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Attn: Jeanine Townsend, Clerk to the Board
Dear Chairman Dodoc:

The California Energy Commission (Energy Commission) submits the enclosed
comments to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) concerning its
Scoping Document. Water Quality Control Policy on the Use of Coastal and Estuarine
Waters For Power Plant Cooling (03/08). The preliminary draft policy would effectively
phase out once-through cooling (OTC) for coastal power plants. The Energy
Commission filed comments (9/25/06) on the June 2006 proposal from SWRCB to
establish a statewide policy on Clean Water Act (CWA) 316 (b) regulations regarding
the use of OTC in coastal power plants. As stated in those comments, one of the
Energy Commission's core missions is to ensure a reliabie supply of electricity for
California that is affordable and that minimizes harm to the environment. Consistent with
this mission, the Energy Commission supports the SWRCB's efforts to reduce the
impacts of once-through cooling on marine and estuarine environments in California.
We are pleased that certain broad elements of our earlier comments are now reflected
in the new proposal issued by the SWRCB Staff. -

While the SWRCB'’s preliminary draft policy focuses on refitting the existing power
plants to reduce OTC impacts on the environment, the Energy Commission continues to
examine this issue from the broader perspective of the long-term efficiency and
reliability of the electrical system. In most cases, retiring and replacing, or repowering
the existing OTC power plants would best serve this broader objective. The new power
plants would likely not use OTC, and hence would comply with the SWRCB proposed
policy. The Energy Commission first formally adopted a policy recommending that the
aging power plants be retired or repowered in its 2005 integrated Energy Policy Report
(2005 IEPR). We reiterated this policy in the 2007 Integrated Energy Policy Report
(2007 IEPR). We have recommended increased procurement of resources, including
renewable and demand-side resources, to provide reliability as the aging plants are
retired or repowered. We continue to support a large scale modernization of the state’s
fleet of aging power plants to address OTC and other environmental concerns in the
electricity sector.
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Chairman Dodoc
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The Energy Commission supports the concept of a Statewide Task Force that would
e ?f"f”a‘cﬁﬁﬁ’afé%({ﬁ Téview? of individual power plant compliance pians. One of the
b « ~«principle chialleges.n.implementing SWRCR policies on OTC is to ensure that we
maintain the reliability of the electricity grid as these plants are retired, repowered or
replaced. We encourage a “fleet management” approach whereby state agencies can
work to ensure that sufficient replacement of generation and transmission upgrades are
put in place to match timeframes for compliance with SWRCB policies and rules. We
FencagTage - SYYRGE-temorewith state agencies in determining the appropriate scope
hattheStHelfidlE Task Force will be charged with addressing. The -
PYstEm Operator (CAISO) Stakeholder study examining
nfald Thermal Generation including Once-Through Cooling is
i8dl analytic basis for examining these tradeoffs between
geperation and transmigsionf That study, once scheduled for later 2008 and now
slippgil};gﬂl;%ﬁ 994wl be anjimportant input to the task force’s recommendations.
|
We identify a number of specific issues with the details of the proposed policy, many
connected with the issue of whether the policy ought to focus upon plants or units. We
believe there is sufficient reason to differentiate between units within a plant, rather than
requiring all units to follow the same compliance schedule.

Finally, the licensing and construction of the replacement infrastructure for the power
plants that will retire will be a major challenge. The proposed policy touches nearly 30%
of the entire generating capacity in the state. Many of the existing power plants are
located in highly urbanized areas that will not welcome new power plants replacing old
ones, even for the biological benefit that will ensue. Getting all agencies, both state and
local, on the same page in permitting the replacement infrastructure is a necessary
element of timely compliance with the SWRCB'’s schedule.

Please call me at (916) 654-5036, or the Energy Commission’s Executive Director,
Melissa Jones at (916) 654-4996, if you have questions about our comments.

Sincerely,

Cnthelye

JACKALYNE PFANNENSTIEL
Chairman

Enclosure

.Cc:: CEC Commissioners
CPUC Commissioners
Mr. Yakout Mansour, CAISO CEQ




California Energy Commission Comments
to State Water Resources Control Board Concerning Its Coastal Power Plant
Cooling Preliminary Draft Policy and Related Scoping Document

The California Energy Commission (Energy Commission) submits these comments to
the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) concerning its Scoping Document:
Water Quality Control Policy on the Use of Coastal and Estuarine Waters For Power
Plant Cooling (03/08). The preliminary draft policy would effectively phase out once-
through cooling (OTC) for coastal power plants. The Energy Commission filed
comments (9/25/08) on the June 2006 proposal from SWRCB to establish a statewide
policy on Clean Water Act (CWA) 316 (b) regulations regarding the use of OTC in
coastal power plants.

