Item 14, Supporting Document 10

N~ NS NSO

NO MORE SOUTH BAY POWER PLANT COALITION

Environmmental Health Coalition  San Diego Coastkeeper South Bay Forum
Southwest Chula Vista Ciuvic Association Coastal Environmental Rights Foundation
San Diego Audubon Society  San Diego Chapter of the Sierra Club
Surfrider Foundation, San Diego Chapter

November 30, 2009

Chairman and Boardmembers

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region
9174 Sky Park Court, Suite 100

San Diego, CA 92123-4340

RE:  Consideration of Permit Minor Modifications to CA0001368, Order No. R9-2004-0154  for
Dynegy South Bay, LLC- South Bay Power Plant

Dear Members of the Regional Board:

Our organizations represent over 25,000 residents of the San Diego region. We are writing
today to express our strongest support for actions to end the 50 vears of devastation brought on the Bay
from the South Bay Power Plant

The minor modifications alone will not achieve the desired goal of ending the devastation of the
discharge from the SBPP as required and additional action must be taken.

To ensure that the power plant discharges are ended, the Board must take further actions at the earliest
possible date. The Board should direct staff to:

1. Schedule a hearing for February’s meeting to:

o Receive testimony on the water quality and environmental impacts of the discharge
from the South Bay Power Plant;

o Consider DENYING the Waste Discharge Application for any re-issuance of a discharge
permit for the South Bay Power Plant, and

o Deliberate on a Tentative Order for prohibition of the discharge and recission of the
entire discharge permit no later than March 1, 2010.

2. Issue a directive under authority of Water Code Section 13267, to Dynegy, directing that a
Workplan to restore and rehabilitate the areas of the Bay impacted by the power plant discharges

be developed and funded per the 2004 permit.

Minor Modifications only partially implement the duty of the Board to project water quality.



The minor modifications accomplish half of what was promised to the community and the
Regional Board by the discharger in 2004. They end the discharge from units 3 and 4 by January 1,
2010. However, they do not do end the discharge from the other two units early enough and the basis
of the action is misguided in that it appears to link the action to CALISO action. The Regional Board
should direct staff to set up an action that will allow termination of units 1 and 2 at an earlier date and
should link the action to the water quality impacts of the discharge—not some arbitrary, irrelevant,
decision of the 15O

We believe that the following tenets must guide vour decision-making on this matter.
1. The Regional Board must base decisions on impacts to water quality in making decisions and
eliminate discharges that impact water quality negatively where possible and necessary.
2. Evidence is over-whelming that the discharges and intake damages the bay’s water quality and
beneficial uses and can be eliminated only by termination of all discharges.
3. There evidence that the power plant is no longer needed.
4, 150’s determination of any ‘need’ for SBPP is irrelevant to the Board’s decision making process
and cannot be the justification for on-going damage to the Bay.
Legal authority exists and compels the Water Board to end this discharge.
6. Environmental Justice guidelines demand you take action to terminate this permit and provide
environmental justice for the residents of South Bay area.

w

In September, the direction of the Board to the staff seemed clear —bring back an opportunity to
act on the Waste Discharge application and an Order that could address ending or establishing a
schedule for termination of the discharges. Unfortunately, the current minor modifications proposal
and meeting notice do not appear to provide a forum for receiving testimony on the environmental
impacts of the plant and for acting accordingly - it simply reflects the current plans of California
Independent Systems Operator (CALISO) and Dynergy.

As we have seen based on past experience, CALISO’s position changes frequently and without
full disclosure of information (as we have described below) but always ensuring the power plant stays
available to them no matter what the cost to the local environment, the cost to ratepayers, or any
rational ‘need’ for the plant..

In our view it is also completely improper for the staff to have linked the termination of these
damaging discharges to actions of an outside agency. The staff appears to allege a basis for the action
in the activities of the CALISO, a non-governmental agency with no public accountability and no
responsibility for water quality. The Regional Board cannot hand over its authority to protect water
quality to another agency. The Board must regulate this discharge with consideration of its significant
impacts to water quality.

Further, in the minor modifications no additional mitigation is required and the modification
doesn't even invoke the mitigation requirements contemplated in the existing permit.

By attempting to limit testimony to the permit modifications alone, the hearing process is not
what you promised the community in September. We request that the Board take the following actions
at the December 16, 2009 hearing;:
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e Ratify the minor modifications as an interim step to ensure Units 3 and 4 are eliminated by Jan
1, 2010.
e Schedule a hearing for February’s meeting to:

o Receive testimony on the water quality and environmental impacts of the discharge
from the South Bay Power Plant;
o Consider DENYING the Waste Discharge Application for any re-issuance of a discharge
permit for the South Bay Power Plant, and
o Deliberate on a Tentative Order for prohibition of the discharge and recission of the
entire discharge permit no later than March 1, 2010.
¢ Issue a directive under authority of Water Code Section 13267, to Dynegy, directing that a
Warkplan to restore and rehabilitate the areas of the Bay impacted by the power plant
discharges be developed and funded per the 2004 permit.

Again, we request that the Regional Board hold the meeting in Chula Vista so that impacted
communities can come and speak to you.

The evidence is clear—the discharge has major, negative impacts on water quality.

That the discharge causes significant damage to the Bay is already well established by the
Regional and State Boards. We site the evidence documenting these impacts in the 2005 proceeding’s.
The Fact Sheet is a good record of the evidence and analysis of what is known about the power plant
discharge. Even if the discharge is reduced, impacts will continue. Specifically, this statement is
relevant:

It is evident that the impacts on Beneficial Uses due to the discharge of once-through-cooling
. . o . . !
waiter cammot be eliminated except through termination of the discharge... ...

Based on the evidence already in the record from the 2005 proceeding, the State’s OTC policy
proceeding and the extensive evidence outlined in the December 1, 2009 Coastkeeper letter, the Board
could make the finding that the discharge negatively impacts the Bay and must be completely
terminated by March 1, 2009.

ISO’s determination of any ‘need’ for SBPP is irrelevant and cannot be relied on as the basis for on-
going damage to the Bay.

While we do not believe that the machinations of CALISO and the RMR are relevant to your
decision, we know that they have engaged your staff with this. We would like to share the following
history with vou so that you can put their claims in some perspective. Our concern with the Minor
Mods is that they only reflect the story about the ‘need’ for the power plant that Dynegy and 1SO are
telling today. Unfortunately, these entities cannot be trusted to keep their word in this regard. Our
distrust is directly related to our experience with these groups and their failure to make good on
promises in the past. CALISO, in particular, has a different story about the need for the power plant
and when the RMR can be removed each time they are asked.

! Fact Sheet, page 18



In January 2008, CALISO wrote Chula Vista Mayor Cheryl Cox that a combination of several
projects could allow the removal of RMR. These projects were listed as the Otay Mesa Power Plant,
Sunrise Powerlink, SDGE contracted peaking units. They stated that from the CAISO'’s perspective
two out of three of the projects must occur before the RMR designation at the SBPP can be removed by
2010.2 (For information 2 out of 3 have occurred and they have not removed all of the RMR)

In July of that year, they responded to MMC corporation in much the same way but invoked the
need for "black start and dual fuel’ replacement energy....a requirement not mentioned in the January
letter.?

