resources Board filed its. response in
opposition to that motion.

At about this time Edison’s application for a. permit |
to comstruct the Long Beach Combined Cycle Project was before
the South Coast Regional Coastal Zone Conservation Commfssion.
By Section 27402(2) of the Public Resources Code the coastal
zZone counsexrvation commissions are baxred from issuing permxts
unless they f£ind that projects will not have any substantial
adveese environmental or ecological effect. ’

On M2y 31, 1973 by a ten to one vote the South Coast
Reglonal Coastal Zone Comservation. Counission approved this:
pro;ect after imposxng certain conditions. Appeal was made to-
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the California Coastal‘ZéneaConservation‘CommiSSanc_ The latter
commission on August 8, 1973 by a nine to ome vote granted Permit’
No. 82-73 authorizing the project subject to the following terms
and conditions: ' L o '

"l. Within one year of commencement of operation
of the combined cycle plaat, the applicant shall
succeed in reducing the rate of NOx emissions from -
each gas turbine to at least the level of 113 lbs/hx
per gas turbine (which is equivalent to 1.35 lbs/MWir
for the entire project), the level presently predicted
for the turbines by the epplicant. Thereafter, the
applicent shall use its continued best efforts to .
Attempt to achieve the lowest possible levels of NOx
euissions for the plant. For the purposes of this
condition, until the preseribed limit is attained,
the applicant shall, at the end of cach acnth, submit
Lo the South Coast Regional Commission, the Public
Otilities Commission, the Air Resources Poard, and
e LAAPCD, a report describing the NOx emission

levels achieved. If at the end of the one-year
period, the prescribed limit has not been met, the
applicant may apply to the Regional Commission for
8n extension of reasonable length. The applicant
w2y be granted such extension upon & showiag of coa-
tinved good faith efforts and substantial progress

in reducing NOx emission levels. :

"2. The applicant shell operate the proposed project
igla meximum monthly average capacity factor of 34% -
ess ‘ -

"a, The applicant is ordered by the PUC, the
ARB, the LALPCD, or the EPA to rum the plant st &
higher capacity factor for purposes of reducing
total system NOx emissions for the South Coast Air
Pasin, or for any other legitimate public purpose; or

">, . The applicant is required by temporary
emergency power dewand requirements to operate the
plant for a temporary period at a monthly avezage
capacity factor in excess of 34%, in which event
the applicant shall immediately file with the South -
Coast Regional Commission a report describing the
niture of the emergency and the variant use of the
plant. : 3 =
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“3. The applicant shall be required to use a closed
cycle freshweter cooling tower(s) for the projeect-
unless, pursuant to procedures outlined hereinbelow, -
it can conclusively demomstrate in a future permit
hearing before the South Coast Regional Commission
that the existing cooling system and thermal waste
discharge will have no substantial adverse environ-
mental or ecological effect on the Back Channel or the
Inner Harbor. The applicant shall begin immediately
to design the cooling tower(s) for the plant, and

at the earliest possible date shall begin to use its
best efforts to obtain the necessary governmental
approvals for comstruction znd use of the cooling
tower(s). The applicant shall be entitled in the
meantime to proceed with comstruction of the com-
bined cycle plant, and may commence operation of

the plant utilizing the existing cooling system.

The cooling tower(s) shall be put Into use, equipned
With the best available defogging equipment, within
25 months after operztion of the complete coubined
cycle plant has begun. However, at any time after
operation, but prior to the expiration of the 26
wonth period of the plant usisg the existing cooling
System has begum, the applicant may apply to the
Scuth Coast Regional Commission for 2 permit to
operate the plant permanently using the existing
cooling system, instead of the cooling tower. Such
pexmit should be granted by the South Coast Reglonal
Commission only after the applicant, by a showing of
data developed in cooperation with all interested
governmental zgencies including but not limited to
the Regional Water Quality Control Board and the
Department of Fish and Gaue, has clearly met its
burden of proof under Section 27402 of the Act
regarding potenticl harm to the marine life of the
Back Chabnel and the Inner Harbor. This permit
application will pertain only to the proposed use’

of the existing cooling system, and shall not involve

;zgiéderation of other aspects of the combined cycle

"If the applicant does not succeed in obtzining the
Tequisite governmental zgency approvals for a cool-
1ag tower, It must proceed to the South Coast Regional
Commission with an application for a permit for its
existing cooling system, or for whatever alternative

oy
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cooling system, it may propose. -The permit applica~
tion shall be limited to the proposed cooling systen,.
and shall not involve other sspects of the combined
¢ycle. The applicant's burden of proof shall be =
identical to tnat described in the immediately fore-
going paragraph. ' ' S

"Coupliance with the conditions of this permit shall

be monitored and enforced by the South Coast Regional

Coastal Conservatiorn Commission and the California

Coastal Zone Conservation Commission, or by their

stccessors; and if there are no successors, then by

the Los Angeles RezZonal Water Quality Control Board

and the State Water Quality Control Board."

On September 27, 1973 Examiner Main Issued a Negative
Declazation for this project pursuaat to Rules 17.1 and 63 of
the Commission's Rules of Procedure in conformanéelwi:h~CEQA end
the Guidelines. At a later point in this decision in conjunction
with the discussions on environmentel matters we will have more
To say about the foregoing developments which occurred sﬁbseqhént :
to the public hearings held in this matter. At thiS-jﬁnctﬁre i¢
2ppears appropriate to turn to a description of'the peréct; thé,
need for additlonal generating capacity,and the alternatives to .
the project. ' - RN
Project Description _ L L

The site of the existing Long Beach Genera:ingfstati§ns'
consists of approximately 43 acres of land situated in the ‘north- |
east portion of Terminal Island, Long Beach, County'qf‘LdsiAhgcles,
California. TVUnder Edison's proposal to modernize Plant No. 2 S
of this generating station into Long Beach ‘Combined Cycle Units
Nos. 8R and 9, the existing 15 steam boilers in Plant No. 2
would be replaced with seven new gas turbine generator sets and
seven new waste heat recovery boilers. The exis:inngteam?iurbine'
Cenerators Units Nos. &R and 9 will be renovated and used in the =
new cycle. The existing 66 KV switch houée.will.be demoliéhed&‘” y

-
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and & new 66 KV switchyard constructed. Xo additional trans-
mission structures will be required outside the station area.
Long Beach Combined Cycle Unit No. $R will have a
rated capacity of 335 MW and will include gas turbine and waste
heat boiler units Nos. 1 through 4 to be used in conjunct:ton
with steam turbine generating unit No. 8R. Similarly Long Beach
Combined Cycle Unit No. 9 will have a combined cycle rated
capacity of 250 MV and will include gas turb:[ne and waste heat
boller units Nos. 5 through 7 to be used in conjunction with .
Steam turbine generating unit No. 9. The overall heat rate:
at rated plant output of 585 My is estimated to be & 886 Btu
Per XWHxr on distillate fuel and 9,215 Btu per KWHr on: natm:al _
aas.
The cooling system for the Long Beach cOmbi.ned Cycle

Project will be the existing once~through salt water coo].:[ng
systex for existing units Nos. S8R and 9. Instrument monitor-
1ng of temperature of the water prior to discharge will be
provided. The proposed combined cycle units running at 585 Mw
including both the gas turbine and steawm cycle generation, will
use 141,000 gallons of cooling water per minute. This is the
same amount of cooling water required by existing units S8R and 9
when 2enerating 148 MW. o

~ A1l of the output from t:he generatoxs of combined cycle
it No. $R and the output £rom the steam turbine- generat:or of
coubined cycle unit No. 9 will be connected to the 66 KV system.
One 66 KV circuit will be routed to Pico Substation. This will
be accomplished by using en idle circuit part of the way and
adding conductors on existing poles the rest of the way. The .
output from the generators of gas turbine units Nos. 5 through
7 of coubined cycle unit No. 9 will be connected to t:he 220 Xv.
transmission system via a new positi.on on the 220 KV sw:l.t:c.h rack

-
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No new 220 XV trensmission facilities are required' No additional
transmission structures will be required outside the sration a_ee A
for either the 66 XV or 220 XV transmission systems. S

The contemplated capacity factor of operation for the
proposed Long Beach Couwbined Cycle Installation is a maxlmum of
34 percent during the years 1976 through 1980 and a lifetime' ﬁ
capacity factor of 26 percent. The combined cycle has inherentx
flexibility particularly suitable for this semi-peaking mode of
operations and, in addxcmon, an outage of one of the p:incipal
cozponents such as a gas turbine would still permit the codbined‘
cycle wmit to be operated, but of course at reduced: capacity.

In performing in a seml-peaking mode in meeting deson 3
load requirements the combined cycle progect offexrs important '
advantages over the present sem;-peaking,operateon. At the present
tice the semi-pecking load requirements are beirg met by oil-and-
gas-fired thermzl generation. These stations, when Operated at’
redtced loading necessary during off-peck periods, are szgniflcantly
less efficient and, consequently, the production of atmospheric
emissions is not reduced in propﬁ~tion to the reduced loadlng In-
coatxast the proposed combined cycle installation can ‘be shut down -
entirely during low load periods or can be reduced effectively-to
2 nearly no-load condition. This is possxble because the seven '
gas turbine wnits are quidk~starting and can be: brought on the
system as required.

Commexcial operation of the Long Beach Combined Cycle.
Toit No. 8R was originally schedvled for November 1, 1974 and
Long Beach Combined Cycle Unit No. 9 for August 1, 1975. As a
result of the delays which have ‘been experienced the total progect
is not expected to be operatxonal earlier than late 1976. _

The capital cost of the proposed Long. Beach Combined
Cycle Project of $92,750,000, or $158.54 per KW of generating |
capacity, coupares favorably with other potential combined cyﬂxe

.
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plants and with recent designs of oil-and-gas-fire&fStee;féen-u"
erating units designed for cycling or a- éemi—peakihgimode‘
of operations. Edison proposes to f£inance the constructxon of
this project from available funds, or funds to be obtained from*
the sale of securities.
The Need for Additional Generating Capacity
It bas been four years since Edison has been able to
start construction on a new major generation,project that one
being Ormond Beach Unit No. 2 CDecision No. 75909 dated .
July 8, 1959 in Aoplicatxon No. 50610). Sinee then,the pealk
demand on Edison's system has increased by'aboutVAO percent;'
The load growth projections‘used”by’Edison‘in'thiS'
proceeding indicate its net system peak demand will incresse
at a couwpound rate of about 7 percent per year over the next* o
decade. This growth rate, whmch is lower thanm that experienced‘
by Edison duxring rapid expansxon of the past 15 years, refleets'
a decreased rate of population growth, ~caused primarily‘by
decreased net in-migration, and an expected slowing in- the
Tate of increase in usage per customer. The recorded met
system peak demands during the 1966 through 1972 period and
Edison's projections of these peak dewands through the yeah
1982 are shown below. The Commission staff believes that these
veak load projections mode-by-Edison, while not- infallible,
were when prepared both reasonable and soundly based ‘
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NET SYSTEM PEAK DEMAND ‘ }
Increase Over Prior Year.
Megawatts ‘ Megawatts v ‘*Percent e
6 173;. : S 310 IR SuB.C;ﬁ,
7, 001 : ‘ 828" S
7 425;. A AZ&;_'
7,806 379
8,274* o 4700
19,350 (Fk). 1,076 o
9,815 465v~ o
10,390, 575
11,150 o 7600
12,970 - - 8200 . ¢
12 820 .. 860*5‘
13.740 .91
14,710: ' ‘ 970
15,740 ‘ ) 1,030
16,830 ' -1, 2090 (
17,9906 1 160», i
19,220 - 1, 2304 !