As stated in those comments, one of the Energy Commission's core missions is to
ensure a reliable supply of electricity for California that is affordable and that minimizes
harm to the environment. Consistent with this mission, the Energy Commission supports
the SWRCB's efforts to reduce the impacts of once-through cooling on marine and
estuarine environments in California, and is pleased that certain broad elements of its
earlier comments are now reflected in the new proposal issued by the SWRCB Staff.

The following comments are organized into four sections. Section | provides some
background on Energy Commission policies concerning aging power plants, the use of
water for power plant cooling, and on how the current SWRCB proposal appears to
have evolved in response to comments on the June 2006 draft. Section Il addresses
specific concerns with the current preliminary draft policy. Specific changes are
recommended. Section lll discusses some issues with the Scoping Document and the
supporting studies that the Ocean Protection Council has sponsored. In particular, we
offer some concerns about the analysis of the reliability consequences of large numbers
of power plant retirements in response to an aggressive coastal power plant cooling
policy that would phase out OTC.

Section IV discusses major challenges that this policy will create for generators,
transmission system owners, and the state’s energy oversight entities — Energy
Commission, California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), and California Independent
System Operator (CAISO). Energy Commission recommendations and suggestions for
follow up are contained in each of Sections Il — IV.




SECTION | - BACKGROUND AND PREVIOUS ENERGY COMMISSION COMMENTS
ON THE JUNE 2006 SCOPING DOCUMENT

In its September 25, 2006 comments on the SWRCB'’s Scoping Document released
June 16, 2006, the Energy Commission stressed three broad themes. First, the majority
of the OTC plants are also aging power plants that should be retired or repowered in
order to achieve a more efficient and reliable generating fleet. Second, retiring or even
repowering these facilities could create electricity system reliability problems if
replacement generation capacity {or, in some cases, transmission system upgrades that
would reduce capacity requirements or alter the location of these requirements) was not
developed in a timely manner. Third, environmental improvements could be achieved
either by directly reducing biological harm from the use of OTC in existing plants or by
enforcing modern environmental regulations on new replacement capacity.

The Energy Commission’s review of the March 22, 2008 Scoping Document concludes
that the document and preliminary policy appear to be responsive to our earlier
comments in each of these three areas. We offer comments on the March 2008
materials that address issues that have arisen or been refined since the initial draft
policy from 2006. '

A.Replacement of Aging Power Plants

The Energy Commission has been examining the characteristics of the broad category
of aging power plants since the early 2000s.' The Energy Commission first formally
adopted a policy recommending that the aging power plants be retired or repowered in
its 2005 Integrated Energy Policy Report (2005 |IEPR). We reiterated this policy in the
2007 Integrated Energy Policy Report (2007 IEPR). As part of the input to the 2007
'IEPR, Energy Commission staff conducted an initial analytic study of the tradeoffs
between repowering and transmission system upgrades focusing attention on the
question of the extent to which remote generation could substitute for some of the
retired capacity. :

The Energy Commission is participating in a CAISO-Stakeholder study called Mitigation
of Reliance on OId Thermal Generation including Once-Through Cooling, which is
examining the tradeoffs between power plant retirements and transmission upgrades.
While the SWRCB's preliminary draft policy focuses on modifying the existing power
plants to reduce OTC impacts on the environment, the Energy Commission continues to
examine this issue from the broader perspective of actions needed to promote the long-

! The fleet of aging power plants is highly similar to the fleet of OTC power plants, but there are
differences. The two nuclear facilities are not considered aging, while the quite new Moss Landing Units
1 and 2 have OTC technology.




term efficiency and reliability of the electrical system. In most cases, repowering or
replacing the existing OTC power plants would best serve this broader objective, while
at the same time complying with the SWRCB proposed policy, because it is unlikely a
new power plant would be permitted with OTC. '

Even though the preliminary draft policy focuses on what the Energy Commission would
call refitting to satisfy OTC concerns, we believe it would clearly support the Energy
Commission’s policy of retiring or repowering the subset of the aging power plants that
use OTC with ocean water.? We understand that many of the owners of the aging OTC
plants believe they cannot sustain the costs of refitting, and will either retire to avoid
compliance costs or repower to simultaneouSIy avoid the costs of refitting an old plant
while developing a new facility that can compete in the wholesale market over the long
term.’ :