By April, 2009 they told Senator Denise Ducheny that essentially that to remove RMR before all
three projects were constructed would take hwo out of three plus 400 to 500 MW in region and that now
it could be needed until the end of 2013.4

In September, they appeared before you with a chart of ‘simple math’ demonstrating the need

for only 186 MW of the plant in 2010 based on the 2007 California Energy Commission worst-case
projections.

SAN DIEGO 20 0AD & OURC
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load | Capability | Capacity Capacity contingency (Load - surplus South
{L-1; with {in {573 Otay (G-1=Otayor | Imports+ {Total Bay Gen
SWPL out} | Service) Mesaand | G-1=Palomar) G-1) gen. + (708-gen
94 Pala) CPUC- surplus)
approved
DR - LCR
need)
5134 2500 2977 85 0 565 firm 3199 -137 708
573 (w 573 wnon-firm 3207 428 280
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However, the following week, the California Energy Commission downgraded the estimated
peak demand for 2010 by 171 MW and new contracts were approved for SDGE by the PUC wiping out
any need for any units that use the Bay water for cooling. These actions eliminate the need for any of
SBPP to remain on RMR status for 2010—but ISO did not eliminate all of the RMR.

2 CAISO to Mayor Cheryl Cox, January 18, 2008
* CAISO to Jane Luckardt of MMC, July 24, 2008

N ISO to Senator Denise Ducheny, April 1, 2009
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Generation Calculation Based On New CEC Peak Demand Estimates®

A B C D E F G
CEC’s Import Firm DR New Capacity  G-1 Contingency Surplus Energy in
Peak s with  Capacit by June 1 Depends on how the region
Demand SWPL vy minus 573MW Oray largest generator
estimate out SBPP 94 MW Pala is calculated MW OVER
s for 25 MW Celerity peak demand
2010 TOTAL 692
Worst
day in 10 2500 2269 85 692 573 Otay +10
years)
4963
Worst
dayins 2500 2269 85 692 573 Qtay +110
vears
4863
Worst
dayin2 2500 2269 85 692 573 Otay +469
vears
4513

This calculation is based on I1SO’s own ‘math, do not include the following expected resources or
emergency reserves coming on-line to address future growth.

* Redesignation of G-1 (>200 MW)

¢ Lake Hodges Pumped Storage 40 MW

e Wellhead peaker 45 MW

On October, 9 2009 the letter from CALISO to Regional Water Board supported Dynegy’s
request for an extension of the NPDES permit “for a minimum of ene year.....1SO will require RMR services
from the extended RMR units until such a time as replacement capacity within the San Diego Gas and Electric
service area is available”s which they do not define and thus attempting to leave the whole question
open-ended. However, it appears that they told Jim Avery from SDGE that once the Pala peakers were
on-line and a transmission improvement was done the final RMR units could be removed by March or
April of 2010.7

While we are glad that the RMR was removed on units 3 and 4, this only came after intense
scrutiny of their activities by many elected representatives, regulators and the public. It is instructive
to note that left to their own devices, CALISO was proposing continue with full designation of RMR
until this Board sent a message to them that they questioned the continued operation of this plant.
Then they quickly removed two units in what, we can only guess, is an attempt to stave off further
action by you. Please don’t fall for this chicanery again.

: B+C+D+E-F must equal or exceed A (peak demand) or Imports {minus Southwest Power Link} + in-basin generation + Demand Response -
Largest in-basin generator must equal or exceed worst case estimated peak demand

§ CALISO to John Robertus, Regional Board, October 9, 2009

7 Email from Jim Avery to Jim Detmers recounting conversation, dated October 12, 2009 and attached.



By November, 2009 1SO describes the timeline to Cindy Gomppers-Graves of South County
Economic Development Corporation in terms of “._months and years...."as the horizon they are
considering before the rest of the RMR is removed.*

While we know who gets the impacts of operating the SBPP (the community and the Bay) it is
less clear who gets the benefit of the energy. In interview with the Union Tribune, Greg Fishman of
CALISO would not confirm that the energy from SBPP was for the benefit of our local region and that
it is hard to determine where the energy goes®. We would request that you ask them (if they even come
to the meeting) how often grid problems in Los Angeles or out-of-basin demands cause them to call up
the SBPP.

Representations to Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

We do take some heart in the official representation that Dynegy has filed with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). Given that this appears to be an official communication, we
think that vou should ask CAISO and Dynegy about it. In Dynegy’s filing to the FERC it is represented
that

“...the CAISO has informed South Bay that if may wish to terminate the RMR Agreciment prior to
the conclusion of the 2010 Contract Year due to other generation scheduled to become commercial
during the term of the 2010 Countract Year.”'°

Unlike CAISO's other claims, this one is being represented in an official process. This ‘othicr
generation’ should be identified and CAISO should be held to their representation.

The Regional Board should understand that a lucrative contract was issued and justified in part
because the RMR contracts were allegedly going away. In our reading of this filing, it appears that
Dynegy will recoup upwards of $36 million for non-operational expenses alone'". Taken together with
the operational funding and their revenue profits, Dynegy will receive $52 miilion '? this year to have
two, inefficient, environmentally destructive, aged power plants, that aren’t even needed, on stand by--
a very lucrative deal for Dynegy, a very bad deal for the Bay and community. Again, we feel
compelled to remind you that they were not required to do extensive retrofitting and mitigation as part
of the 2004 permit because it was supposed to be the last.

. CALISO to Gomppers-Graves, SCEDC, November 2, 2009

?san Diego Union Tribune, South Bay Power Plant Closer to being decommissioned, October 14, 2009

10 Filings of Dynegy South Bay with the FERC for revisions to their RM rate schedules, October 30, 2009, p.3
™ Ibid, Schedule @

* |bid, Appendix B, Enclosure 1
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Regional Board should Issue a 13267 letter to Dynegy directing that a workplan to restore and
rehabilitate the bay be developed and funded per the 2004 permit.

If the Board keeps this permit in place with the Minor Mods, it should initiate the 13267 letter
that was contemplated when the current permit was issued. Mr. Robertus’ representation to on
November 18" that this intention was only to address impacts of removing the discharge was incorrect
or he was referring to another section of the permit. The plain language in the Fact Sheet speaks for
itself.

It is cuident that the intpacts on Beneficial Uses due to the discharge of once-tHirough-cooling water
cannot be eliminated except through termination of the discharge......Duke Encrgy will be
required to take measures to abate Hie detrimental impacts of the SBPP discharge to the discharge
channel. Duke Energy will also have to propoese measures to restore the Beneficial Uses of south
San Diego Bay and to rehabilitale the damage eansed to the biological resources of the Bay. Iian
action separate from the adoption of the Order, the Regional Board will consider the issuance of a
CWC Section 13267 letter to Duke Energy directing it to provide a Workplan that proposes
specific abatement and restoration measures. Duke Energy will be responsible for the financial
costs associated with the implementation of the abatement and restoration measures. Duke Encrgy
will be required to develop and implement the abatement aird restoration Workplan in consultation
with representatives of the USEPA, Department of Fish and Game (DFG) , U.S. Fislr and Wildlife
Service (LISFWS), National Marine Fislicries Service (NMFS), RWQCB/SWQCB, and the

California Coastal Connmission.”