Indicates recorded.
Indicates estimated.
In late August 1971, an abnormal heat wave caused a Eeak
power demand of 9 350 megawatts. This demand was 4.5%
higher than had been forecast, fllustrating a need for
reserve generating capacity to cover this type of con-
tingency which {s nct normally reflected in: estimated
resexrve capacity wargins.
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Tnder its resources addition program Zdison plans to increase |
its installed and purchased capacity of 12, 5687MW‘as of the fall of
1972 o 16,351 MW by the late spring or eaxly summer of 1977 by
adding 966 M7 (primerily Ormond Beach Unit No. 2 ~ 800 M) in -

1973, 1,105 MW in 1974 and 1975, 801 M4 in 1976 and 911 MW"in

1977. The 585 MY Long RBeach Combined Cycle Project represents’

about one-half of the capacity addition plannedwfor 1974 and 1975.
Edison does not now have the approvals necessary to comstruct any |
of the major generating units that are‘planneaiﬁor”the‘mid—lQZQfS#*n
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Without completing the proposed Long Beach prbject‘ih L
1975 the adequacy of the resources addition program,would become
marginal if actual peak demand in that year eqaaL, or exceeds
the projected level. TIn 1976 Edison's summer reserve margin
would decrease to 13.8 percent before deductxng maintenance’
which is below the 15 percent considered to be mxnimally accept-‘
able and the reliability index would decrease to 864 “aa
unacceptable level. Furthermore, there is no assurance that
other resources scheduled for additfon in 1974-1977 time
period will be constructed ard operating'on schedule.

However, the peak load progections used in these deter-
wivations of future service reliability do not reflectAelectricalf
energy comsexrvation weasures which bhave been taken ~-cfscex:n:ly' in
Tesponse to the fuel shortage., It is to be ezpected that these
wedsures which reduce electrical energy consumption would also
tend to reduce the growth rate in system peak load occurrlng
at the time of the waximur air-conditioning loads during the
summer. While the reduction which is likely fn the g:owth
rate of system pezk demand cannot be quentified at this time, it
nevertheless seews probable that the delays experienced by dIson
in obtaining the necessary approvals to construct the/pr°P°9°d «
Loag Beach project, making its eompleeion unlikely&before the
ead of 1976, should offget the effectsvofjthat‘reductioo;;

The evidence presented by Edison and tested by the -
other parties in this proceeding supports a meed for‘itsvplahned :
resources additions. However, because of delays o the ome
hand and conservation measures on the other hand the thming and
need for 1100 M7 of additional gererating eapacity planned by |
Edison for the 1974-1975 period has probably been extended to
1974-1976 time frame. The proposed Long Beach. project. representSf
about 50 percent of these planned capacmty additions ‘and io the
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only one of the major projects planned which could" 1n fact be
completed in the 1974~1976 time frame. ‘
Generating Cagaci§z<A1ternatives N

Overall resource planning is based on adequately meeting
the requirewents of load at the lowest cost consistent’w;th
environwental considerations and reliability of power supply.
This dictates the generation resource mix should include base.
load or high load factor genmeration, generation suitable for
operation in the intermediate load factor range,and generation
suited for semi-peaking,Operation.

The proposed Long Beach Combined Cycle Project constituteS‘
2o {mportant resouxrce addition which can be made available in the
years 1975 and 1976, Due to the short lead times available it is
not possible to construct nuclear, coal, conventional oil and gas,
or hydro units. Other than the proposed Long Beach Combined Cycle
Project, the only types of generating units which could reasonably
be constructed in this short time period are gas turbines. . Since
the Long Beach Project utilizes existing steam turbines, the
implementation of a similar installation at another location
would not be possible because of the short time remaining If
straight gas turbine peaking units were to replace the proposed
Long Beach Combined Cycle Project in oxder to satisfy che‘:elinbility
criterion from a capacity standpoint, the majority of the resulting
energy deficiency would have to be made up by older oil- and gas~
fired units. Most of these older units are located in the South
Coast Afr Basin. Because of the natural gas shortage, essentially
all additional fuel would be in the form of low sulfur fuel, |
resulting in increased ailr emissions.

The possibility of importing additional power from genera-
ting facilities outsfide the South Coast Air Basin is not considered
& viable alternative. Although large coal-fired generating stationSJD
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exist in the four corners area of Arizona and New Mexico and Utsh,
80 excess capacity exists for importation to Southern California.’
The transmissfon Interconnections between the Edison system and
four corners xegion and other areas such as the Pacific Northwest
are being utilized to bring in the available firm capacity from-
these areas. Neither the Pacific Gas & Electric Company nor the
Department of Water & Power of the c:ttj of Los Angeles are expected
to have surplus capacity available which Edison could count on fm
its resource planning. : | ' N L X
- In summary, the alternative to the proposed Long :B‘_eacl'i
project I3 equivalent capacity in peaking units consisting of
straight gas turbines. ' - R
Environmental Report o ‘ ' ‘

As previously stated, Edison's environmental report for
the Long Beach Combined Cycle Project (E:&xibit_ 14) 'wge; completed
in August 1972 at which time the COmmiss:tOn_ staff arran'gcd?}f-_hfoi%h'- :
the State Resources Agency for its review by the,‘DepértmenﬁS' of
Conservation, Fish and Gaue, Navigation‘ and Océan‘ Déve'lopknent,
and Water Resources; the Air Resources Bosrd; the State Lands
Division of-the State Lands Commission; and the State Water Resources
Control Boaxd. Their comments and Edison's responses to the
comments are ineluded im Exhibits 15, 19, 20, and 22.

The impacts of the Long Beach Prbj ect on land usage,
noise levels, and aesthetics are summarized below and appear

Land Usage: The project represents a continuation of a
utility use of utility-owned property. At present the land in
the Long Beach Harbor Complex within a one-mile radius of the
Long Beach Generating Station is almost exclugively devoted to
{ndustrial usage. While future expansions of the harbor facilities
are expected in the next 20 years, use offadja¢ent 1énd’isfexpected

3’-13;‘ B
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to remain consistent with present land use surrounding. tho“Long

Beack Generating Station. The construction of the proposed

project does not affect archaeological or historical resources.
Noige Abatement: Noise attenuation will be achieved

by installing the gas turbine generator sets in properly designed

enclosures complete with inlet and outlet silencers. The sound

level within the existing building of Plant No. 2 containing*the

beat recovery boilers and the new building with the gas turbine .

generator sets will be less than 85 dbA with all units in' operation.

Because of the sound attenuation treatment the proposod‘gasvturbine

generator units should not add to the-ambient noise levels iﬁftﬁe\p
area. : :

' ~ Aesthetics: Although not incompatible with its industrial :
smoundings, the existing Long Beach Generating Station s
unattractive. To render the station and grounds more visually
acceptable the design objectives of the proposed project: Include
(2) organization of the various site components such as structures,
@gequipment, and parking lots in a neat, functional maaner with.a
cuinimum of visual clutter, (b) integration and- enhancement: of |
the appearance of Plant No. 2 through the application of aPP‘°Pnate
textural and color treatuents, and (c¢) utilization of appropriate
landscaping treatments and decorative walls to reduce adverse -
visval impacts from points of public view. A detrimen:al\effect .
of the proposed project on local visual eavironment could be the
stacks for Plant 2, which would be reduced in number but increased
1o height, and the tanks for expanded fuel storage serving this '
and other Edison generating stations. Otherwise the visual appear-
ance of the station would be improved by the proposed. progect.:
With respect to growth inducement the Long Beach‘project
as an integrated system generating resource can affect growth in .
the Edison service territory to the extent reliable-electric service

W
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exercises such an influence. The project's puxpose,-howevet, is"
to maintain reliable electric service to customers sexrved by the
Integrated system by responding to growth rather than to cause ”
growth. Growth causation involves a multitude of factors includ-
Ing such attractions as climate and economic opportunity. In

the no-projectsalternative, reliable electric service could not

be maintained for either presently existing customers or new
customers on the Edison system as sufficient load growth occurs.
The Project and Its Effect on Air Quality:

On numerous occasions ambient air quality at diverse
locations in the South Coast Afr Basin (Basin) fails to meet the .
standards established by California and the federal government.
The location of the sources of air pollution emissions, both
wobile and stationary, in combination with the movement of air
wasses within the Basin tend to makevthe air quality problem
basiowide in extent. The severity of this air quality problem
Is well-known, continues to mandate measures to reduce emissions,
and clearly militates against approving_projects which would
increase air pollution ewissions in the Basin. : .

Several million motor vehicles continue to be the pre~
dominant source of these emissions. They~are also by far the
major source of hydrocarbons and nitric oxide which are the
primary contaminants leading to photochemical smog, & photochemical
reaction in the atmosphere between reactive hydrocarbons and’ nitro-
gen oxides in the presence of sunlight and oxygen. R

Power plants in contrast to motor vehicles emit only
nominal quantities of hydrocarbons. An ioventory of emissions of
oxides of nitrogen (qu) by sources for the year 1970 together
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with the projected levels: for the year 1980 provided by the
staff of the Air Resources Board (ARB) follows: -

Average NOx Emissions in Tons Per Day in SOuth
Coast Alr Basin

Sources. ‘ . Year 1970 Year 1980
Mobile - 10 320
Stationary = o D

Power Plants | 135 RS &

Other | f 225fv‘ ' ,f 2§29ﬂ3 '
Total o 1570 - nz2

From this tabulation it appears “that power plants have
accounted for a cowparatively small share of total NO.. emissions,
i.e., about 9 percent versus 77 percent for mobile sources, in
1970. Nevertheless, power plants represent a substantial source
of NO, emissions and because they do this Commission,has been
taking apprOpriate actions.