B. Reliability Concerns

In its earlier comments, the Energy Commission expressed concern that the compliance
actions of the many power plants affected by the proposed rule might threaten reliability
if compliance dates were unrealistic, or if “down time” during refitting or repowering was
not coordinated across affected plants. A majority of the affected plants are in what the
CAISO has designated as local reliability areas (LRA). In many LRAs there is barely a
sufficient amount of capacity to assure stable grid operations during extreme summer
peak conditions, so reductions in available capacity combined with power plant or
transmission line forced outages could lead to localized load shedding to preserve
overall system stability. Capacity reductions in these LRAs resulting from refitting,
retiring, or repowering require development of additional capacity in the local reliability
area. These local concerns link the actions of an OTC power plant with other power
plants in the same LRA. '

The March 2008 Scoping Document, and the extensive comments by SWRCB
representatives at the May 13, 2008 Scoping meeting, makes clear that the SWRCB is
now aware of this reliability concern. We understand that SWRCB has modified its
‘proposed policy, especially with respect to the compliance dates for addressing the '

2 In these comments, the Energy Commission uses the term refitting to meanmodifications to specific
physical systems of the power plant that do not involve replacing the prime mover. In contrast, we use
the term repowering to mean changes that involve replacing the prime mover. Thus, modifying the
water intake and plant pumping systems is a refitting, while replacing the steam boiler and generator
with a combined cycle turbine and heat recovery steam generator/ turbine would be a repowering of the
plant.

3 Most power plant owners echoed our understanding at the May 13, 2008 Scoping meeting.




OTC impacts, in an attempt to allow sufficient time for the electricity system to
accommodate the proposed requirements. As noted at the May 13 meeting, virtually the
entire electricity industry welcomes this recognition. The concept of a Statewide Task
Force that would facilitate SWRCB review of individual power plant compliance plans is
another sound development since the earlier draft policy.

C. Environmental Concerns and Evaluation of Scoping Document

In its comments on the June 2006 draft policy, the Energy Commission expressed some
concern that there were biological resource issues that the then proposed OTC rule did
not address. Overali, the Energy Commission now believes that those issues are
adequately addressed in the March 2008 draft policy document; and if the proposed
strategies are implemented, they reduce the biological resource impacts of the coastal
power plants.

i) Endangered Species Affected by OTC

The Energy Commission pointed out that there was a good discussion of impacts on
endangered species in the impingement and entrainment portion of Part H of the June

~ 2006 Scoping Report, but endangered species were not discussed in the related Power
Plant Cooling Water Intake Provisions. This apparently was an oversight whlch has
been corrected on page 17 of the March 2008 Scoping Document.

i) Cumulative Impact Analyses for Biological Harm

The Energy Commission also pointed out in its 2006 comments that it is important to
conduct cumulative impacts analyses and that the Energy Commission required the
Huntington Beach power plant applicant to complete such an analysis, that included the
OTC impacts from other power plants in the area. The 2008 Scoping Document (pp. 16
- 17) now has a brief but informative discussion of cumulative impacts specific to the
Southern California Bight. It also indicates that a cumulative ecological study should be
undertaken. The Energy Commission agrees with this suggestion.

iii) Habitat Restoration

The Energy Commission suggested that the SWRCB consider habitat restoration as a
Best Technology Available compliance option. On Scoping Document pages 46 to 47,
the Board staff now proposes mitigation recommendations such as large organism
exclusion devices, reduction in entrainment by cooling water flow reductions when
power is not generated, and habitat restoration for impingement and entrainment
impacts. However, it is stili unclear to what extent habitat restoration alone might be




considered a compliance option. We address this topic further in Section Il E of these
comments. '

SECTION Il - COMMENTS ON THE PRELIMINARY DRAFT REGULATION ITSELF

In this section, the Energy Commission provides comments on the preliminary draft
regulations included as Appendix A in the March 22, 2008 Scoping Document.

A. Date Certain Compliance

The preliminary draft policy establishes different compliance target years for each of
three categories of power plant based on a combination of generating technology and
recent operating patterns. These target years range from 2015 to 2021. The lead times
might appear to be sufficient to allow the plant owners, utilities, energy regulatory
agencies, and any local permitting entities to coordinate their decision-making and to
construct and begin operating replacement facilities, if necessary. However, it is unclear
whether these necessary activities can actually occur within the stated timeframe for the-
majority of OTC plants for which January 1, 2015 is the proposed compliance date.

it is possible that delays in the permitting and construction of replacement power plants
or transmission lines would threaten reliability of the entire electrical grid, or within
selected LRAs, if power plants with 2015 compliance dates were required to shut down
without adequate backup. Continuous close and accurate monitoring of the affected
power plants, and any replacement infrastructure, will be needed to avoid or address

any reliability concerns that may emerge. As SWRCB management representatives at
the May 13 Scoping meeting observed, contingencies may arise that require changes to '
the rule itself or to the approved compliance schedules for specific plants.