Legal authority exists for the Water Board to end this discharge.

More importantly, the Board has authority under Water Code Section 13243 and federal
regulations'* to prohibit a discharge. The magnitude of the impacts from this discharge over-rule
consideration of impacts on staff resources. The evidence supporting termination of this discharge is
abundant and the authority is clear. Best Professional Judgment is an acceptable standard for decision-
making and a finding is easy to make to support this action given that your staff has already found,
using Best Professional Judgment, that the only way to end the impacts to beneficial uses is to
terminate the discharge.’

Termination of the discharge will not impact turtles

We would like to take this opportunity to dispel concern related to the relationship between the
power plant discharges and the presence of the turtles. The real problem for turtles is the excessive hot
water in the summer that drives them deeper into the bay where they were more likely to get hit by
boats'®. In terms of the relationship to the hot water in winter, comments from Jeffrey Seminoff from
Southwest Fisheries Science Center were summarized in an article this way...According to lus findings,
the turtles are in the bay for the bounty of eel grass. That thing about the tropical power-plant waters is a rimor

3 NPDES SBPP 2004 Fact Sheet, Page 18
¥ see C.F.R. Section 122.64 (a) {Deering 2009).
15

Fact Sheet, P. 18

*® pers. Communication, Tina Fege, NMFS



Ire says. He goes on to explain that sea turtles travel thousands of miles foraging for food. The Navy plants cel
qrass out in the Bay. “Imagine you are a sea turtle,” e said. “Wouldn't you stay here too? "7 In addition,
turtles have been seen in La Jolla Cove'™ and at Seal Beach in winter months where there are no heated
water discharges and water is much colder than in south San Diego Bay.

The SBPP often does not run at highest level most of the time in recent vears. A review of 2008
data from the plant shows that 57% of the time the average hourly megawatts (MW) produced by the
plant were less than 200. The plant was not running at all for a full 19 days in 2008 and for 25 days in
2007.

Below shows the analysis of average and maximum hours by month in 2008 and days of no operation
in 2008 and 2007™:

Average [Days of no [Days of no
Hourly |operation  |operation 2007
Month Load 2008
January 248.4 3
February 112.8 5
March 39.8 5 3
April 89.8 4 2
May 90.2 4
June 58.9 10 6
July 62.3
August 81.7
September 175.2 1
October 211.3 1
November 160.3
December 161.5
QOverall 124.5 19 25

The Community considers this issue a high priority.

As you have heard, this is a high priority for the community. The continued presence of this
plant is an egregious environmental injustice. 2 We are very disappointed that yvou have refused to
hold this meeting in Chula Vista. As a result, there are hundreds of people who will not be offered the

' Reader Article, April 30, 2009

8 you-Tube video http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=curVK13r3r4

 EPA Clean Air Markets Data and Maps
http://camddataandmaps.epa.gov/gdm/index.cfm?fuseaction=prepackaged.results

0 A Tale of Two Power Plants: An Environmental Justice perspective on recreational access to water and fishing for South
Bay Communities, EHC Fact Sheet, December, 2009.


http://www.voutube.com/watch?v=curVK13r3r4
http://�http://camddataandmaps.epa.eov/gdm/index.cfm
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opportunity to provide their inpul on this very important decision. We repeat our request that vou

direct siall to hold anather hearing at vour next meeting in February, in Chula Vista, to discuss the
proper date for Recission of the existing NPDES permit.

Then and only then, can we know for certain when the community and the bav receive the relief

thev need and deserve.

Sincerely.

aura Hunter
Assocale Director
Environmental Heaith Cealilion
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Bruce Reznik
Execulive Direclor
San Diego Coastkeeper
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culh Bay Forum
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James A Peugh,
Canservatian Chair
San Diego Audubon Society

Scoll Harrison

Chairman

Surfrider Foundation, San Diego
Chapter
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Marco Gonzalez

Coastal Environmental Rights
Foundation
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Dawvid Grubb
North County Coastal Group
San Diego Sierra Club

Theresa Acerro v
Southwest Chuia Visla Civic
Association
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Your Link to Power

Yakout Mansour
Prosidonmt & Chio! Executive Ofiicer

January 28, 2008

Honorable Cheryl Cox

Mayor

City of Chula Vista

276 Fourth Avenue, MS A-101
Chuta Viste, CA 91910

Dear Mayor Cox:

Thank you for your letter of January 7, 2008, regarding the future of the South Bay Power Plant

("SBPP"). The letter asks the California Independent System Operator (1SO) to respond to the
toltowing questions:

1) Whatis the function of the SBPP as il relates o reliability and (ransmission?

2) Whal needs to occur in order to reduce the reliability designation on the SBPP enough
to allow the latlice towers and transmission lines lo be removed by December 20087

3) What needs to occur in order lo eliminate the Reliability Mus! Run {RMR) designalion on
SBPP so that it can be decommissioned and removed by February 20117

| understand that the City of Chula Vista is in negotiations with various parties regarding the future
use of the bay front that would require removal of the SBPP. Thus, the timing of the possible
retiremeni of the SBPP is an imporlant factor in these negotiations. As you know, the generating
units 2l the SBPP are currently designaled by the CAISO as Reliability Must-Run (RMR) units. This
designation cannot be removed until local reliability requirements can be met without Lhe SBPP.

The CAISQ is 2 nen profit public benefit corporation chariered under the laws of the State of
California for the purpose of operating and maintaining the reliability of the statewide electric
{ransmission grid. The reliability of the transmission grid is dependent on a number of specific power
plants located in specific areas. SBPP is, in fact, critical lo maintaining the reliability of the San

Diego area. In arder to remove the RMR designation from SBPP, the California ISO must find that
reliability requirements can be met without SBPP units.

In May 2007, San Diego Gas 8 Electric ("SDG&E") entered into an agreement with the operator of

the SBPP 1o fill SDG&E's Local Capacity Area Resource requirement needs as mandated by the
California Public Ulility Commission (CPUC). This agreement runs through December 31, 2008 and

www.c2is0.com | 151 Blue Ravine Road | Folsom, CA 95630 | 916.351.0400

Calfornia Independent Syrtem Operator Corporation


http://WWW.caiSO.com

fMayor Cox
January 28, 2008
Page Two

will secure all of the 704-magawall capacily from the SBPP lo the region. Although this agreement
vili provide SDG&E more flexibllity over the operation of the facifity and will ensure that the output
from lhe planl is avaitable to the CAISC to support the locsl area needs, the CAISO concluded that

continued RMR designation was required in order to ensure availabllity of the resource 1o meet local
reliability needs.

The CAISO Is aware of the widespread interes! that exists to see SBPP decommissioned and has
been in discussions with SDGAE aboul the requirements necessary to remove the SBPF'S RMR
designation. In order to remove the RMR designalion, there are a number of modfiications {o the

transmission and/or generation infrastruclure that must happen first to ensure that local area
reliabiiity is mainlained.