In this regard by'Decision No. 77400 (71 CPUC 211) dated
June 23, 1970 in Application Ne. 51294 and Case No.. 9007 Edison
was required to convert its load dispatch system from the most
economical basis to a basis of least NO,. emissions into the
Basin, to modify its existing power plants within the Basin,
other than those on cold-standby, so as to reduce NO, emissions
per kilowatt-houwr generated, and to monitor NO,. emzssions. It
should be emphasized that these actions nay not regult in 2
* yeduction in total ewissions from Edison's Basin power plaﬁts”
from one year to a subsequent year but do result in less emissions
into the Basin than otherwise would occur for the total generation
of electric energy by Edison required in a given year. In its °
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essence the decision in that proceeding was directed*tcward
achieving less emissions. into the Basin than otherwlee-would
occur‘while still meeting the electric energy loads in Edison 3
sexvice territory. ‘

The ARB and its staff want to hold’ Basin power plant
N0, emissions at the present level or raduce them. The situa-
t;on over the next several years, however, is such that emis-’
sicns by Edison's power plants in the Baain will increase if
electrical energy requirements are met and will do so either’
with or without the Loag Beach combined cycle units. In the
longexr ranmge the ARB objocuive can become achievable. ?1anned' 
additions of nuclear plants, remote coal plants. and out-of-Basin
plants will, if made, act to reduce Basin emissions even: though
system demand is {necrcasing. '

Significantly, the fact that *he Long Beach Combined
Cycle Project would increase Edison's generating capacity in’
the Basin by 440 MW 20d maintain reliabili;y of se:vice,does
Dot mean that there will be more emergy generated by Edison
in a given year within the Basin 1f the project is carf;ed
out than if it {s not. This is the case because the least
NO,. dispatch system requires the extenvive use of generating
resources ocutside the Basin and because the presently-exlsting
Basin generating units would have totbe opcrated at a Higher~
capacity factor in the aggregate than that required with‘the
Long Beach project buflt and operating. As an outcome of
these factors the total ene rgy'generated'in the Basin by -
Edizon during a glven year with or without the Long Beach. -
comdined cycle units in operation tends not to vary so long
as sufficient generating capacity remains available, after
deducting units down either for scheduled maintenance or
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because of unscheduled. outages,: to meet the system 1oad require-
ments. Thus operation of the Long Beach -combined” cycle*units

will cause less use of 585 MY of capacity in older, less. efficient,‘
and higher NO enitting Basin units than otherwise would be |
required, while waintaining reliability of service, fulfilling _
a need for generating units sultable to intermediate 1oad or semi—
peaking operation, and not increasing energy generation in the '
Basin. :

In addition, it should be wade clear at this point that
the proposed Long Beach Combined Cycle Project {s compatible with-
the objective of reducing enissions 'in the Basin iIn the scuose that
without this project there will be slightly more ‘Basin- emissions
than with it. Thus, any opposition to this project on the grounds
of its increasing Basin emissions in the gshort run is misplaced.

It is also misplaced in the longer run unless Edison is not per=
mitted to build more nuclear plants and out-of-Basin plants.

Similarly, if neither the Long Beach combined cycle units
nor Edison's other proposed project are built, f.e., only presently
authorized generating resources are available as load growth occurs,
there will be a larger increase in enissions into-the Basin from _
Edison's power plants accowpanied by warkedly decreasing reliability'
of electric service. The laxger increase in emissions would be-
attributable in part to a further increase. in use of older, less
efficient, highex NO, enitting Basin units, including the existing
units at the Long Beadb Generating Station now on- cold-standby.
While the operation of the existing,Long Beach units could be
required either currently or in the near future in emergency situ~
ations involving sufficient simultaneous unscheduled outages of -
generating resources, later on their operation would: be ‘required
on a scheduled basis, which would increase as load growth occurs,
if generating resources are not added., ‘
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From the standpoint of air cmissions this increased de-
peadence on the existing gemeration facilitxcs at the Long Beach
tation is inadvisable. A before-and-after comparison of emission
characteristics of Plaat 2 - Units Nos. 8R and 9 -- of this sta-
tion, as part of the proposed modcrnization and conversion to
combined cycle, depicts this. The existing plant when operated
at its rated 148 MW capacity on low sulfur, low ash ol fuel
(iittle, if any, natural gas Is expected to be available), emits
one~fouxrth more N0, and twice as mnch.soz and particulates from
120-foot stacks than would be emitted by the 585 MW‘comblned cycle
units, under full load operation on distil late fuel,_from,zzo foot
stacks. - : o o
Fﬁ:thermore, this is not a comparison”of'equivelente.t
Considering equal generating capabilities, itISeems‘clearfthe
construction and operation of the long Beach Combimed Cycle ‘
rroject would reduce No emissions into the Basin during peak load .
pexiods, when the c’der units would likely be operating (in absence
of the Long Beach Combined Cycle Pro;ect),by amountouranging up‘to |
several times the rate of 12 tons per day at contimuous full load
for the Long Beach Combined Cycle Project. The extent of this
reductlon in total NO, and other emissions in. the Basin by deson s
power plants during such peak periods is not revealed vhen on*j
deily averages are considered on an annual basis. -
Operation of the Long Beach combined cycle units-would
as has been repeatedly brought out, cause less operation: of older,
less efiicient, and higher NO, exitting Basin uvuits, thereby
working toward decreasing the Basin.NO em¢ssions by Ediscn's
power plants. Moxe sPecifically, operation of the Long Beach
combined cycle units at a 34 percent capacity factoré- would

&/ Edison's planned operation of this project reflects a lifetime
capacity factor of 26 percent and calls for. the plant being
operated at a higher factor, on the ordexr of 34 perceat, during

the early years and somewhat 1ess than Zo-percent during later
years.

-19~
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result, for the same total system energy generation, in a small
reduction in average NO, emissions Into the—B&sin,‘wnIch according
to Exhibit 22 would be on the order of ome to two tons per day
in year 1976, This would be accompanied by a larger reduction in'
enissions of $0,. \

This small difference in average-NO emissions into the
Basin is not significant. Similarly, the resultant shift in emis-
sions to the Long Beach location from Edison s other coastal plants
would not be significant, since the other locations involved are
upwind of heavily populated areas of Los Angeles and Orange
Counties. What 1s significant is that relisble electric 3erv1ce;
can be maintained with the Long Beach Combined Cycle Project while
actually achieving a slight reduction in Basin No emissions. More-
over, if the Long Beach combined cycle units are not installed,
retirements of older, less efficient, higher NO_ emitting_Basin -
units, although dependent on careful consideration of a number
of factors, could only be delayed because the capacity from these
units would be required to supply system load requirements.

In this-.context and perspective a further small reduction
in Basin No emissions, also on the order of ome to two tonsvper
day, would result if the Long Beach combined cycle‘units,were |
opexated at a capacity factor substantially higher than 34 percent
or if these units could achieve the same specific NO emissions
rate (mass ‘of NO, emissions per unit of electric energy generated)

'as that expected from Edison's proposed Huntington Beach combined
cycle units. A higher capacity factor operation would probably be
accompanied by substantially higher fuel costs relative to»that
for the displaced generating capacity and by less system operae
tional flexibility with attendant exposure‘to aflessening of
reliability of service. A specific No, emissions rate comparable

to Huntington Beach can be approached but not reached nnder the
Loug Beach design.. ‘
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In relation to the Long Beach Combined Cycle Proyect ‘the
proposed Huntington Beach facility will produce a greater fTrac-
tion of its generation from the steam turbines and do so thi:ough
employing new steam turbines and supplementazy firing In the waste
heat boilers to provide higher energy steam. This supplementary
firing which takes place in the fIue gas from the combustive
turbines' exhaust produces only a nominal additional quantity of
NO,.. A specific NO, emission rate of 1.19 pounds per MWEx Ls"
expected to be achieved by the proposed Huntington Beach facility. :
‘ For operation of the 585 MW of capacity of the proposed
Long Beach facility at an annual capacity factor of 34 percent):
the average NO,. emissions would be 2.8 toms -per day on the: basi.-s
of the Huntington Beach specific emissions rate of 1.19 pounds
per MWHEr and 4.0 touns per day onm the basis of the specific em:[s-
sions rate of 1.68 pounds per MWHx initially indicated fo:: Long
Beach. ' It appears, however, that a specific No emissions rate
of 1.35 pounds per MWHr, equivalent to 3.2 tons per day at'a’

3% pcrcent capacity factor operation, can now be expected for the
Leng Beach combined cycle units consonant with one of the condi-
tions imposed by the Califormia Coastal Zome Conservation Commission
in {ssuing its permit for comstruction of these units, -

If this improvement in the specific emissions rate ¢an
in fact be achieved, the rate expected from the proposed Hunti.ngton
Beach facility will be lower by only 0.16 pounds of NO - per MWHr
generated, In any event the proposed Long Beach proj e‘-‘t by’
baving the steam turbine portion of the plant already in place and’
the new combustive turbines and vaste heat boilers selected ,
expressly to be operated with these older steam turbines, cannot
be modified to fit the Huntington Beach dcsign. To- make thi‘s fir
Tequires a whole new project causing a delay of one to two years .
in making needed generating capacity ava:l’.].ablc and a comparat:[ve
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increase in project costs of $24,000,000 ‘oi:-'abbﬁt_:ﬁ‘~253pereeht.rv as
well as a substantial increase.in the thermal- ’dischafg'e"'for the
same generating capacity. Actually, the capacity’ would "be’ differ~
ent because each Huntington Beach—type combined cyele module haa
a capacity of 236 My,

A change to the Runtingcon Beach: comb:[ned cyc'.te concept
for Long Beach is unacceptable because the needed additional gen~
erating capacity could not be made available in time, Ia’ add:(.t:f.on,
the reduction of as little as 0.16 pounds per MiHr in the Specifie -
NO, emissions rate would come at the price of substant::l.ally higher
plant costs while substantially increasing the thermel discharge..

From the time standpoint as pointed out prev:tously, the
ouly type of generating facilities, other than the Loug Beach '
combined cycle units, which could be constructed for 1974-1976

operation are straight combustive turbines. ‘I’hese, without the
combined cycle feature available at Long Beach, would result in
more emissions per MWHr generated. :

Thus far the project and its effect om alr” qual:!’.ty has
been examined from the standpoint of emissions into the Basin.

The focus will now turn to an examination of the contribution of
such emissions to concentrations of No in the ambient air, espe-
cially at ground level where desired a:!.r quality is prescribed by
standards. The California ambient air quality standard fox NO2
is 0. 25 PPu as am hourly average. ’

'ro pred:!.ct the contribution from the proposed Loug Beach
Combined Cycle Project to ground level concentrations of N02
mathematieal wodeling must be used. Given the flue gas flowrate
and  temperature and the meteorologicel ‘parameters of wind- speed
wind direction, and atmospheric stability, the models determine
the rise and traj ectory of a plume,. With the plume trajectory ,
established the models. then detexmine the vertical and horizontal

diffusion of the plume as it .is carried downwind of the proposed
plant. : .

 -22-
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From the plume rise and dispersion computations, the
naximum ground level concentrations of NO due to the project
was found to be 0.05 ppm (hourly basis) at a ‘distance of two
niles from the project and occurs under the infrequent condi-
tions of an unstable atmosphere, light wind 3peed and the plume
rise being coincidentwith the inversion base. Under a more
typical set of meteorological conditions, which are considered.
to be adverse and occur about 15 percent of the time, a maximum
contribution of 0.02 ppm to NO,. ground level concentrations is
predicted also at a downwind distance of about two miles from
the project. Contributions drop off markedly from such levels
through greater diffusion as distances increase beyond two miles.

The air quality standarxd for Noz'of O;ZSTppm‘asfanr |
hourly average was equalled or exceeded on 33 occasions during .
1971 at the Long Beach Air Monitoring Station. This station is
located about seven miles northeasterly of the proposed progect.‘
The high pollutant levels measured there appear attrfbutable to’
emissfons from motor vehicles.

Furthexr control of this predominant source of aix pollu-‘

tion 13 expected to result in much improved. aixr quality by the mid-'

or late 1570's. Im addition, with few exceptions the increment

in ground level concentrationms attributable to the proposed. project
would not be expected to be more than a small fraction.of the
predicted maximums of 0.05 and 0.02 ppm of NO.. specified above.
during the meteorclogical conditions associated with the highest
ground level concentrations of primary pollutants (oxides of
nitrogen, reactive hydrocarbons, and carbon monoxide) from.mobile
souxces, In light of this tendency toward noncoincidence and the
anticipated improvement in air quality by the mid- or late 1970 s,
the small contributions by emissions. from the proposed projecc to .
ground level No - concentrations should have litcle impact on- air :
quality in the Long.Beadh area,

-23-
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Furthermore, the ground level NO concentrations attrib-
utable to the proposed project would be reduced by about: 15 to
20 percent if the expected improvement in the specific NO_ emis-
sions rate is achieved, fi.e., 1.35 pounds per MiHr instead of
1.68 pounds per MWHr. Also, although it appears unneeded;, the
maximum contributions to ground level concentrations could be
further reduced by inereasing stack height to Increase plume rise.'