Recommendation: The Energy Commission is willing to participate in monitoring
of power plant retirements, refitting, repowering and replacement activities, make
appropriate assessments about reliability consequences, and report its findings
and recommendations to the SWRCB. The SWRCB should be responsible for
responding to the Energy Commission findings and recommendations.

B. Role of the Statewide Task Force

The preliminary draft policy would create a Statewide Task Force to prevent disruption
in the State’s electrical power supply. The membership includes not just the Energy
Commission, CPUC and CAISO; it also includes the California Coastal Commission,
California Air Resources Board, and California State Lands Commission. As proposed




in the March 2008 report, it would assist the SWRCB in reviewing implementation plans
and schedules for each power plant. The scope of its role and the consequence of any
recommendations it would forward to the SWRCB are unclear.

The Energy Commission expects that a major role of the task force would be associated
with “fleet management” to ensure that power plant shut downs, (whether of a short
term nature for refitting, an intermediate period for repowering, or permanently as a
result of retirement) are balanced by new capacity and/or transmission upgrades to
assure continued reliability of the electric grid. At the May 13 Scoping Meeting,
numerous power plant owners advocated for a broader role for the Statewide Task
Force, generally agreeing that these agencies could assist SWRCB staff in developing
the policy itself, not just in implementing the final policy. At the May 13 Scoping Meeting,
SWRCB representatives clarified the intent to draw upon the expertise of the energy
agencies in developing the final policy as well as in its implementation.

Recommendation: The Energy Commission supports the concept of an informal
working group of the named agencies to help SWRCB staff to understand power
plant and transmission system reliability issues, and to assist SWRCB in the
development of a final policy that can achieve the environmental protection goals
while being compatible with system reliability. The roles of the individual
agencies, the responsibilities of the formal Statewide Task Force that would be
constituted once the policy is adopted, and the general topics/issues that would
likely be addressed should be specified in the policy.

~ C. Plant Versus Unit as the Object of the Requirements

The March 2008 Scoping Document and preliminary draft policy use the term “plant” as
the object of compliance. Most of the plants consist of multiple power generation units.
These units are of different ages and generating technologies. As a result, their
economic values differ and their operating profiles are unique. The preliminary draft
‘policy uses an annual capacity factor as the basis for discriminating between
compliance in 2015 and 2018, and some plants have units with recent capacity factors
- above and below the 20% threshold. Huntington Beach is an example of a plant below
the 20% threshold, but in year 2007 two of its units are above this threshold. Moreover,
the two units used the most are not both new; rather, one is new and one is older. Are
the two units below 20% required to satisfy the requirements of the policy by 2015,
while the other two units are allowed to defer compliance until 20182 Or are all four
units (collectively the piant) required to comply by 20157




SWRCB may be interpreting the existence of common intake structures for multiple
units as a rationale for treating all units within a plant in the same way. The near-term
compliance requirements appear to require that cooling water flows be roughly
correlated with plant electrical output. One of the ways that operators may implement
this requirement is to modify water flow volumes within a common intake structure to
match the number of units which are generating power. To the extent there are sensible
~ engineering options for each unit, SWRCB should permit each unit of a plant to satisfy
its requirements in individual ways.

it is essential that SWRCB clarify how the policy will be enforced. Appendix 1 provides
data on the annual capacity factor by unit using the best and most recent data available
to the Energy Commission. Since we believe data from years 2006 and 2007 are more
likely to be indicative of unit operations going forward than older data, we have provided
monthly data for those two years so that SWRCB can better understand the usage
profiles of these generating facilities. These data reveal differences in operating profiles
among units within plants.

Recommendation: The preliminary draft rule should be revised to eliminate
references to “plants” and substitute the term “unit.” To the extent that annual
capacity factor continues to be an element of the final policy, the language of the
rule should specify that all compliance activities would apply to individual power
plant units, rather than to a plant as a whole. in cases where two or more power
plant units share the same cooling water intake structure, and the near-term
compliance changes do not result in a rough correlation between water usage
with power generation output, it is reasonable to treat them as a single unit.

D. Length of History Used to Compute Annual Capacity Factor

The preliminary draft policy distinguishes between plants on the basis of annual
capacity factors establishing compliance dates with conversion to wet cooling (or the
equivalent). Appendix 1 of these comments provides annual capacity factors by unit.
‘These are similar to data included within the March 2008 Scoping Document. Both sets
of capacity factor data generally show that the OTC power plants are operating at lower
levels in recent years. We attribute this to two factors: (1) the addition of new, modern
plants to the fleet, and (2) the inability of the older steam boilers to compete
successfully in the wholesale energy market.*

4 Although these plants operate a lower levels in the energy market, inmany cases their capacity is
critical to meeting summer peak demand and inmitigating contingencies such as forced outages of other

power plants or transmission lines.