Three projects are underway to meet this local area reliabilily requirement. First, with respect to the
need for new resources, construction of the Otay Mesa Energy Cenler is curmently underway.
Second, SDG&E has liled an application with the CPUC o construcl the Sunrise Powerink
Transmission Projecl that will enable SDG&E lo substantially improve system refiability and provide
access lo renewable resources. Third, SDG&E has recenily execuled conlracls with iwo devalopers
for new peaking generation resources in ils service territory.

From Ihe CAISO's perspeclive, al least wo out of three of these major modificalions must occur
before the RMR designation af the SBPP can be removed. ‘In addilion to (hese modifications, the
new Silvergale 230 kV substation and ifs related upgrades (scheduled for December 2008) as well

as lhe new Baja Norle natural gas interconnection (scheduled for January 2008) must both be in
sernvice,

Given that the Otey Mesa Energy Center is under construction, the fulure addition of Sunrise

Powerlink would satisfy the requirements for removal of RMR designation al SBPP. 1f Sunrise is

delayad or noi construcled, additional new peaking generation will be required within SDG&E's

service terrtory. The amouni of new capacity would be based on the CAISO's existing grid reliability !
slanderds, which are anelyzed each year. Based on the curreni stalus of the previously noted

projects, the RMR designalion al the SBPP could be removed as early &5 2010. However, delays in
conslruction of the Suniise Powerink, lack of sufficlenl new peaking capacity, or delays in the in-

service dates in implementing the new Baja Norle natural gas interconnection, would clearly delay

this date. Once the RMR designation Is removed, there should be no CAISO-relaled impediment lo
refiring and decommissioning SBPP.
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Mayor Cox
January 28, 2008
Page Three

I trust that this sheds some light on the California ISO’s role in determining the generation and
transmission infrastruciure necessary to ensure grid reliability nd its analysis of local reliability
needs relzted to the SBPP. If you have additional questions, please call Ali Chowdhury, Cireclor of
Regional Transmission South, at (916) 608-1113.

Sincerely,

QJ‘HMWM—-—

Yakout Mansour
President & CEQ

cc: Ali Chowdhury (CAISO)
Mike Niggli (SDG&E)
Steve Castaneda (Cily of Chula Visla) e
David Garcia (Cily of Chula Vista)
Scott Tulloch (Clty of Chula Vista)
Michael Meacham (Conservation & Environmental Services)
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July 24, 2008

Jane €. tuckhardt

Downey Brand Atlorneys LLP
555 Capitol Matll, 10ih Floor
Sacramento, CA 85814

Subject; MMC Chula Vista and Reliability Musi-Run Status of the South Bay Power Plant

Dear Ws. Luckhardi:

This letier responds to your June 25, 2008 tetler conceming the relationship between your client's Chula
Visia Energy Upgrade Projec! (Project) and the Reliability Must-Bun {RMR) status of the South Bay Power
Plant (SBPP). Speciically, you request clarilicalion concerning a statemeni allegedly allribuied 1o a
representative of the Californiz independent Sysiem Operator Cormporation (CAISO) 2t a meeting wiih the

City of Chula Vista, that the addilional capacity created by the Projec! “could not be counted to support the
removal of the RMR desigration” of the SBPP.

To set the record straight, consistent wilh CAISO CEO Yakout Mansour’s January 28, 2008 letter to Chule
Visia Mayor Cheryi Cox, any new resource, wilh Resource Adequacy (RA) deliverable capacity, located
within the San Diego loca! area would contribute toward the peaking resources reguired {including your
chient's Project) 1o meet she capacity need for San Diego local area reliability. In other words, in the event
either the Olay Mesa Enerqy Center or Sunrise Power Link Transmission Project is delayed, the capacity of
ihe Proiect would contribute lo meeting San Diego's local reliability requirements provided 1hat sutiicient

additional new capacily in the San Diego local area were available in order {o allow for the entire SBPP to
be retired.

As noted in Mr. Mansour's January 28, 2008 lelter, two infrastruciure enhancements will also be needed:

the Silvergate 230kV substation and the new Bzja Norle natural gas interconnection projects must both be
in service. In agddition, local capaeily is not the only local reliability need served by SBPP. SBPP also has
black stad and dual-{uel capabilities. Before the CAISO releases SBPP, the CAISO musi be satisfied that

-

suitable aliematives are available that would replace these services or obviate the need for these services.

We hope this lefter provides the clarification that you requested. Shouid you have any questions regarding
Ihis letter, please contaci Catalin Micsa at (316) 608-5704 (cmicsa@caiso.com), lrina Green at (916) 608-

1296 (igreen @caiso.comy), Ali Chowdhury at (916) B08-1113 (AChowdhury @caiso.com) or myself & (916)
608-5880 (GDeShazo @caiso.com).

Sincerely,

A NS
ua ; L ¢

Gary DeShazo

Direcior, Regional Transmission North
California 1SO

15) Blue Ravine Road. Folsom, Califorma 95630  (916)351-2123
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Apr 1, 2009
g;n. Dentse Mareno Duchety \Vi fax i
te
Roomcégsu

Sacramento, CA 95814
Subject: South Bay Power Plant
Dear Sensator Ducheny:

This letter responds to your office’s request for additonal factuai information concerning the
statements in the January 28, 2008 letter from ISO Chief Executive Officer, Yakout Mansour to
Chula Vista Mayor, Cheny Cox regarding the Refiability Must Run ("RMR”) status of South Bay
Powar Piant. The purpose of Mr. Mansour's letter was to identify the minimum conditions that

must be mel before the I1SC would be able to remove the RMR designation of the 708 MW,
Sauth Bey Power Plant - ' ' ‘

In summary, at least two of the following three conditions must be met in order to remove the
RMR designation from the South Bay Powsr Plant: (1) the Otay Mesa Energy Centar must be
in service; (2) the Sunrise Powerlink Transmission Project mus! be In service; end (3) additional
new psaking generation resources within the SDGAE service area must be avaliable. The lstter
also indiceted that the Stivergate 230kV substation and its related upgrades as wal as the new
Bsja Norte naturat gas Intarconnection must both be in service. At the time of the January 28,
2008 Istter, the 1SO noted that the earllest possible date that the RMR designation couki be
removed woukl be 2010 provided that the above condition was satisfied Finaliy, the latier noted
that the annusl rellabliity assessments depend on an analysis of all relevant facts and, given

delays or other circumstances unanticipated at that tims of the lefter, RMR designation may
continue to be necessary beyond 2010,

To bring you up to date, the Otay Mesa project, which will provide 561 MW of new capacity, Is
scheduled for completion in 2008. The Calfomia Public Utllittas Commission has approved the
Sunrise Powerlink projact, which has a 1,000 MW transfer capabiiity, end it Is currenily
scheduied 1o be completed In June of 2012. If the Sunrise Powarlink project is delayed or
determed, prefiminary loed growth estimates Indicated that we would need en additional 400 -
500 MW of capacity (/.e. in addilion to Otay Mesa} in the San Diego tocal area in servica In 2012
to remove the RMR designstion from the South Bay Power Plant beginning as of the 2012 RMR
cantract year. These are praliminary estimales and would need to be updated as part of the
ISO's annual local refiabliity assessmant. Al this ime both the Silvergate and Bajs Norte
projects are complate. If the Sunrise Powerlink project Is completa and in servics on scheduls,

the 1SO would be In a position terminate the RMR contract at the end of the 2012 RMR contract
year.