The increase in eontributions by Edison s Basin power
plants to ground level NO concentrations under the altemtive
of no project is also pertinent. The specific: emissions rate of-.‘
the Long Beach combined cycle units will be lower than a.ny of
Edison's existing oll~fired power plants. Moreover, at. times of :
peak loads some 585 MW's more of existing capacity in relatively o
high NO, emitters, including possibly the existing units at: the -
Long Beaeh generating station, would have to be plaeed in opexa-
tion than would occur If the proposed project: were built and -
operating.

Anothexr aspect requiring comment concerns the role of
NO,. concentratioms which are attributable to power plant emissions '_
in the mixing layer above ground level. Although this matter bas
been under intemsive study by both the government and industry for
some time, thus far there has not been a definitive determination
as to whether NO enissions from elevated sources, such as the
plume rise from power plant stacks, affect the formation of
photochemical oxidant to any appreciable extent. To whatever
extent such emissions are a factor in this respect, it is once
again important to draw a distinction between power plants in
general as being a substantial source of NO_. ‘emissions and this
particulaxr proposed project which tends to reduee Basin emigsions.

: In summary the evidence clearly supports: a conclusion

that  the proposed project will have neither a substantial bene-
ficlal nor substantial adverse impaet on air quality.
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The Project and Its Effect on Harbor Waters

The existing Plants 2 and 3, which presently constitute
the Long Beach Generating Station, can use up to 471,000 gpm of
seawater to cool the condensers of the steam turbine generators.
This use is designated by the Los Angeles Reg:{onal Water Quality
Control Boaxd as an existing thermal waste discharge to'an enclosed‘
bay. This designation extends to the cool:[ng system for the pro-
posed Long Beach Combined Cycle Project, since it will be the .
existing once-through seawater cool:f.ng system-. for Plant 2 hav:[ng
a flowrate of 141,000 gpm.

At full-load operation the proposed Long Beach Combined
Cycle TUnits Nos. 8R and 9 would raise the cool:l‘.ng water tempera-
ture 20 degrees Fahremheitbefore discharge. Small concent:rat:[ons \
of chemicals and other materials are present from time to time in
the waste water discharge. During heat treatment cycl:[ng the
discharged water will not exceed 110 degrees Fahrenheit nor will
cycling exceed four hours in duration. ‘

The Interim Waste Water Discharge Requirements for the
entire Long Beach Generating Station was issued and adopted by
the Los Angeles Regional Water Qual:’.ty Control Board on October 30,
1972. In addition to the many specific and detailed requirements
imposed this discharge is subject to the basic and continuing
prerequisites of meeting whatever limitations are necessary to
dssure protection of the beneficial uses established’ for. the
Long Beach Harbor and assuring that the temperature of the
Tecelving waters shall not be changed by the d‘i‘scharge‘ to the
extent that an adverse ecological effect is caused, Compliance
with the comprehensive waste discharge requirements and conditions
will preclude an adverse impact on the marine enviromment, B

Moreover, unless Edison conclusively de.monst:rates J‘.n a
future hearing before the South Coast Regional Coast:al Zone Con-
sexvation Commigsion that the ex:Lsting cool:tng system and’ themal

-25-
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waste discharge have no substantial adverse eavironmental or -
ecological effect on the Back Channel or the Inner Harbor, it
skzll be required to use a closed cycle freshwater cooling
tower system for the project pursuant to one of the conditions
inposed by the California Coastal ZOne Consexrvation Commission
in granting the perait for this progect. '

Negative Declaration :

- A Negative Declaration is the practicable and indicated
environmental document for this project because there‘will be
no sigrificant environmental effect from the project.

Uoder the transition to Rule 17.1 for this proceeding,
8 Draft EIR and Final EIR are not needed to exanine either
environmental impacts or mitigation measures to further assure
that such’ impacts will not be substantifal. The eavironmental
effects have been examined thoroughly by means of an environ-
mental report prepared by Edison and reviewed by pertinent
state agencies with appropriate expertise and by means of a
comprehensive evidentiary hearing which was completed before
Rule 17.1 took effect. In addition, all discretionary autho-
rizations necessary to comstruct the project other ‘than the
one from this Commission have been obtained by Edison. Such
approvals include the conditional permit obtained from the
California Coastal Zone Conmservation Commission which, as
brought out earlier, would not have been issued if the project
would cause any substantial adverse environmental or ecological}
effect.

After determining that the proposed“projectfwillvndﬁ
have a significant effect on the environment‘because of circum-
stances peculiar to the project agudemonsératéd‘by.the;heariggu
record herein and by the conditions imposed by the Califormia
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Coastal Zone Comservation Cogmission, to further assure the.
ainimal nature of any eavirommental effects of the project,
Examiner Main issued on September 27, 1973 a Negative Declaration
for this procject. None of the parties €iled exceptions to the
Negative Declaration pursuant to Paragraph (£)(3) of-Ruic;17;1;'
However, comments were received from the Air Resources Board
staff, the Department of Fish and Game, and the Los Angeles
County Air Pollution Control District through the circulation
and review procedures of the Guidclines.

The ARB staff challenge the Ncgative Declaratlon. They
contend the project has a significant effect on. air quality in
the South Coast Air Basin and hence requires the EIR procedures‘V
under the provisions of CEQA and the Guidelines. However,: ‘both
the record in this proceeding and the action by the Californias
Coastal Zone Conservation Commission establish that contrary
to the ARB staff's view the project will not have a substantial
adverse environmental impact.: '

The Departuent of Fish and Game urgcs thc cOmmission
to issue an EIR which fully describes the environmental 1ssues
involved and which can be used to substantiate claims of no
significant environmental effect from the project. Eithe:.
thls decision or the Negative Declaration treats of the environ-
mental issues in sufficfent depth to determine there will be
no substantial adverse effect from the project. The EIR pro-
cedures would cause substantial further delays, would be
dvpiicative in large measure, and are Unnecessary in the circum-'

stances of this case because the record in this proceeding and-
the action of the coastal commission support a Négatxve '
Declaration.
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The Los Angeles County Air Pollution Control: ﬁiétriot,_'
agrees with the conclusion on air pollution contained -in ' the
Negative Declaration but contends the purposes of CEQA would
be better served by following the EIR procedures rather than
preparing a Negative Declaration for this project.

These comments by the.Air Resources Board scaff the
Department of Fish and Game, and the Los Angeles County Aix
Pollution Control District do not raise any new-substantive
issues or arguments in favor of the alternative procedure of
preparing an environmental impact report. The Negative Declara- .
tion as issued is appropriate in the circumstances of this case, '
is. adequately supported, and does not require modification.
Staff Recommendations

The Commission staff considers the progect tobe in
the public interest and recommends that the Commission grant a
cextificate of public convenience and necessity-aﬁthorizing'
the construction and operation of the project. If the applica-
tion is granted, the staff further recommends that Edison be
required to: (1) undertake studies to demomstrate the most
effective weans of operating the combined cycle units to mini-
wize emissions in the South Coast Afr Basin; (2) undertake
studfes that would result in plans for establishing a reasonable
and flexible program of earlier retirement of older existing
units in the South Coast Air Basin; and (3) demonstrate, after
commercial operation of the Long Beach Combined Cycle Project,
the predicted reductions in NO,. emissions in- the South Coast
Aix Basin.

Findings , L
1. Increasing load on applicant's system in the 1974-1976.
time frame and beyond will require additional genmerating capacity
far in excess of that represented by the prcposed Combined Cycle
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Units Nos. 8R and 9 at the I..ong Beach Generating Station 'Plant S
No. 2.

2. The proposed Combined Cycle Units Nos. 8R and 9 are an
econonic, efficient, and appropriate means of providing a portion
of applicant's increased generating requirements in the period
1974-1976 and beyond.

3.a. The alternative for providing the increased generating _
capacity represented by Combined Cycle Units Nos. SR anrd 9. {n the
1974-1976 time frame would be by straight gas turbine capacity
which would be less efficient and less desirable from an environ-
mental point of view. o

~ b. The use of the type of combined cycle equipment proposed
for Edison's Huntington Beach Generating Station {s unacceptable
4s an alternative because of substant:ial disadvantages in its ‘use
at the Long Beach site including up to a two-year delay, during
vhich there would be greater emissions from older, less efficient

equipzent, a substantial increase in thermal discharges to harbor -
waters, and an increased cost of approximately '$24 million.‘ These -

disadvantages arc considered to far outweigh a3 nominal. improvement
in average NO, emissions of one-half ton per day. o

4, 'rhe proposed Combined Cycle Units Nos. 8K and 9 will
increase the gemerating capability of Plant No. 2 at the Long.
Beach Generating Station from appro:dmately 148 MW to approxi-
mately 585 MW, utilizing the existing circulating ocean water
condenser cooling system of Plant No. 2, and yet emit less air

contaminants for comparable capacity factor operations. ‘(A'lthough e

L

existing Plant No. 2 Is outmoded and seldom operated, even its.
capacity will eventually be required on a scheduled basis if
generation resources gre not added,) -

5. The additional power which will be produced by the pro—
posed Combined Cycle Units Nos. 8R and 9 can be transmit:ted to
the load centers on applicant's ‘system without additional trans-
wission line rights-of-way and without additional transmission

-29-
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line facilities except for the additfon of conductors to existing R
double circuit structures for a portion of a 66 XV circuit. .

6. In conformance with General Order No. 131 the construc-
tion and operatfon of Long Beach Combined Cycle Units Nos.. 8R
and 9:

a. Is reasonably required to meet area demands fbr
present and/or future reliable and economic electric service, and

b. Will mot produce an unreagonable burden on matural
resources, aesthetics of the area in which the proposed facilities_~
are to be located, community values, public health and safety;
air and water quality in the vicinity, or parks, recreational and A
scenic areas, or historic sites and buildings or archaeological
sites. o

7. Present and future public convenience and necessity
require the construction and operation of Long Beach Combined
Cycle Units Nos. 8R and 9, together with appurtenances.:

8. The Commission has carefully considered the' evidence on
environmental wmatters and the contents of the Negative Declaration‘
in rendering the decision on this project and finds that:

a8, The project is of a type that would ordinarily-be
expected to have & significant effect on the environment.

b. The environmental fmpacts involve principally a
shift in the air contaminant emissions and thermal Cwaste water)
discharges among.applicant S power plants in the—South cOast '
Air Basin.

¢. The project will not have a significant effect upon
the environment because of circumstances peculiar to the project
i.e., because of its characteristics in relation to those of 7
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applicant's existing electric gemeration faci.lities in the South

Coast Air Basin primarily, but also because of certain: other
circumstances:

Adr Quality Aspects

(1) Comstruction'permits for the proposed genérating -

units have been issued by the Los Angeles County Air Pollution
Contxol District upon assuramce that the units will operate
within the limitations of all existing regulat:ions and- standaxds
for air contaminant emissioms.