While noting this facet of power plant operations, the preliminary draft policy does not
specify the period used to compute such capacity factors even though this is a statistic
of regulatory significance. As noted, these older plants, and the individual units, are
operating less and less and thus have a recent and continuing downward pattern in their
annual capacity factors. Appendix 1, Tables 2 and 3 provide monthly capacity factors by
-unit for 2006 and 2007 showing the seasonal pattern of operation for most units. The
proposed regulations need to specify a precise period for which the annual capacity
factors are computed. In addition, is the compliance date affected by operations during
2008, while the policy is being developed, or 2009 during which the power plant
operator is developing its compliance plan, or fixed to a particular set of historic years?
These alternative interpretations should iliustrate that it is essential to create an
unambiguous compliance date for each plant, and each unit within each plant.

Recommendation: The Energy Commission does not believe that operating
practices from the earlier time period are indicative of future behavior. To the
extent that annual capacity factor continues to be used to distinguish among
plants, the average of calendar years 2006 and 2007 should be used in

- determining the date for compliance with the substantive reductions in OTC.

E. OTC Mitigation through Energy Commission Licensing Decisions

Moss Landing units 1 and 2 were permitted by the Energy Commission using OTC
technology in 2002. Energy Commission licensing conditions established an offsite
mitigation for the harm caused by OTC at the plant site. An extensive estuarine
restoration project is being carried out as part of these licensing conditions. The March
2008 Scoping Document and the preliminary proposed policy do not recognize the
extensive mitigation required by Energy Commission licensing requirements. The two
options now addressed in section 2A of the preliminary proposed policy contemplate
power plants that have not yet satisfied OTC mitigation requirements. The scope of
these draft sections is not sufficiently broad to address plants that may have already
satisfied legitimate, enforceable OTC mitigation. SWRCB staff appeared to agree that
this issue was relevant to the proposed policy when the issue was raised in comments
at the May 13, 2008 Scoping meeting. -

Recommendation: The Energy Commission believes that the licensing conditions
established for Moss Landing 1 and 2, and other similarly situated power plants,
should be considered as a form of alternative compliance. This requires a
modification of section 2A of the preliminary draft policy to authorize a case by
case consideration of whether power plant units have already implemented an
OTC mitigation mechanism such that they satisfy the policy, orcando soina
more limited manner than other power generating units’ plants.
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SECTION Ill - COMMENTS ON THE SCOPING DOCUMENT AND ASSOCIATED
MATERIALS '

A. Scoping Document

As noted in Section | of these comments, the approach SWRCB suggests in its March
2008 Scoping Document satisfies the water quality and biological concerns raised by
the Energy Commission in its September 2006 comments on the CWA 316 (b)
proposed regulations. However, the Energy Commission offers comments on the air
quality analyses in the March 2008 scoping document to provide our perspective and
recommendations for adjusting some of the assumptions. '

Table 4 of the Scoping report does not include data from 2006 and 2007, which the
Energy Commission believes is the most relevant to future operations. We recommend
adding the data from these two years, which we provide in Attachment 1, Table 1 of
these comments. SWRCB should update Table 2 to use these improved data. Further,
the more specific monthly capacity factors for years 2006 and 2007 provide a better
indication of the expected usage pattern of these units. Finally, the monthly usage

. patterns from ‘2006 and 2007 in Appendix 1, Tables 2 and 3, respectively, may provide
a much better indication of the environmental harm from air emissions. Concentrating
air emissions in the summer months is likely to be more harmful than if the emissions
were released around the year in a uniform pattern. This is the general pattern for low
annual capacity factor units.

The baseline air emissions data on page 11 appear to be inconsistent with data from
Table 3 and Figure 2. We recommend adjustments to the air emission date in Table 7 to
reflect the capacity factors for specific plants.

It is important to look at the types of power plants in the OTC power plant fleet. The data
of Table 4 show that the nuclear units are highly utilized or base loaded. The combined
cycle units appear to have intermediate capacity factors reflecting seasonal or load
following patterns of operation. The steam boilers operate rarely and mostly as peakers
or load following units. Much of the discussion in the Scoping Document addresses
energy or megawatt hours. Energy Commission believes the document shouid include
discussion of capacity or MW questions, in particular since the bulk of the fuel-fired air
pollutant and GHG-emitting portion of the OTC units are used as peaking units.