'z
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Finally, the ISO s contractually required t make Hs decision to extand the term of the RMR
contract by October 1 of each year for the following yeer. if thers iz eny doubt es to the whether
the Sunrise Powerlink projec would not bs In service by the end of 2012, the ISO will have to
extend the tern of the contract for the 2013 RMR contract year.

We hopae this Information Is helpful. Please fes! free lo contact me If you have any questions, |
can be reached sl (818) 802-3576.

Sinceraly,

WM{

Dlrector, State Affalrs

Ce: John Ferrera
Kimberty Cralg
Yakout Mansour
Karen Edszon
Laura Manz
Jim Detmers

Nancy Samcino ‘ _ e
Sidney Davies

All Chowdury
Davd Le
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P Your Link tc Power System Operator Corparation

November 2, 2009

Ms. Cindy Gompper-Graves

Chief Execulive Officer

South County Economic Development Coungil
1111 Bay Bivd., Suite E

Chula Vista, CA 91911

RE: South Bay Power Plant

Dear Ms. Gompper-Graves:

Thank you for extending an invitation to our Board of Govemors Chairman Mason Willrich to speak at your
November 5 meeting. Unfortunately, Mr. Willrich's schedule and the pressing time commitments of other
ISO representatives prevent us from atiending. So, we regretfully must decline your invitation. We

undarstand from your October 14 letter that your meeting topic is & worthy one: the future of South Bay
Power Plant.

While we are unable to personally convey our role in managing the majority of Galifomia’s power grid and
our current status in regards to the South Bay Power Plant, we would like to offer a few thoughts o share
with your members,

The ISO is a nonprofit public banefit corporation established by state statue to manage just over 25,000
cirouil miles of transmission lines and oparate a fully transparent and open whelesale electric market for the
power that Califomians buy. Our mission is lo ensure power is available when required by our state's
tesidents and businesses. We call this "reliability” and it is our first priority.

To meet this responsibility, we are continucusly evaluating the status of the transmission system and
available generating resources to meet the needs of the world’s seventh largest economy. This includes
planning and managing system upgrades thal keep pace with load growth, among other drivers. in some
cases, maintaining grid reliability requires us o keep ready al a moment’s call existing generating faclities
that are critically needed in local areas to shoulder generation responsibililies should transmission facifities
become unavailable. This is the most obvious need, but we also need these planis to support the greater
grid with such things as voltage supporl. Pulling a facilily off the grid produces a number of side effects on
the entire network beyond just losing megawatts. Some facilities must be able to run when the grid needs
them and we call these reliability must run resources.

The South Bay facility, we have determined, is one of a small number plants in our conlrol asea that is
crilically needed. Once we can ensura that the people of San Diego have enough generation and
transmission capacity to meet refiability requirements, this will remove the need for the South Bay power
plant to have reliability must run designation and potentially lead towards its removal or repawering. In our
efforts 1o consider lifting the South Bay's reliability must-run designation this next year, we tound that an
operational Otay Mesa Energy Center could help reduce the need for keeping the entire Soulh Bay facility
available for service. Recently, the Otay Mesa power plant began operational tesling and is expected to be
fully avaltable in 2010. Upon confirming thal good news, the ISO on October 9> was able to relsase South



Bay generating unils #3 and #4 from the reliability must-run agreement. This removes more than halt of the
South Bay power plan! from the reliability must-run designation, i.e. 397MWs oul of 708MWs.

We are vigilant in continually assessing the grid condilions in San Diego. In the coming months and years,
more improvements lo the electric system in and around San Diego are expected. As a result, we are
articipating that new infrastructure will be placed into service that specifically allows us to modify the
reliability must run status of the remaining generating units located at the South Bay site, as wamranted.

We hope this informalion is helpful to your members and contributes to their understanding of the
complexity required to operate the integrated system that handles California’s electricity needs. Please call
me if | can be of further service. My office number is (916) 608-7241.

Sincerely,
e 2o
Phil Pettingill

Director, State Regulatory Affairs

151 Blue Ravine Road
Folsom, Califomia 85630

Page 2
{916) 351-4200 o
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Power plant could close next spring

Action may come earlier than previously revealed
By Tanva Sierra

Friday, November 6, 2009 at midnight

OVERVIEW

Background: Chula Vista officials and environmentalists have been trying for years to
decommission the South Bay Power Plant that dominates the city’s coastline.

What's changing: An e-mail between an SDG&E official and the organization that manages the
state's power grid indicates the plant's generators may be decommissioned as early as next
spring.

An e-mail between officials at SDG&E and the organization that manages the state’s power
supply indicates the South Bay Power Plant that dominates the Chula Vista skyline could be out
ol commission sooner than previously revealed.

Officials announced last month that hall the power plant’s two generators would be
decommissioned at the end of the year. But an e-mail between Jim Avery, SDG&E’s vice
president of power supply, and the state’s Independent System Operator show they had been
discussing the imminent fate of the remaining generators as well.

The e-mail said reliance on the remaining generators could come to an end in March or April, as
more power sources come online. Avery asked 1SO officials to write a letter to the city of Chula
Vista explaining that the remaining two generators would not be needed much longer.

Just days before, ISO told Dynegy, which leases and operates the 49-vear-old facility, that its
“must run” status on two of its four generators would not be renewed.

“Would i1 be possible for vou to send a letter to the City of Chula Vista outlining our discussions

this morning?” Avery wrote in an Oct. 12 e-mail to Jim Detmers, the vice president of operations
for ISO.

“[ am wrying to settle this very contentious issue down before it erupts into law suits (sic) and a
full blown media circus,” Avery wrote. I plan to share this information with the water quality

board later today, but | believe a letter from you would go along (sic) way to make the peace in
the city.™

Mayor Cheryl Cox said she never received a letter and did not know about the exchange.

Stephanie McCorkle, a spokeswoman for 1SO, denied that an agreement was made and said



Detmers did not respond 10 Avery’s e-mail because an energy analysis is under way. .

Last month, Councilman Steve Castaneda said officials from both agencies told him the South
Bay Power Plant is no longer needed.

City officials are eager to see the power plant dismantled and the prime bay-front real estate on
which it sits developed for other uses. They and environmentalists accused [SO of flip-flopping
in what it would take to decommission the generators during a panel discussion yesterday in
Chula Vista hosted by the South County Economic Development Council.

“The problem with the 1SO is you always get a different answer from them,” said Laura Hunter
of the Environmental Health Coalition.

In January 2008, the ISO said two of three requirements must be met before the power plant
could be decommissioned. They include an Otay Mesa plant, which came online last month,
more peaker plants being built and the Sunrisc Powerlink being completed.

Those requirements have been met, but the plant has still not been decommissioned, Hunter said.
“This is an ever-changing story,” she said.