(2) The emissions of air contaminants. (NO SO2 and
particulates) by the combined cycle units will ‘be less than \
the lowest of Edison's existing lower emitter units.on oil fuel
in the South Coget Air Basin for equivalent electric gemeration.

(2) There will be somewhat less daily average
emissions on an annual basis intd the South Coast Air Basin by
Edison's power plants with the combined cycle units bu:!:lt and
placed in commercial operation tham without them,

(b) During system emergencies and other times
when .the older, less efficient, higher emitting gemerating
units including possibly those at Long Beach: would need to be
operated, the emissions from Edison's power plants will be
substantially less with the proposed project than without it.

(3) The predicted contribution to ground level concen-’

trations of air contaminants by the combined cycle units is.

minimal for most meteorological conditions and is not significant

at other times.

(4) Neither a substanti.al beneficial nor substantia.l
adverse impact on air quality will result from this proj ect.
Thermal Discharge Aspects

(1) The project will utilize the existing circulating S

seawater condenser cooling system of Plant No. 2.
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(2) Studies conducted thus far on]the‘fecéiﬁiﬁg‘ |
waters for the thermal waste discharge indicate minimal.
effects on the marine enviromment.

(3) The interim waste water discharge requirements
for the entire Long Beach Generating,Station were issued and
adopted by the Los Angeles water'Quality Control Board on |
October 30, 1972. ‘ L

(4) Compliance with the comprehensive wasce discharge
requirements and conditions imposed by that Board shopld preclude
an adverse impact on the marine environment, These requirements
include a basic and continuing obligation to implement whatever
limitations are necessary on this discharge to assuté‘orotectioo
of the beneficial uses established for the Long Beach Harbor and
to accomplish the condition that the temperature of the receivingV'
waters shall not be changed by the discharge to the extent that '
an adverse ecological effect is caused.

(5) As a further safeguard the California Coastal
Zone Conservation Commission will require a closed cycle fresh
water cooling tower system for the project in the event Edison :
after operating the project camnot conclusively demonstrate
that the existing cooling water system and thermal waste - dis-
charge have no substantial adverse environmental or ecological
effect,

Other Environmental Aspects ‘

(1) The project does not involve any new commitment
of land for the gemerating station nor for the transmission
lines. 1In fact the project modernizes an outmoded facility
and improves the aesthetic appearance of the harbor ares.

(2) The new turbines will be housed in a permanent
building and equipped with sound-absorbing devices to assure
that there will be no impact upon ambient sound levels.
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(3) The site is not known to possess any h:l.storical
cultural, or archaeological significance.
Coastal Commission Action
(1) The California Coastal Zone Comservation Commission |
has issued a conditional permit for this project. '
(2) The California Coastal Zone Conservation Commission
is baxred by statute from issuing the permit unlesvs; it ‘f:.nds_- that
the development will not have & substantial adverse environmental
ox ccological effect. (Public Resources Code. Section 27402(&) )
d. The project will help maintain rel:[able electric serv:tce o
from an integrated system serv:'.ng a suybstantial part. of Califom:[a.
e, The benefits of the project outwe:[gh any minor env:’.ron- '
mental impact possible. - S
f. The plamned construct:ton is t:he most feas:[ble and
economical in the time frame xequired to minim:!.ze e‘nviro_mnentalv
fxpact, : -
e There are no known irrevexrsible env:[.ronmental changes
involved in this project. ' o
h. The Negative Declaration for this proj ect attached as
part of Appendix A to this decision is adopted by the Comiss:‘.on.
9. Edison should be required to undertake the studies
recommended by the staff concerning emissions by Edison's power
plants in the South Coast Air Basin and the retirement be ‘older
existing Edison gemerating units in the South Coast Air Basin.

10. A substantial savings in accounting costs would be
realized if applicant is permitted to file a combined cost report
for Long Beach Combined Cycle Units Nos. 8R and 9 eighteen months
after Combined Cycle Unit No. 9 :f.s placed in commercial operation.'
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The cert;ficate hereinafter granted shall be subject to
the following provision of law:

The Commission shall have ne power to authorize

the capitalization of this certificate of public
convenience and necessity oxr the rxight to own,
operate or emjoy such certificate of public
convenience and necessity in excess of the amount
(exclusive of any tax or annual charge) actually
pald to the State as the comsideration for:the
issuance of such certificate of public convenience
and necessity or right.

‘The action taken herein is not to bevconsidered as. fndica-
tive of amounts to be included in future proceedings for the
purpose of determining just and reasonable rates.

Based on the foregoing findings the Commission concludes
that the Long Beach Combined Cycle Project should be authorized

and that other actions as prescribed in the'following.order should
be taken by Edison. ‘

IT IS ORDERED that" :

l. A certificate of public convenience and necessity is
granted to Southern Californfa Edison Company to construct and
cperate Long Beach Combined Cycle Units Nos. 8R and 9 at its
Long Beach Gemerating Station together with.appurtenances generally
as described by Edison in this proceeding.

2. Within one hundred eighty days after the effective date
of this order Southern California Edison Company shall file detailed
studies of utilization of their gemeration resources together with
appropriate summaries and/ox supplementary studies to: B

a. Show what reductions in emissions in the-South.Coast .

Air Basin are currently being accomplished by the least NO,. emis—*”
sion dispatch method; :




]
. - - \
.
" »

b. Demonstrate the most effective means of operatin.g

Long Beach Combined Cycle Units Nos. &R and 9 during the first
two anticipated years of operatn.on to minimize em;ss:Lons in- the -
South Coast Air Basin while not signii’mcantly affecting system
reliability; and

: ¢« Serve in formulating a reasonable and. flexible .
program of earlier retirement of oldez- existing generating unrbs
in the South Coast Afir Basin.

3. Within ninety days after Long Beach Canbined Cycle .
Unit No. 9 is placed in commercial operation, Southern Califom:.a.
Edison Company saall file reports demonstrating that methods of .
operation of the Long Beach Ccmbined Cycle Project, together with
other generating plants in the South Coast Air Basin, have
resulted in reductions in the total emissions of NO cons:.stent
with the evidence Edison introduced in this proceedn.ng. .

&4e Within eighteen months after Long Beach Ganbined Cycle
Unit No. 9 is placed in commercial operata.on, Southern Cala.fomia




v

Edison Company shall file a canbined cost. report for Long Beach‘ .
Cembined Cycle Units Nos. 8R and 9.

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days o
after the date hereof. :
Dated at ' San Jﬁ“m’“ Californ:!.a. th:.s
23~4.  day of - _APRIL 1974. -

Comm ss oners
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APPENDIX A
Notice of Completion
Examiner's Ruling
Negative Declaration
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Appllc_txon No. 53418
(F:.le.d June 2%, 1972)

In the matter of the aoolu.cat:.on of
SOUTZERN CALIFORNTIA TDISCN COMPANY
for & Certificaze that Preseat ond

"Future Public Conveniense and
Necessity requize or will requ:.rc
the coastrureiicn and eperation oy‘
Applicant of new gas turbine c».ect
gencrating wnits, to be used in

cozbination with Talzs &R zand 9 at.
:..Ls Leag Zeach Genexating Station, |
ogether with otheyr ..appz..r.cm.nces to

'bc used :.n coanection with ea:.d vaits.

. ﬂ )
NSRS NN S AN NS

n:\ﬁwmt.u ' S RUT I\YG-

In aceordance w:.th the Coc:m:.ss:.o.t s Rule of ?roc.cdurc 17. 1
entitled "Special Procedure for Implementation of the Cal:.forn:.a
Environmeatal Quality Act of 15707 and on motion of appl_:.c“nt for
a Negative Decloration, it is xuled that: - - .

1. The project for which Application No. 53418 f:.lcd is.
an cleetric Seaexation project covered by Generzl Ordcr 131 ._-zd
the Public Utilities Commissioz is the lcad ageney. .

2. A grant of the authority sovght in Apolf. cat:xon \Io. 43418
will not have 2 significant effect on thse cnv:.ronmcnc c’.ue to
circuwstances peculiar to the specific proj ect. _ '

3. A Negative Declaration will be p-cpa::cc by the Exapinex
pursuant to Pule of Procadure 3 2ad ia conf ...ancc w:.th CEQA .:md
the appliceble guidelines, and f£iled by tae Secrctary of. thc '
Co=mission with the Seeretary for Resourc:s.

Dated at san .cra.nci.,co, Califorsia,. th:x.s 22'1:& d”ay o‘ |
Scotcmber, 1973, :

(P e
A. E. Msxa *
- Domalne.s

.




BEFORT THS PUSLIC UTILITIES COMIISSION C¥ THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the hahtc* of the application of
SCUTHERN CLLITOXINIA EDISCN COLRANY
for a Cex :z;;cu:c thcot Present and
Future Public Convenience and Heces-
sity requivc or will recguire the
construction 2ud operation by Appli-
cout o‘ nev gas turbine clectric
generating units, to dbe used in

. combination with Uaits SR'ﬂnd 9 at
its Long Zecach Somerating Statien,
together with oshcr ~ppu"“cﬁ“ﬁcﬂs to
be used In conncction with said unxts.

Applicat:.on No. 53418
(bzled 3un~ 21 1972)

. V\JV NN N N NSNS NSNS

nvc'm‘m?. D“CM.RATIO\I '

Southern Cal;fo*nxa Edison Company (SC >y secks authorxty
woder provisions of Gemeral Order No. 131 to modernxze Units SR
‘gzad 9 of its Lomg Beach Generating Statiom, locﬂtcd on Terminal
Islond in tle City of Lomg Seack, by repl “Clﬂg 15 e:xstzng gas/o:]
fired boilers. serving these units with saven g25 turbine geﬁerhtors,
the exhaust from which will be used to generate steam for Unlts B8R
2nd $. One-site conot*uct;on will 1nclud~ extcnsxve alter¥txons to
an existing buildiog, cew and higher stc s 2 housmng foxr the’ nev
turbines, fuel storage tanks and aopurt‘nances. Off-sxtc constru*
tion will consist of new transmission. wwrcs on etlstxng towe s and
poles in present rights-of-way; ‘ ' ‘ R

At public hearings held on October 31 vaember 1,
Dccembcr 4, lS,and 27, 1972 tnb followxnv evida nce wns adducud 01
issues of ervi onhhntal coacc*n-

(1) Air Quolity

SCE has obtained constructic. permits. froa ‘the. Loq
Angeles Coumty Az Polluuxon Control Distriect upon aesurwnccs that
the tuxbizes will opﬁr_te wzhhxn the lirits of all- exzstxﬂ egula-
tions and standzoxds Loxr aix emissioms. Despite th. fact,th;t tbc¢

~l-




modernized plant will be capable of gcnerat...ng 58S megawacts of
pover compared to the 148 mcgav...t:: c:apac:ty of the cx:.sting, x.n:{.ts,‘
the level of coissions frem the modernized plant will: actula.lly be
less than those from the cxisting plant: similarly operated\ ‘ h:’_s'\
is possible because the ges turbimes buxn a cleam...., o.:‘.stillate o
type Juvel and oporate In combimartion 1-*:.*'h s"cca wnits wh:.c‘-x do nor: :
require any wd.x.t:.on,:.:. cembustion process. - ' - |

Although the existing plent has been used only :.nfrc- |
quently dusing the recent past, projected ircreases in demand for
clectric encrgy will ceke it necessary for SCE to incrcasc .,uch
opexation in the futurc even if zhis p-ogcct is not ...L.thor:u.cd. : |

Because the modernized plant will be a cle...ner fac:.l:.ty, '
from an air quality stundpoint, thsn some of the other pl..nts o
which SCE wncw cperates inm the South Coast Alr B::s:.n ‘and TepT esc-z..s .
au increase iz goneraoting eapocity over the ox <isting units at -
Long Beach, tke total level of oxides of ni.rogen (..n elcmcnt of
Photochenieal szog) cmftted by SCC's plants in that basm :m l°76
wWill be less if this projees is consum:m::cd .h.m :I.:‘Z: it :’.s not

(2) Water Oualiscwy L o ‘ R

SCZ plane to comtimue to use the C‘ilotl’ls salt: wa‘ter
cooling systom and does not ant:z.ca.pa.tc any inexrecase in- the volume
of ther=al discharge. Permission to cont.:.n..‘ the use of th:.s )
System has becn granted by the Regionmal Watcr Qual:\.ty Conta.ol
Boaxrd under cond:.tn.sns which axe acceptable to SCB o

. (3) Xoise Pollutien @ ‘ ‘ o S

- The new turbines will be housed iz a pernu.nﬂnt bu:uld:.no
2nd equipped with sound abserbing devices te asstre thac there

will be no izpact vpon azbient sound levels.