The air emission assumptions for NOx in Table 7 appear to be high. All but two of the
existing boilers in the coastal power plant fleet have selective catalytic reduction (SCR)
to control NOx. We calculate approximately 17% c.f. for the boiler in the table, or about
470.000 MWh per year. This is much higher than the 9% c.f. for the fleet in 2005,
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(calculated from data in Table 3 and Figure 2). At the most conservative emission factor
of 0.05 lbs NOX/MWhr, we calculate the emissions at 11 tons per year. Some boilers
are as high as 0.1 bs NOX/MWh or about 22 tons NOx per year. However, at a more
reasonable c.f. of 8%, the NOx numbers could be as low as 6 to 12 tons of NOx per
year from a representative 300 MW boiler.

We note that Humboldt 1 and 2 boilers have very high NOx emission rates since they
do not have SCR. The air basin, however, is in attainment of NO, and ozone, so the
NOx emissions do not create adverse air impacts, and the air district has not required
the operator to retrofit the boilers for NOx control.

Energy Commission has not reviewed the TOG, ROG, SOx, CO and PM calculations
since all the units use natural gas and will continue to do so. Use of natural gas is
considered the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for reducing emissions of
these pollutants from power plants. The resulting emissions are very low relative to
other sources and the entire inventory in any one air basin.

Regarding the NOx calculations for the combined cycle hypothetical plant, all of the
combined cycle units in Table 3 have SCR to control NOx. We suggest the NOx number
shown in Table 7 is too high. We calculate that Table 7 assumes approximately 42%
capacity factor for the combined cycle plant, or about 1,975 ,000 MWh per year. At the
current combined cycle emission factor of 0.05 Ibs NOx/MWhr, we calculate about 60
tons NOx per year, or about 72 tons per year at 51% capacuy factor (per data in Table 3
and Figure 2).

In the discussion under Air Quality (p. 51), the report states that additional fue! will have
to be consumed to make up for the reduction in capacity that accompanies a change to
alternative cooling technologies the energy loss. Again, the primary role of these
“‘peakers” is to provide capacity, or MWs, not energy, or GWh. Further, it is too
speculative to assert that the owners of the boiler units would be recuired to make up
any capacity lost at their boiler units from a shift fo alternative cooling technofog!es As
described, the boilers would have a heat rate close to 10,000 Btu/MWh after retrofit with
wet or dry cooling. This change in heat rate will affect where the unit is in the dispatch
order. Units with a better heat rate could move ahead of the retrofit boiler units. The
Energy Commission now has in its permitting process over 3,000 MW of peakers with
heat rates less than 9,000 Btu/MWh. Were these to be built, the old boiler units might
also produce less energy because they would be unable to compete with hewer units.
Many factors lead to performance changes through time.

Thus, it is misleading to assert that the retrofit boilers would be the preferred peaking
generation resource, for initial dispatch or to make-up the “lost capacity” due to
replacing OTC with the use of cooling towers. While the overall electricity system needs
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such replacement capacity, it is not the responsibility of the current asset owners to
replace that capacity.

On page 52 it is asserted that “lalccording to the USEPA, it is more likely that power
plants that do not operate at fuil capacity on an annual basis will burn additiona! fuel to
make up for their energy loss.” This is not substantiated, and may not apply to California
and how the “peaking” boilers fit into the system. A reference and a more detailed
discussion should be provided, since this assertion is critical to many of the conclusions
in the report.

The NOx values in Tables 14 and 15 should be adjusted, using more representative
emission factors for existing or new power plants. The MW, MWh generated, or hours
operated associated with the data in the tables should be provided, so that it is clear
what the numbers reiate to.

In the discussion under Dry Cooling System (p. 57), it is unclear what is meant by “[d]ry
cooling systems still use water to recirculate between the generator and the cooling
system.” The generator is generally air or gas cooled. The steam turbine does exhaust
to the air-cooled condenser with the condensate being recirculated to the boiler. This is
the boiler feedwater, and with blowdown, there is a need for a stream of boiler
feedwater makeup.

On page 77 in Table 18, footnote (e) incorrectly identifies Moss Landing Units Gand7
as simple cycle. They are steam boiler units.

B. Associated Reports

Following release of the Scoping Document on March 22, 2008, the SWRCB issued a
supplemental study undertaken by the Ocean Protection Council for the SWRCB
entitled Electric Grid Reliability Impacts from Regulation of Once-Through Cooling in
California. This study examines the costs and reliability consequences of various
alternative scenarios of retirement of OTC power plants and of transmission system
upgrades. This effort builds on previous studies conducted by the Energy Commission
on aging power plants for the 2007 Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR) proceeding.
In order to facilitate the Ocean Protection Council study, Energy Commission staff
advised Ocean Protection Council’s contractor (Ventyx) about the interpretation of these
earlier studies, but does not sponsor or endorse the results.