McCorkle said the 1SO frequently re-evaluates its energy needs.

“If people mistakenly take that as different answers, they need to look at the time frame when the
analysis was perforimed,” she said. “We are constantly updating our technical analysis.”

Next week, the San Djego Regional Water Quality Control will consider whether to renew the
power plant’s water permit, which is needed to run its cooling system. The plant takes in water
from San Diego Bay, which can kill and damage large quantities of larvae and fish.

The Chula Vista City Council and other elected state. local and federal representatives are urging
the water agency to deny the permit. If the permit is denied, the plant won’t operate, Dynegy
executive Dan Thompson said during the panel discussion.

Even if the plant were decomimissioned by next spring, it would take two years to secure the
permitting to tear it down, Thompson said.
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South Bay Power Plant closer to being o
decommissioned

By Tanya Sierra
Wednesday, October 14, 2009 at 8:17 p.m.
OVERVIEW

Background: Chula Vista officials have been yearning for the removal of the South Bay Power Plant,
which dominates the city's coastal skyline.

What's changing: The state's Independent System Operator said this week that two of the four
generators al the South Bay Power Plant will be decommissioned by the end of the year.

The future: Local officials are hopeful the plant is on the brink of becoming unnecessary. They are
looking at a possible decominission date of May 1.

CHULA VISTA - The South Bay Power Plant, which Chula Vista officials have sought 1o remove from
the city's waterfront for years, will soon be halfway to decommissioncd status, according to the state's
Independent System Operator.

Inan Oct. 9 letter to Dynegy, which leases and operates the 49-year-old facility from the San Diego
Unified Port District, an 1SO official said the agency will not extend the plant's “must-run” status on two
of its four generators. ’

Permission to operate two of the generators “will terminate at midnight as of Dec. 31, 2009,” the letter
states.

The two remaining generators provide emergency power during peak usc. That power is supposed to be
for San Diego County residents, but Chula Vista Councilman Sieve Castaneda, a leader in the movement
to shut down the plant, said it is not.

“The power that the South Bay Power Plant generates is going to Los Angeles and not San Diego,”
Castaneda said.

ISO officials said it is hard to determine where the energy goes.

"Chances are it's being consumed locally most of the time,” said Gregg Fishman, a spokesman for the

http://signonsandiego.printthis.clickability.conVpt/cpt?action=cpté&:title=South+Bay-+Pow... 11/23/2009
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ISO, a nonprofit corporation that manages the statewide power supply.
Calls to Dynegy were not returned.

Forces that have been working to remove the plant from the South Bay skyline say its demise is
imminent.

The San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board last month decided to take a closer look at the
plant's cooling system, which can kill or injure more than 1.6 million fish and larvae each year because
it sucks in water from San Diego Bay. Also, the California Energy Commission last month downgraded
the county's forecast for peak-demand power through 2020.

Castaneda said 1SO and San Diego Gas & Eleciric Co. officials told him the ISO could acknowledge
next week that the South Bay Power Plant will soon no longer be needed. A new Gtay Mcsa power plant
that is up and running and another plant near Pala that comes online next ycar will more than make up
for the loss ol electricity, he said.

“We need (the) ISO 1o release the whole plant,” said Laura Hunter of the Environmental Health
Coalition. “It's ime. This community has been patient. It's time for the 1SO to pay attention to the
impacts their decisions have.”

A call 1o Jim Avery, vice president of power supply for SDG&E, was not returned Wednesday, but
Castaneda said he has had discussions with him about the agency not needing energy from the South
Bay Power Plant.

Chula Vista has been trying to develop its bayfront for years and has entertained interest from the San
Dicgo Chargers and Gaylord Entertainment.

The Chargers considered building a new stadium at the site of the South Bay Power Plant, while
Gaylord wanted to build a hote! and convention center. Both projects {ell through.

Castaneda said talks with the Chargers have not been revived.

“] think that without being overly optimistic, (shutting down the plant) is the most important thing we
can do to improve the attractiveness and the viability of our city's bayiront,” he said.

Find this article at:
http:/iwww.signonsandiego.com/news/2009/oct/14/bn14plant-south-bay

i . Check the box to include the list of links referenced in the article.

1 Copyright 2007 Union-Fribune Publishing Co « A Copley Newspaper Site
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From: Avery, James

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2009 11:58 AM
To: Avery, James

Subject: Fw: South Bay Units 1 & 2

From: Avery, James

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2009 10:24 AM -

To: Jim Detmers (idetmers@caiso.com)

Ce Niggli, Michael R.; Mitchell, Eugene ; Brown, Linda P.
Subject: South Bay Units 1 & 2

Jim,

Would it be possible for you to send a letter to the City of Chula Vista outlining gur discussions this morning pertaining to
the need to RMR South Bay Units 1 & 2 on a short term basis. Specifically, [ plan to convey that you informed me that the
\SO is prepared release the South Bay Units 1 & 2 from RMR once SDGA&E installs the cap banks we discussed and
JPower successfully commissions the two peaker units that are under construction in Pala {currenlly anticipaied in March
or April of 2010). | am trying lo settle this very conlentioys issue down before it erupts into law suits and a full blown media
circus.

1 know that the 1ISO's decision to release the South Bay Units 3 & 4 from RMR at the end of 2009 was received with a sigh
of relief.

I plan to share this information with the Water Quality Board later teday, but t believe a letter from you would go along way
to make the peace in the City.

Jim

James P. Avery
Senior Vice Presidant - Power Supply
San Diego Gas & Electric

®-  Office: {858) 650-6102
&) Fax: (858)650-6106
=f: Mail Location: CP33A

= javerv@semprautilities com
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A Tale of Two Power Plants

An Environmental Justice perspective on recreational access
to water and fishing for South Bay Communities

San Diege County has two communities with large, aging, baseload power plants located on their watertronts:
Carlsbad. with Encina power plant at the coast, and Chula Visla, with the South Bav Power Plant on 11s
bavfront at the end of San D’:egn Bav. Both 'Fllal"!L'i create limitabhons on access to the watertront close to the
plant, but this is a much more serious issue for Chula Vista, This less affluenl community has twice as many
residents as Carlsbad and very limited access to recreational resources.

Carlsbad heach View from Bayside Park, Chula Vista

While Carlsbad has 4.5 miles of beauliful swimmable and fishable beaches, Chula Vista must make do with
only about one mile of recreational bayvtront. Much of this has steep, rock-lined siopes down tor the water, and
is not accessible for swimming. In fact, only about one-fourth mile of Baviront Park 1s sandv and beach-like.
Chula Vista's polential fishing spots are posled with fish consumption wamings, and water quality suffers
mare frequently from sewage-related contamination. as evidenced by its much greater count of Beach Mile
Davs.

Corstiad | 104650 fe% 4smies | 45 03| Yes Yes
| T Marginal

‘ Posled with

Chula Vista 233108 30% | 1.1 mil 0.28 409  Marginal Warnings

‘Most recent year on record.