(&) A"S”“”::c. Cultu*ﬂlx_frcreoxc1iczl .
and _OThe= Hoolonien) VAlvas <

cite has been used as a stean vencratinb pl..nt: for
almost 50 years and is loeated in an are zeaed and . uqed fcr hcaw

Indusexy, sutstaaticl effcet on wi dl;.i'g, ox £3.o‘.a a.s capectcd R
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A. 53418 - o

The new construction will be designed an? painted to blend with the*“
existing buildings and facilities on the °itc.v S e
No adéitional transmission tovcr,, polc or rzght>of-way
will be needed, . | - ' L
) The site is not known to posscss any. h;storlc,‘cultural
or a_chcolo~1cal szgnxf;cuncc. o
In addition to the above evzdcnﬂe, offxcmal notxce ;s
taken of TWo xecent zctions by other publ;c'ugencxcs. The ' Plannxngg
Cozmission of the City of Long Beach has uporovcd the Envzronucntulf
Report furaished them by SCE, and the California Coa stal Zone o
Consc*v: lon Comn10310ﬁ tas granted SCE a permit for thc progcct._
A copy of the lztter's conditional permit is uttucbcd Thé[.*
Californiza Ceasteal Zonme Conservation Commxssxon is barrcd by
statute from issuinz such a pormx- unless it £inds that the
development will zot have a subsLuntmal dvcrse envzronmenual cr

ccological effect. (Public Res. Codc SCC. 27402(h))."
‘Findines

- . The proposed project is of =z t;pe chat rould'ord‘" rily
be expected to have o significant ef £Zcct on the cnvmronmcnt. ;
- 2. Tke Calzfo*nzh Public Utxl;tzc. Commzssxon is thc lcad
agency for the pcopo»cd‘p:o;ccu. o |
3.  The proposed progect will not lﬁve a si gnmfzcant cffect-‘
-upon the cuviroament because of circunstonces pecul;ar to thc
pProjeces gs dmwcusscd hexein. S
'~ Dated 2t San Francxsco, Calxﬁoznxa, thls 27th day of
Sﬂptcmber, 1973. I

K Mcchlba.l.q 2,«. . pm:_n i
) Ekummncr L




STATL Or_CAtTORIA RONALD REAGAN, Govarnor

~ CALIFORNIA COASTAL ZONE CONSERVATION COMMISSION : T R :

MO MARKET STRELT, 2nd FLOOR
JAN FRANCQISLO, CALIFORNIA 94102
019) S37-1001

 September 13, 1973
Mr. David J- Fogarty, Vice-President

Southern California Edison Comp.my
P. 0. Box 800

Roscuead, Californta 91770 | © RE: pppeal Ne. 8273

N

Dear ¥r. ?ogar:y.

On August 8, 1973, by a vote of 9 in f.wo:, 1 against, thc Californ:f.a :
Coastal Zone Conscrvation Commission granted your application for a’ pcmit
to construct the dcvclopmcnt described 4n the’ a:tachcd s:aff rccmcnda:a.on. _

The recasons for this action are conta:.ned {n the staff rccomcndacion, ‘
as amended and adopted by the Commission at the time of the vote. The permit
{s Limited to the development described in the staff rcc.omcndation, .md s
subject to the terms and conditions conta:f.ncd thercin.

Before any act:.vity authorized by the permit shall ‘take place, you must:
return to this office and to the Séuth Coast chional Cozmnission office
copies of this statcment with your signature acknowledging r.h:n: you bave re-

ceived it and unacrstood its coatents.

Please mote that upon completion of the activities authori cd, you st
promptly complete the Notice of Completion and: file ic w:.th the Executive
~ Director of the South Coast chional Commiss:i.on.

Yours vcry trulv

OSEPK E. - BODOVITZ
Exccut:.vc. Dircc.t:or

Artachment '
cct Soutzh Coast Regional Ccmnission

The undcrsigncd permittee acknowlcdgcs rcccip: of the Califomia Coastal Zonc ‘
Conscrvation Commission Permit No. 82-73, and fully undcrs:ands Lts con:cn:s, '
:.ncluding all conditions imposed.

-

Seotember 17, 1972 ' ) %Ot"I‘HE‘R"\I CU I"‘("““IA WISO\T Cﬁ\jAVY
Dace p . L Pcmntcc .

"By, A./-”- < '\"7."","7 im0
L DAVID G & FOGARTY. \J:
Vice President 0




CALIFORNIA COASTAL ZONE CONSERVATION COMMISSION
1340 Market Strce:. San Frangizco 94102 w= \4151 557 601

'

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Appcal. No.. 82;73
6oth Dayz. 8/12/73

DECTSION OF | ‘ | L
REGIONAL CCinfISSION: Pcm:.t avoroved by South Coast chion..l Com.,s:.on,
i . subject to conditions perta:.m.ng to aa.r qual:.ty and
water quality -

PERMIT R
APPLICAT: © Southern California Edison Company

LOCATION: Northeastern portion (43 acres) of Terminal Islamd
: - 4n Long Beach Harbor at 2065 West Seaside Blvd., -
City of Long Beach, County of Los Angeles - '—

Increase power genergtion at existing power plant -

by modification of two fossil fuel steam boilex

power plant units inmto a combined eycle plant that

will vtilize seven new gas turbines and heat recovery
boilers in combination with existing steam vurbines and
stean gencrators. Zvdsting once-chmubh salt watcr
cooling system to be used..

‘Frdends of South Bw

Held July 18, 1973, in Long Beach _

STAF? RECXSDATION: | R

-

The staff recomzends that thé Commission r-od:."x the permit gr..m.cd 'by the South Coa::t'. f ok
Reglonad Comuission 4o opprove the proposed Long Beaeh comb..ncd cyele projec* sx.oject +o- ‘
the following co.‘d;t:.on:.: ‘ .

. 1. Within ome year of commencement of opcrat:.on oL thc combined: cycle plant, t‘-zc
applicant shall succeed in reducing the rate of NOx emissions from cach gas turbizc (Lo a%
deast the level of 113 1bz/ar peor gas turbine (g‘n’.ch is equ:walent £o 1.35 1bsAlir fom the
entire project), the level presemtly predicied for the turbines by the applicant.. There—
after, the applicant znall use its continucd best efforts to attempt to achieve the lowest
possidble levels off NOx emissions for the plant. For the purposes of this condition. unsdl ’
the prescribed limis is attained, 4hce applicant shall, at the end of cach montih, ~.a.'.‘.:c:‘;_: coe
to the Sou;‘t Coast Rc":.onal Ccm...,:.o'x. the Public Usilities Commission, the Alr Resourees
Board, and the LASPCD, a report descridbins the HOx emission levels achieved. IS .av the
end of the ono-year period, ihe pr cscrived limit has not been me t, the applicant may 3pply
to the :ccgzo-.al Commiscion £ox an exiencion of reazonable len g,t‘u. The applicant may be
gracted such extension uron a showing of comtirued good fadth efforts and. mos:.ant.:.:.l
Progress in “cduc.:~ N0x emiszsion levels.
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2. The applicant shall operate tho proposed projcc‘b at a maxdmum monthly avcracc cap:\ca:-
factor of 3L% unless .

a. The appl:.ca.nt is ordered by the PUC, the ARB,. thc LMPCD, or. thc EPA ‘c.o ran th»
plant at 3 higher capacity factor for purposes of reducing total system NOx cm:.ss;on., for the
S-:-utl-z Coast Air Basin, or for any other legitimate public purposc; or = _ :

Y. The applicant is requircd by tcemporary emergency power demand rcou.’x.rcmcnt., to
o'pcrate the plant for a temporary period at a monthly average capacity factor in excess of
- 3l%y in which cvent the applicant chall immediately file with the South Coast Regionmal Commiz~
v.lon a Teport describing the nature of thc emergency and the var:.ant Lu@ oi‘ the plant. .

3. The applicant shall be required 4o use a closed cyclc f‘:cshwater coola.ng tower(s)
for the project waless, pursuant to procedures outlinmed hereinbelowy, it ¢an conclusively
demonstrate in a future permit hearikg before the South Coast Regional Commission that the -
existing cooling systen and thermal waste discharge will have no substantial adverse env _rc':- ,
mental or ccolog:;.cal effect on the Back Chamnel or the Inner Earbor. The applicant shall
begin immediately “o design the cooling tower(s) for the plant, and ot the earliest possidle
date shall degin to uwse vz best efforts to obtain the necessary govc*r*rcﬁtal anp*ovals fer
construction ard use of the cooling 4ower(s). The applicant chall de entitled in the mean-
tinme t0 proceed wivh construction of the combined cycle plant, and may commence operation e -
the plant i :J.i:.:x.:-c' the existing cooling system. The cooling tower(s) shall be put into use,
cquipped with the bc availadble defogring equipment, wiithin 26 months after cogeravion of C
the complete combined ¢yele plant has begun. ho..ever, at any time after opcratn.on, but orior
10 the cxpization of <he 26 zonth period of the plant wsing the CJC.ov.'L:‘S cooling system has.
begun, the applica:: may apply 4o the South Coast Regionmal Commission for o permit to operate
the.plant permament u-"-zg the exisiing cooling system, instead of the cool:.ng’ tower. Suea
pcmit should be g:a:-tco. by the South Coast Rﬂsio*zal Commission only after the applicant, oy

a chowing of data develoved in coope ravion with oll interested governmental agencies inel -'"'.:. D

Dot mot limited to the Reglomal Waser Quality Comtrol Ssard amd the Department of I-‘i.h. LT
Game, has clearly met its burden of prool wder Section 27.02 of the Act regarding potcr:;:.a_
horm $o the marine 1ife of the Back Chamel ard the Inner Harber. This permit applicaticn ".—-‘
pertain only wo the proposed use of the exisiing cooding system, and shall not mvolve cor.s...u.',-
cration of other aspects of the combined cyclc plant. _ , _ _ >

I the applicant coes mot succecd in obto.'.n..ne, the requisite govc -acnt.al agcncy .:mo-'o"ﬂ’
for a cool:i:.g tower, it must procecd to the South Coast Regloml Cermmission with an appiicaiic '
for a permit for its coxisting cooling systenm, or £or whatever alternative cool:.ns system iv -
By propose. The permit application shall be lLimited .o the proposed cooling systemy and
a1l zot Lmvolve other aspects of the combined cyele. The spplicant's burden. o.r. proof sra._‘
bo Ldentical Lo that deserided in the dmmediately foregoing parag,rapn.