Because it used a more detailed transmission system analysis than the Energy
Commission was able to use in its 2007 |IEPR study, one might expect the Ventyx
results to be more accurate. While the Ventyx reliability study made an attempt to
discern a range of costs of compliance, it describes a range of cost impacts that include
inexplicably low vaiues. This may be a consequence of examining groups of power

11




plants rather than individual plants. The single recommendation in this report builds
upon a frank self-assessment that more study was needed than resources and time
permitted, thus it recommends more detailed study such as is now underway in the
CAISO stakeholder process.

The definitive study of aging plant retirement, repowering and transmission line
upgrades is now underway through the CAISO-organized stakeholder process, and will
not be completed until late 2008, or perhaps later, if recent reports of delays are
accurate. As discussed more fully in Section IV of these comments, the Energy
Commission believes a full understanding of the tradeoffs between repowering current
OTC power plant units, retiring them through transmission system upgrades, or
developing replacement capacity at other locations cannot be achieved until this
CAISO-organized stakeholder study has been completed and reviewed in detail.

Recommendation: The Energy Commission recommends that the CAISO
stakeholder study now scheduled for completion in 2009 shouid be relied upon
for determining the costs and feasibility of various repowering, refitting or
transmission system upgrades for each specific OTC power plant.

SECTION IV - COMMENTS ON ENERGY AND REGULATORY AGENCY
CONSEQUENCES

In this section, the Energy Commission describes challenges to the utilities, energy
regulatory agencies, and CAISO in implementing the final rule adopted by the SWRCB.
The comments in this section presume that something like the preliminary draft policy is
adopted. Whether the detailed recommendations in Section Il of these comments are
accepted or not, the challenges described below will remain. We emphasize that these
are challenges for which there are no easy solutions. Our recommendations involve
processes to be pursued, rather than specific decisions that can be made now. The
Statewide Task Force is an important element of the proposed policy, because it offers
a vehicle to ensure that the agencies continue to coordinate.

A. Challenges to Planning and Procurement of Replader_nent Infrastructure

As noted on page 3 of these comments, the Energy Commission expects that many
power plant units, representing a substantial amount of the capacity subject to the
proposed policy, will be retired or repowered by their owners rather than comply with the
requirements through refitting. Generally, these are aging power plants that are too old
and inefficient to justify undertaking the refitting actions required in the rule. From the
owner’s perspective, adding costs to a plant that is marginally able to compete in energy
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markets, or just “getting by” from capacity payments through resource adequacy
contracts, could render the plant, or specific units at the plant, no longer sufficiently
profitable to sustain continued operations.

Most of the power plant operators speaking at the May 13 Scoping meeting in
Sacramento offered this same assessment. The Energy Commission’s current
assumption is that a large number of new power plants (including repowers) and/or
transmission line upgrades will be required as replacements for the retired plants/units.
Some units may be able to survive even with refitting costs. Managing this transition
from these older plants to new infrastructure requires substantial changes to the
“husiness as usual’ planning and procurement processes that exist today.

The Energy Commission uses the term “fleet management” to describe a complex

process to determine whether an individual power plant should, from a purely economic

perspective. _

(1) refit and thus be expected to be operational for years to come;

(2) be repowered in place making use of existing transmission lines,
substations, and switchyards,

(3) be replaced by a new power plant at a nearby location that provides the
same reliabiiity services as the plant retired; or

(4) be retired with no replacement at that location, as allowed by upgrading
the transmission system to eliminate the need for an increment of local
capacity and providing replacement capacity somewhere else.

This process does not simply examine each power plant by itself, instead, preliminary
determinations for each power plant are examined in conjunction with all other power
plants that interact with that power plant to satisfy local reliability needs in a given area,
as well as aggregate system-wide supply/demand balance concerns. This result will
essentially determine “need” for a specific set of refits, repowers, retirements and
transmission line upgrades.

The term “fleet management” provides a greater sense of clarity about the choices that
power plant owners will make than is actually available to the energy agencies and the
CAISO. Only the owners of the facilities fully understand the costs to comply with a
proposed rule or to develop new infrastructure. An analytic study may reach a particular
conclusion about a generating plant repowering versus a transmission upgrade, but the
owners are likely to understand these costs better than any study could achieve. In
addition, an analytical result cannot, of course, substitute for the corporate decision-
making of a large number of generating companies or even the transmission line
‘component of the regulated utilities. Only these entities understand their other
investment opportunities, the relative risks and rewards of these other options
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compared to OTC plant or transmission line investments, capital or credit limitations,
and other financial parameters. As these entities exercise their own corporate decision-
making, some modifications to this list should be expected. These can be _
accommodated, but only by simultaneously reviewing interactions with other elements
of the list affecting local and system reliability.