Sources: Population data: SANDAG Profiles, current esimates. Poverty estmates: SANDAG Data Warehouse. 2000 Census.
populalion up ta 2 tmes federal poverly level

Carlshad beach miles: City of Carlsbad website hitp/'www carlsbadca gov/aboul/Pages/AboutthaCilyofCarlsbad aspx

Chula Vista bayfronl park miles: GPS & map measurements


http://www.carlsbadca.gov/about/Pages/AbouttheCityofCarlsbad.aspx

Fishing Compromiscd

Fhe promuase of lishable waterways
i~ also senously compronnsed for
residents i South Bav arca
impacted by the power plant.
raning 2004, FHC conducted a
community survey of people
tishing from the southernmaost
piersin the Bav. The surves
sought to determine who fishes,
how often people fish, who vats the
tish, whether they cat fish skin or
other organs, and how they cook
the tish.

Feshung i the shadoie af the fish consumphion waming sign, Pepper Park, National City

Survey respondents were largely from low -income communitics and many appear to be
engaped in subsistence fishing,  Among this subpopulation are individuals who fish daily, who catch
up o 20 fish at a4 ttime who stew fish, who eaf fish parts other Than tillets, and who feed fish o their

clildren.

This survey provides the tirst San Diego-specific data on subsistence tishing. It confirms that
estimates made of the guantihies of fish vaten h_-.' subsistence tishers in other places also apply here
The frequency of fishing and tish eating in our pier fishing population is very difterent than that of
statistically average Americans and may reach or exceed the 161 grams per day level recommended
by OEHHA taken trom the Santa Monica survey value.” A selection of kev results indicates any
Health Risk Assessment (HRA) based on the assumphion that onlv fillets are consumed or that Tess

than 161 grams per day is consumed understates the human health risk tor this group.-

FHC did a confirmation survey in 2007 which reattirmed the trends tound in the 2004 survey;
there s a subpopulation of ressdents swho fish from San Diego Bay and eat the hsh. Many of these
fishers tallow a subsistence-1ype tishing pattern -- they fish on a dailv or weekly basis, eat the fish
and feed the fish to their children. The magority use cooking methods that do not momimuze mitake of
contaminants that may bein the tish. Asin the previous survey, the majority of people surveved
were Latino or Filipimo,

o the extent that a healthy ecosystem does not thove i South San Diego Bay, due to
signiticant impacts of discharges like those of the South Bay Power Plant, there is an impact to
eovironmental ustice communibies. Termination ol the discharge would alleviate some of these

i mpacks

Clinp wown oehha ca gon Gshospecial_repons consumexee himl
EH Surves of Fish Con=umption an Prers in San [hego Bay September 2004


file:///titioual
http://www.oehha.ca.gov/fisli
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KING & SPALDING Wosbivgin D.C. 200063706
Main: (202) 737-0500
Fax: (202) 626-3737

Direct Dial: {202) 626-5510
E-msil: bricherdson@kslaw.com
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By o ~ty
The Honorable Kimberly D. Bose o 2 i =
Secretary N SN
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission T g D
888 First Street, N.E. a0 <
S5 0a m

Washington, D.C. 20426

Re: Dynegy South Bay, LLC Annual RMR Section 205 Filing and RMR
Schedule F Informational Filing, Docket No. ER10-/{.£. 000

Dear Ms. Bose:

Pursuant to Section 205 of the Federal Power Act,' and Part 35.13 of the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“Commission™) regulations,” Dynegy South Bay, LLC
(“South Bay” or “Owner”) submits for filing, in Appendix A hereto, revisions to certain
Reliability Must-Run (“RMR”) Rate Schedules (“RMR Schedules”) of its Must-Run Service
Agreement (“RMR Agreement”) with the California Independent System Operator Corporation
(“CAISO™) and amendments to the RMR Agreement (the “Annual 205 Filing”). South Bay also
submits in Appendix B hereto, an informational filing detailing and supporting the proposed
changes to its Annual Fixed Revenue Requirement (“AFRR"), pursuant to Schedule F of South

Bay’s RMR Agreement (“Schedule F Filing™).

South Bay submits its Annua! 205 Filing and its Schedule F Filing together for
administrative efficiency, given that several of the revisions in the Annual 205 Filing incorporate
the AFRR derived in the Schedule F Filing. South Bay requests that all of the rate revisions
herein become effective as of January 1, 2010.

116 U.S.C. § 824d (2006).
218 CFR § 35.13 (2009).
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October 30, 2009
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By way of background, San Diego Gas & Electric Company (“SDG&E”) owned and
operated the Facility until April 22, 1999, at which time the Facility was conveyed to the Unified
Port District of San Diego (“Port™), which leased the Facility to Duke Energy South Bay, LLC.
In May 2006, LS Power Generation, LLC (“LSP Generation™) acquired all of the indirect
ownership interests in the Facility held by Duke Energy Corporation. In 2007, Dynegy Inc.
(“Dynegy”) acquired the Facility from LSP Generation. For the period April 1, 1998 through
December 2002, the CAISO designated all of the units at the Facility as RMR units, For
Contract Year 2003, Unit 4 was not subject to such designation. For Contract Years beginning
January 1, 2004 through Contract Year ending December 31, 2009, all units at the Facility have
been designated as RMR units by the CAISO. The CAISO released South Bay Units 3 and 4
from RMR service and designated South Bay Units 1 and 2 plus the combustion turbine as RMR
1 (“RMR Units") for Contract Year 2010. Notwithstanding the selection of the RMR Units for

Contract Year 2010, the CAISO has informed South Bay that it may wish to terminate the RMR
Agreement prior to the conclusion of the 2010 Contract Year due to other generation scheduled
to become commercial during the term of the 2010 Contract Year. Accordingly, it is expected |
that the Facility will be retired no later than December 31, 2010, with Units 3 and 4 being retired |
no later than December 31, 2009.

|
i
- —
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J In connection with the retirement of the Facility, South Bay bhas determined that the
revenues collected under the RMR Agreement are insufficient to pay for the costs of the closure,
including, but not limited to, demolition and remediation costs, labor retention and severance
payments, and lease costs after the 2009 Cost Year. New Section 8.7 and Schedule Q are
designed to recover the balance of ESL Costs.