. Compliance with the cozitio*.s of this permit shall be mon.."ored and en.f.'o*ccd by ."xc
South Cca—t chio..al Coastal Conservatioa Cormission and the Califo=nia Coastal Zone Conserva=-
tion Commission, or by their successorsy and if there are no successors, then by the Los
Angclc. ch:.on&. Water Quah..f Control Hoard and the Statc Water Quality Contx ol. Board. j

The proposed projecty as moc'.:.:;.cd by the i‘arcgoing co*.d..tionw wild, not havc a- substa“..-.. ‘
adverse envirormental or ecological offect, and will be consistent with the i‘:.nd:m,,s and pu:— :
poses of the Act. The reasons for this rccommcndatn.cn are as i‘ollows-_ \ ‘

1. The Need for Eleetrical Powsr. The applicant has not suecceded in. obta:.n:.n"; f-‘kc
NECESSUTY TCuLlATOTy IFPTOVaLs 10K a0y major new power scncran:mb fac:g..:.ty sinee .1968. Su-_ce-.
1968, peak power cemand has inereascd from 7,425 MW to 10,390 Nw-an inerease of almost LU
Projects plamned and asproved prior to 1988, and put on line sinmee then, have met the demard
grovth to date, :mcl will commime 30 Ao = thronsh 1974. By early 1975, ‘however. assuming
denand growth continues as projected and no acd:.‘:.a.oml power increments are brou::m on Ling,
the nargin between projected pc:uc losd and maseimum avadlable power -upply (inztalled” CADITALY,
pargin), will shrink below i5%. Ustilities typieally attempt to mmta:m a m:.u-gm oz. "’040 or:
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greater.  When the Iastalled capacity margin 45 Less than 15%, substantial outages: occurring
at timos of peak demand iy result dn power SupPLY Shortages neeessititing service :.nt.crrup—
tionz. In the KXE .»cw.!.cc arcd, such. powor interruptions would probably take t.ho i‘orm of.
"rolling dlackouts.

The combined cycle technology proposed for this projcct is wcll—suitcd Lfor mcct:x.ng
tho increased power demands that normally occur during weekday da_rb:unc hours. . A combired cycle -
operation would not Yo suwitable for operation on a 2L-hour basis, as a base load rescurce,
because the required fuel Is expensive. However, the combined cycle can be started up and:
shut down quickly and casily, macing it ideal for scm:'.—pcakinx; use as proposccl,.“&-lo houi'sl
per week day. ' s IR

In short, the unicque circumstaonces and vim.ng of this appl:.cation are ju.,t:.."‘;catn.on Lfox
its epproval, Yt the staff strongly recommerds that such approval be clearly designated ‘
o3 rclati:g ozly to this appl...cat:.on and in no way establishing a precedent for other approvals.
The exvironzental asPects ol ixncrcascd power projection are too well known o need elaooraw.o'
here, tut w:u.‘i. be an important element of the Cor::.x..ss:z.o*z' s plamn.ng prog:am.

2. I,.:;c'. Use. The propossd project is wholly within the area of an excisting power plasc
owned axd o;c::a..cd by ‘:.he applicant. The site ds in 2 heavily dindustrialized ared. The plaas

will utilize existing el siorage tarks, fuel pipelines, and tran.,m:.ss:.on .'me,. Thus, - there
is no significant land u..c issue in this application. S

3. Afr Oualitv. The comdbined cycle tcchrolog)- Tepresents o sa‘.@.ﬁ‘icantj improvcmcnt im
power gemeration Irom the standpoint of alr emizaions. . Combined cyele plants are fueled with
ofther nata::al gas or 2 kero'c..c-typc distillate o oil. Therefore they emit relatively
InSgniticant azounts of sulfur dioxdde and varticulates. The combined ¢yele.also emits suo-
ctantially redueed levels of oxddes of nitropaa (NO0x), but even alfter such substantial improve—
ncn" a cozbined eycle plans .w:.'!l represents a signdlficant source of NOx cm:;ss::.ons. ‘ ‘

From the point of view of alr quality and hwnan health, thc.c is a serious qucstion a8 e
the wizdom of contizuied dependence on fossil-Duel, NOx-cmititing gower plants in the South Coast
Alx Basin, axd par:.:.cala::ly Zn the Long Seach area. In the past two ycars nitrogen dioxide
card oxddant levels in long Beach and in cities down wingd of Long Beach have frccucntly excc»c.
State and Federal amdient s quality standaxds. However, 't.-..rC.‘-..nb into consideration the imminsr

and acute need Lo a new power resource, the a.va:.la‘o:.".:.tf of the existing site, and the app*ov._, o

or acquicscence of other local and State agencics concerned solely with aixr qualdty matters,
the stall believes the project should be o approved, mbject o conditions ‘:.hat at J.cast. -n:ut.:.gat.c
tho potential adverse Impact of the project on adr quality. . , ‘

The stalf has thoroughly imvestigated the prcpogal that, to further reduce. NOx emissions,
the applicant recuired 0 use at Long Beach tho same equipment and configuration planned .
SLor the Huntinston Beach combined c¢yele operation. SCZ estimates. that the v‘"Eiuntington-qscach
termdtive” would add $25 million o the cost of the project, and would add as much as two

years to the, construction schedule. The potential recductions in total NOx emissions per day'
(ust under 7 ton/day) and in the specific rate of NOx cmissions (0.16 to 0.49 Los./iWHr). .
represented by the Huntington Beach alternative are nm:.cant, :xnd rcprc.,cnt. lcg:x.t.:.matc
goals that SCE showld be urged to at.tcmpt to mect.

SCE has reported to the shalf that t.hc most *cccnt NOx emission projcction.,‘for \.hc ‘Lonf'
Beach project indicate 4hat the emission rate will be reduced from the o*‘:.;;:.na.lly' gearanteed -
140 Lbs/ar. 4o 13 lbs/hr. per turbine; anxd that the -'pcc...f...c NOx emission rate .forithe entire’
plant will be reduced from the originally guarant ced 1.68 Lo Mwil to 1.35 Lbs/NWHe.  The com—
parable fisures for the Huntingion Beach plant are U0 lb'/hr. and 1.19 lbs/wHr. With such

roductions the Lonsy Beach project bemins 1o approach the Hurmtinston Beach projeet in NOx un:.:.s..:-:"“j ‘

devels. This sudbsiantially weakens the case for requiring the Hunt ington Beach alternative.. =
with its attendant delays and additional costs. Rc.,u.lt., gencrall,r comparablc t.cy tho..c ach::.cvaul;
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by the wntington Beach alternative can be realized by requiring as a condibion of approval that
SCE actually achieve the reduced NOx cmission levels it has recently projected, and. 'c.hat'..’Ca.. ‘
contﬁ.m:c bevond achdovement of such levels its good Laith efforts to further reduce lOx ex
sions froam the Long Beach tuzbines. The stalf recognizes that achievement of such reductions

zay reouire operational coxperiments and adjustments, and recomnends that SCE-be given one :,rca.r
$0 achieve the preseribed levels, w:;t.h an opportwnity to odbtain further rcauomblc extensions.

o cz-cat Importance to the air quality sistuation Zo that the Lo':g Beach' com‘b:z.ncd cycl- .A.:zy
enable SCZ o make less use of d:_-::.c. plants elzewhere in the South Coast Alr Basin, thereoy.
reducing net N0x exissions fo= the Basin 25 a2 whole. This is because of the Least NOx Endscicm
Dispateh System whish in accordance v::i.‘:.h o PUC direetive, SCZ uses to determine at what load. eac.
plant Sready brought on line may be operated. Recause of provailing atmospheric ‘conditions o
high cmission sources in the immecdiate azed, Long Beach is a particularly rad location few 'wx--

Project that will produced imereased actual NOx emissions. SCE has consistenily declared its:
5::tc::t.xo~z to we tre plant at an amnual capacity fastor of BL,a. Therefore, the stalf rccon..‘cnc '
Condistion 2 as bc:.z'.b rcasonadle under the c:.'rcu. SLanNees. . g

Joe "“c" 01-.1*"-'- SCZ wxeposes to use the exishing plant’s once=through seavater cool.:*’
systen for 3ss comoized cycle plant. In this system, seawater eaters Lrom the Baclr Channel.
throvgh a conerete comduit, and passes Lirst through wooden "skimming gates, then through a b
sexeen. The water i then PEmped Lo condensers, where Its tempesature . is raised to 2097 & sove
abicnt temperatwes velfore deing Tetixmed through a concrete owbfall conduit to the Back Cacn-

nel. The sy:s.,e:n presents the po..sa.‘o ty of two types of adverse impact on mardine iifes ,(__) :
entraionent of marine life In the cooling system and (2) the heat {rom the waser I’Cvad Lo h

channel. . .

- . o

Over the past fow years the Back Channel and Inner Harbor waters havc been s:.gmi‘n.c ....'l.y
cleined wp tarough curtailment of Industriad ~aste discharges. There is substantisl evi c’.e..c‘e =
that 25 3 cemsogueace of this ¢leanwwp, morine Life has bcgzm Lo reassert Itsell dnthe Bac“n:
Caamcl and Imner Harbor. The doelarations of tne. Coastal Zone Consc*vav:.m Act oi‘ 1972 Take
clca:: that this should be encouraged.