For purposes of Schedule Q, South Bay has separated the ESL Costs into four
categories. The first category consists of severance and labor retention pay. Severance will be
paid to employees who are released due to the Facility closure and the retention plan is designed
to retain employees in order to operate the Facility in a safe and reliable manner. The retention
payments in Phase I of the plan are payable to employees who remain through January 31, 2010.
All Facility employees were eligible for Phase [ of the retention plan and payments are scheduled
to be made in February 2010. These retention payments are based on a percentage of base salary.
A portion of these costs have been collected in rates through Contract Year 2009, In Phase II of
the retention plan, payments provide an incentive to employees to remain in order to continue to
operate and shut down the plant in a safe and reliable manner until the closure of the remaining
units at South Bay. Payment is based on the employee’s salary and scheduled to be made
following the closing of the last unit,

Severance pay is also subject to a phased approach. In Phase I, released employees
will receive severance pay based on their respective years of service when Units 3 and 4 are shut
down. In Phase [, released employees will receive severance pay based on their respective years
of service when the remaining RMR Units are shut down.
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Dynegy South Bay, LLC
FERC Electric Tariff
First Revised Volume No. 2

SCHEDULE Q
END OF SERVICE LIFE COSTS

Owner shall recover costs in connection with the closure of the Facility, including, but not limited to, the

following costs:
ESTIMATED COSTS
Labor Retention and Severance Costs

Retention Costs a v e due to

Labor retention costs not previously coilected in AFRR
Severance costs

Phase |l Retention Costs and

i f Units 3 and

Original Sheet No. 221

mber 31

$ 1,810,746
1,137,028

he Facili

Labor retention costs
Severance costs
Total

Malntenance and other costs not previously collected In AFRR

Refund of demolition costs included in AFRR for 2010
Capitalized maintenance not previously collected in AFRR
Maintenance charged to Work In Progress and not previously
collected In AFRR
Increase in allocated Western Reglon costs
Total

Port Rent

Rent to the San Diego Unified Port District during 2010
Rent to the San Diego Unified Port District during demeolition period
Total

Demolition and Remediation Costs

Demolition and remediation costs in excess of amounts
previously collected through AFRR

TOTAL

Monthly Payment for 2010

Issued by: Eric P. Watts,
V.P. Commercial Power Operations
Issued on: October 30, 2003

907,520

2,805,546
$6,660,840

($160,125)
854,427

201,260

171,725
$1,067,287

$6,250,484

13,605,291
$19,855,775

$8,555,984
$36,139,886

$3,011,657

Effective Date: January 1, 2010



DYNEGY SOUTH BAY

Change

APPENDIX B
Enclosure 1
REVENUE FOR EACH RMR UNIT
CONTRACT YEAR 2010
Reduction Due
Allocation Schedule F Caphtal to Closing Unlts
Percantages AFRR Components 3and 4 : Total AFRR
Unht No. 1 47.2% $ 10517458 $ (2833678) $ 7683579
Unit No. 2 485% 10807592 (2.912,052) 7,895,540
cT 42% 942,044 (254,072) 688,873
Total 100.0% §_227679m § -___§ _(6,000,000). 5 _16.267,992
\

CONTRACT YEAR 2009 ’
FOR COMPARISON PURPOSES

$ 20905027 $ 118168770 $ - S 32524797

$ 1362665 § 11,618,770) $ (6,000,000 18 805

Page 1
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I've bean gone a long time. When | waké ub.ln the morning and % )

outside. Despite the faux troplal landscape and the beach-babe
 S#n. Diago-Is blaated with.serious natural wonders.

look out my window, the-deep tapaz sky over.Carmel Vallay is 1\, \\ o
30 inviting. Palm fronds dacdk at my windbw, beckoning me AL
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towzrd me and gurgles
Al knorkel-face,
“There's & sea turthe] “There
it is, fins Qapping away,
slowly disappearing into
the watery blue shadowns,
elusive yet adorable. it
wouldn't have been more
rragical if we had just seen
a unicorn. Even though |
was born and raised in San
Dicgo, had never seen or
heard of sea turdes hexe.
And so my summer
ended in San Diego. | had

. nojob and was compictely

broke, [t was anly two weeks
since | had moved back
into m1y parenty’ house after
living in San Francisco

1 have alot of pressure
1o realize the American
Jdteun. My father is Sy1-
fan, my mother is Ameri-
can Ever since | was 2 kid
[ have been told how great
i¢isto be an Atassi. I''n wold
that being an Atassi in Syria
is something akin to being

oy

1 Kennedy in America. Sure,
we've had our share of Syr-
ian presidents in the past,
but these days Atassis are
geuing ridiculousty edu-
cated abroa], We have even
pubished books about our
great legacy. In fact, some-

one has put them in the

myriad hobbil;—s.\inl -
solving he urdemyisg
to my family. [ do womE
rescarch and find thatit b
actually an Eastern Padific
green turtle with a distri-
bution typicaily between
30 degrees north and 30
degroes south. San Diego is

“Imagine you're a sea
turtle. Wouldn’t you
stay here, too?”

University af Michigan
Dearborn Libeary.

Being an Amsi lyeiress
is somethiirg | iight nen-
tian casually to boyfriends
1o i things up. It'sa con-
venient parlor trick | even
got complimentary bakbaa
oe,

Its difficult to explain
my obscure interests and

right outside this range.
W that turte | sow smug-
gled hosie over the Mexi-
<an border in a suitcase
packed with novelty-size
sombrero hats and artisan
ceramicsi All it would take
s one cogdental spdl down
the storm drain for s dutch

of epgs to spawn an exatic

’ F *San Diego is home 1o

athriving and established
colony of approximatety
60 turiles. There are sev-
eral stories expluining their
origins,

One story describes
the sea turtles as renegadees
busted free from turtle-
meat farms where they
swaited laughter during
the earlier half of the 20th
Century, Another eerily
posits the turtles being
attracted to the warm-water
canals of the power plant
(n south San Diego Bay.

Sandwiched between
Interstate 5 and the South
Bay,the eiectric power plant
5t5 an the odgr of the Sweet -
water Marsh Narional
Wildlife Refuge. This com.
plicates things because it
scems these endangered
seaturtlss are protected in
2n area where they exist
artificially. To a species
swimming around, forg-
ing for e¢l grass and gen-
evally being nevtles, it makes
na difference.

T cafl oo Jeff Sern-
noff at the Marine Turtle
Research Program for the
Southwest Fisheries Sci-
ence Center. According to
his {indings, the turtles are
in the bay for the bounty
of eel grass. That thing
about tropical powe-plant
waters is a rumor, he siys.
He goes on 1o explain that
sea turles traved thousands
of miles foruging for food.
The Navy phants eel prasy

out tn the Bay. |

“Imagine you are s sz
turtle,” he says. “Wouldn't
you stay here, too?”

He seems rushed, and
we don't get 10 talk much
before the phone conver-
sation eods. His obvious
explmation doesn't exphain
whythere are s0 many sto-
ries about the turtdes,

. One day,back in San
Prancisco, | was hoving »
chal with my fun-loving
boss, Mustafa. He owned
Cafe du Soleil, where !
worked ey bariste, Mustafs
beld a wad of receipts in
onc band and used the

other 1o paur beer from the
tap. The foam spilled onto
the bills, when he s2id to
me, “You're young, you
don't need to be 50 seri-
ous, Just go have fun, gt
yoursclf a boyfriend or

nuts, the customers...*

twa, get yourself a gisl
friend — 'm not the kin
o judge — enjoy your
self. 'm stuck here, 1 gor
o down to-city kall, | goor
Bet saune papers signed
the kids are driving m.

the exchange rate woul
. lsold everything 1  actually make me bett,
owped and flew to South  off, ALL | needed was m
Amcrica. backpack,

My parents rettinded When | came hosmu
me | was runaing out of my dad took me to Syri
moncy,but lapltined drt [t was a bummer. The ide

of getting marriecd was
brought up by relatives
between supgestions about
grad school. Why wan't ]

pursuing e-profeision ot
an engagement, the bm.
flyasked Thure wnaaknin

R e S