There is ..ubst.,.::‘:.:.am conflicting and ultimately Inconclusive evidence as '..o‘thc cffcc"‘:.l;o: L
Back Chamnel and Inmer Harbor maxdne life of both the projected thermal plume.and tae en train-
mend of masine o.‘:a::"' so In the cooling system. SCE makes o s’crow_., case on the q,w.csz:.on ol e
potenticd Impact of the thc...a.l ua.xtc d:x.sc.‘:.:.r"c, pa.*ta.cuarl:,- in p*oj ecvions as Lo the' ‘
Limited area and dnteasity of the thermal plmc But if a- thc:'mal wa.wc discnarge will, ‘""c ar
adverse elfecct on maxine :L':..c :.n any body of water, the g"catc.,t effeer would be . din an.emelosel
Day such as the Back Chanmel, waere flushing action is weak and .,po:'ac‘.:a.c,,“ :md whc:-c t-hc:'e ase
periods c Telative stagnazncy. : S ' C : S

There Is coven Lless certainty as to the possidle efrect. of entra:x:ﬂc 't. on vwious fo...., of :
marine life, and parbicularly on cooplankton. The SCE Envirommental Report represents no nomd.
data or s.u;n:.f Zcant diseussion concerning types of organisms susccptible to cntra:.::ncnt, mertall
3ty rates for entraimed orgonizms, or the cumilative effect of such x.-:::-*.,al::.ty rates pon t..c
Tetuwn o.’.' x:u::‘.nc 1ife to the Back Channel and Inmexr Hardor. ' :

The "ta!:"‘ believes tha" the goal of mcourag:.n,_, continued ::.-rprovc-mc-zt of rardine l...fc. .
tobc*.nc* with the ccn.’l..c ing evidence of the effcets of the proposed thermal waste discharge
and the ...ac:c of sulficient data comcerning the effects of entrainment on the prospv.cts i‘oz‘
Teassertion of mavine Life, amply support the rcqu::c*xcm;.» in Cond:.tlon 3. iy

;..ﬁ.&a‘blc cooling tower techmolosy ¢an co—.:lc oly cl..:z:ma ¢ the th:-cat of .»ub tama.al advc.j )
ccolegiced effect on the Back Chamnel and Imnex Hoxbow, thoucn a3t a significant cost in dollavy
Usc o1 a c,..o..cd. c:,'c.z.c Leeshwater cooa..uq_, tower would climinstce whe thormal plume 2 nd” the entra’
mc.n. of sarine organisss and other murine Life mert ty ass oc.x.a.t.cd with mtmcc mcchan:...."u-. '
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At a.ny- ‘time after operation of the plant has begun, the appl.:.cant may &pplf to the Rﬂb;oml
Comission for a rehearing on the cooling tower requirement. IS ot that time the applicant econ
conclusively demonsirate b:r dota col.‘Lcct.cd in cooperation with all other concerned Stateiand . -
locad. ageneaes, inclucing, bwt rot limited to,: the Reglonal Water Quality Control Board and mc-; '
Departoent of Fish and Came, that utilization of the exdsting cocling system willl result in no

substantiadl adverse environmental or ccolog:u:ol c.f.fcct, the cool:.ne; t.oxcr rcqu:xrcmcnt m.:v be
revoked by the Regilonal Commission. -

The stafl recognizes that SCE can only use its 'bc.,t efforts to .»ccwc thc neecm anw--o-.rql- o
for the cooling tower f2on the requisite public agencies. If after a vigorous effort, ooyl f£2iis

10 gadn sush aprroval, it shall apply to the Sou‘.'.h Cocst Regional Commission for'a separate per— |
mit Lox whatcver cooling system it proposes at that time to USe as an- altcma.t:wc to. thc cool._nb e
tower.. . . Lo .

The chional Comission shall econsider onlf the p-cpo..cd cooling sy"t.c:n, az:d *cla ed:aépect.if;:j"i, '

of plant opcration. It shadl not reconsider the entire cenbined cycle project. Again SCZ will
have to cazzy. the biden of showd ing that no substantdal adverse cﬁmonmcntal o= ccoloc,:.ca.’l.
effect vl result from 235 proposed alternative *rtem. ; ‘ o

. The suggested type of cooling tower, when outf:xttcd nf:.'th dci’oc,g:mg cqx.ipﬁcn aroulcl' cost ECL
an estimated $7.5 million over costs previously projected Lor the project. In additic 50 dn=
ercased costs, there are, of ¢owrse, other problems raised by whe cooling towess, :x..c...v..d:z_.c,. o
in p.zr:.icular, -3 Zreshwater supplys disposel of the coolin g, tewer blowdown; and the plwne, or -
ocalized *og, that son oceur in t.m, vicindiy of o cooling tower wider some atmospheris ¢on-
Aivicas. The waher SuppLy and blowdown q_...po.aal p“oolcm are readily soluble. SCZ hesistaved
that the atmospacric conditions most con cx..c:.ve “o the plume ¢ffect ocew in Long Bcac‘m Prim

mardly durimg the winies momths, and shen oy 25% of the time. Che sitaff believes that avaiia

able defogsing t.cc’::.oleg:; can Surthertreduce the Incidence of fobg:...gy and that more often ':".::.“ ‘
not, wind dixrections at the plant site will oe such as to blow any c:cz_,t:z.ng plmc a«ay f*om AU
5pccdm.y and ovc*pc.:ss on the ..,o....’u side of the plant site. . s
SC2 ha.> indicated that a cool.... “ower requircment would add from. 1‘3'* to 2 yes:-o to co':s*“v..,
ticn time of thc rlaat. The stall bcl eves that such a delay in putt:mg the plant on line: '»:o....-‘
=y one the strongest asguments for approval of the project, namely the'accute electric
Tpower needs u‘-z..:,:h can be v-a"" et by this preject.  Therefore, the stafl has recommended t.na"
SCE Lo pexmiticd to proceed with consrucsion of ':.hc project as scheduled, whilizing the exist-
dng coo.z...n_, Systen for up o 2 years alter comnencement’ of the completed combined eycle plamt -
gperaticn, while govesmmental, app-ova.'l.s‘ b o .»ow;ht a.ncx dcsn.gxx and comtruction of tne coolin.:,
tov.m.- 35 carTied out. ST



DECLARATT.ON OF SERVICE DY I*L-\'IL :

I dsclaxe wnder pcnalty of perju—y £hat the fol‘.l.c:a.q..:n‘b ie
txue and corzest: : S

I am a eitizen of the United States, over tLe «gc of
eighteen years, empleyed by the Public Utilitles Cormission of the
Stete of Cuxm_ox“__, &t Room 5035, Statc Bul*&ing,_3SO;HCA L;chr f
Stre et, San Fromelsco, Californiz. | '

That on the 27tk dey f eptembc:, 19 73 I L“pOSlted in
the United States Moil in the Cxty -and County o£ San Frurc~sco, o
Czlifommiz, a truve and correct copy of o Negative Declazaticn; an
Exaxniner's Ruling, snd o Notfce of Intent, all ss;cd in Applxcatmon
No. 53418, caclosed inm secled envelopes with postage thereon fully’
Prcpaid, oac such-eavelope having been addressed to the last lmown
address ol cuc“ of the 5drcsscco as sect forth ;n the a:tachca_
Appendisx. 5 o

-

' 8

2¢. there is'a re*u*ur‘5~1ivcfy scrvice by Uaited SCthu .
Mail in and betvccn said City qrd Covnty-of om Franc;:ca‘hﬂh emch :
‘0f tke auu*esshcs as cet £or-h.mn the 2fonen enuia cc Anocnd;x.w- '

-«

: Dat*d at San r:arc~>co, Calzfornxu, thlS 27th,c =y Oa‘ ,
cmbcr. 19?3. ' BT

-t
)
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- Williez E, Morx, Attomn at Law
22464 Valnus vroée Av'-nugy
Rosemead, Califomnia 91770

Ruth Rmﬂcll h.D
1002 » ol z‘ venue . .
Long Beacn Callfomiaz 9081_3

" Louis Pocsner

115 2ine svemue :.»u:.ldmg

. Room 40¢ :
jiong Leach, Czlif o*'m.a 90802 .

C IIJ.:’..J.J...,A...
1025 P Sexecot.
ua.-*-'r:: n-o, Salifornia .95825

Mrs. Trautc Moore
1946 Ee=mouoses Driva

ot by -

Al&.dc*ua, California 91001

Stx.tc Clc-.;":l.'ng;.o )

Office of the Govcrnor

Office of Imrer Foverumental
I'Z'an*.ﬁc""‘m. : .

1400 - 10tx Stzezs, *‘oom 121

Sac.«-um"nuo, Q..L:.:OZ’"L...& 95314

Metropclican c..ca":.‘.g"'zouf'e

Sou"l.cm Calilfomiz Lssociation
of Govc*n::cm.s

1111 W. stn S‘.:;:eec .

Los snpeles, Cald o—“ 2
At:tmt.a.on- )% o

"t 50017 -
Horwizon

Mr. George D. M
Stote of “‘lr.fcm..a f
Department of Publ :z.c Works
Leoes) Divis J_c- :

217C "R Stxee

Sac'-m:o Cais Zfexnia

S$5814

Siuzons, Attomey at Law.

Los Angcles Councy Pl‘.nm.ng
- Commission

Hall of éa:x_n:.strat:.on

500 West Temple. = -

Los Angeles, . Caln.fomm 90012;"] .

.

Board of Supcrv:.vors.
Los Anoclcs _County

Hall o
500 W st Teopla ,
Los Angel cs, \v..l:.forna.a 90012

LoAcminis z:*ac I.O'.!I

Long; Beach C:.ty Plann:.ng
Comm..bs:.on BRI

Cl:y Tall

- 205" West aroécr-.' 2y

Long beseh, Califoraia 90502

Long B..._ch. .C:f.t*' Com.cil

City ¥=ll

205 West’ Brcad‘.:ay o o
Long Be_ch‘ ColiZornia 90802

Mr, John A. L-mrr... :
State Highway dngd: neer

. Dilvision-of H:.wh.oayv

1120 " Scrcc-‘ \ _
Sacr...ment:o- :u:om:.a 95814‘.

Normen B. L:ch morc-, Jr.;, :
Secretaxry . B

Rc..ou'z:cc., AM*c:y .

1416 X J.'Qt"l Streat, Room I

Sacramento, Cal_.go::r.......

11
9 5814

Lou:s.s T ..avlo'::, D:.r c:or
42...:":"::-1: of Public. I—Ica..th. i
Teet \
95814

- -

Sac:*....mc:x.,o, C«Ln....o::'m....
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Kerry W. Mullizan, Chafroan

State VWater Resosurecs Conzrol Boa: 'd

14616 9cn Screet, Rcom 1140
Sacramento, C\.l.,.:.o'-:ua 95814

Rayzond M. Hewmsel, L"::ccu::.vc CLficer

Californie Reql ioaal Water Qualicy
Contrsl Reakd

Loz Amzeles Renfon

107 South .u::oa:.::ay .

Los Angeles, Colifornia 90012

John A. r.opa, Ixecutive Cfflcer
Axx Rescurces 1.o'u:d

1108 l4th Sx:::c :
S..cr...mcnto, C...lz.i.om;’.a 95814

R. L. Chess, Control -0f5: cex -
Los sngcles Comnsy m.- Pollut..:.on
_ Conta.ol ..u...."“*c" e

434 Scush S 1 2edro

Los [mgclbs Cul:_fomz.a 90013

James Al M:c, D:.rccto-
D\_,«.r(:.:cn- QZ Public W orlcs
1120 " trcctu ’
Sacr’:mc'-zz:o, &l:..fom.:.a 95814

Joscph R. Crottz. Di*'cctor
Departaont of Aﬁromut:.c:s
Sacrumﬂaho,;*tcc«;tg.vc Afamort
-Saeramento, Ca.l...:.o'*n.:.: 55822

Lou..to'm I. Tlcu“noy, Ch...:.rn.an

- Stzte Leads Commtzeson

1020 12ch Street, 2ud Floor
Sacxomanto, C..ln.fo*n..a‘ 95814

.
[

Southecoast Rcc':.onal Costal Zone
Con..c:r:va.:.on Co::n:. ion ‘

P.0. Dox 145070

I.ong; Beach, Cal.r.forn:’.a 90801

Calta.om:.a Coa °tal Zonc
Coaservation: Coz:'c.'z.f'sa.o"x
1540 Maxlet Street ey

' San Fr._nci..co, Cal:x.fomn.a ,4102

Con:ni..frﬂo St :C"* e

‘Commissioner: Vmc.. inl o
Examiney. 'u“n SR
Elcotrs ﬂctwn Lo
Ko Io.nc\bl =
.Jo ‘ G‘J-bbanv

g Dor...n

W‘

W. Ressen.;c o