Once the appropriate planning studies have been conducted to make an analytic set of
determinations, the hard work begins - coordinatihg the decisions of the power plant
owner, the tfransmission owner, load serving entities that procure the electricity, and the
state and local government agencies must be effectively accomplished. These entities
must be involved in making compatible decisions about 1) “what” actions are needed
and 2) “when” such actions must be carried out. Of course, such activities would not
happen in isolation. Power plant owners are facing major chailenges from the green
house gas compliance mechanisms under development by ARB pursuant to the
requirements of AB32. As the AB32 implementation process becomes more clear over
time, the viability of refitting specific power plants, repowers at existing sites, or
development of new power plants from the GHG perspective will affect the decisions the
plant owners make from an OTC compliance perspective.

This coordinated work is the “fleet management” challenge, much of which is outside

- the scope of the SWRCB 316(b) rule or the NPDES permitting processes of the regional
water quality control boards that will implement the policy. The SWRCB and regional
boards must recognize this “fleet management” challenge in implementing any variant
of the preliminary draft policy to achieve its desired goals under the realities of the
currently fragmented structure and governance of the electricity industry.

Recommendation: A “working group” composed of the same entities enumerated
as participants in the Statewide Task Force should assist SWRCB staff in
developing a final form of the policy. That policy should create a framework for
individual power plant owners to propose implementation actions compatible
with reliability requirements resulting from the CAISO study. Once the SWRCB
adopts the final OTC policy, the formal Statewide Task Force should use the
CAISO stakeholder results when reviewing the individual power plant
implementation plans and in making its recommendations to the SWRCB.

B. Procurement Authority

By D.07-12-052, the CPUC authorized investor-owned utilities (10Us) to procure
generation resources sufficient to accommodate the Energy Commission’s aging power
plant retirement/repowering pelicy. However, the CPUC did not direct the IOUs to
undertake targeted procurement of generation resources that satisfy the LRA needs
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now provided by potentially retired OTC power plants. Nor are publicly owned utilities
necessarily adopting policies to address this procurement need.

In addition, procurement that enables competition between transmission system
upgrades and power plant development was not contemplated in the CPUC proceeding,
so no clear authority to run procurement prooésses that explicitly address such tradeoffs
has been granted. Clearly, when compliance with the proposed rule is considered, there
is a need to find the least cost infrastructure to assure local reliability, which is the
function most OTC power plants now serve and, if not retired and replaced, can be
expected to serve in the future. As our GHG implementation plans continue to develop,
energy efficiency, demand response, and renewable generating technologies will also
play increasingly strong roles. ‘

The Energy Commission expects that the CPUC will have to ascertain how IOU
procurement practices must change to allow this much more targeted procurement than
has occurred in past 10U generation resource solicitations. The Energy Commission
believes that the CPUC should review its procurement authorization decisions to
determine what changes are needed to facilitate targeted procurement so that IOUs can
be expected to act in the manner discussed above, pursuant to the final rule, and if not,
determine how to address these deficiencies in the current 2008 LTPP rulemaking.

Recommendation: Once compliance implementation gets underway, part of the
monitoring activities we recommended in Section Il.a of these comments should
include an assessment of whether utilities are making adequate progress in their
targeted procurement endeavors. If they are, then, contingent upon this

replacement resource development (including repowering options), compliance |
of OTC power plants through retirement would be feasible.

C. Licensing of Replacement Infrastructure
The prospect of substantial retirement of existing OTC capacity means that a major

power plant licensing challenge exists for the Energy Commission, and a major
transmission line permitting challenge exists for the municipal utilities and the CPUC.?®

5 Energy Commission licensing jurisdiction for power plant repowering of facilities not originally
licensed by the Energy Commission is currently limited to those instances in which anet increase in
capacity of 50MW or more is proposed by the applicant. This means that for many OTC power plants
that local entities will be making key decisions affecting the viability of repower projects, and their
reviews may not give weight to “need” considerations irrespective of the views of state energy agencies.

6 Transmission line licensing can generally be accomplished by a municip al utility itself, and for the
IOU transmission lines operated by the CAISO the licensing authority is the CPUC.
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Because of the unique role played by existing power plants within the existing

~ transmission system, their retirement wili require either replacement generation or new
transmission, or a combination of both. A large number of licensing applications wili

. potentially be underway nearly simultaneously in several parts of the state, and
especially in Southern California.

Based on the Energy Commission’s permitting/licensing experiences, local opposition
can be expected to challenge proposed replacement infrastructure in most cases.
These challenges could cause delays beyond those normally expected for individual
facilities. Normal project development, licensing, and construction lead times are
already of direct concern for a 2015 compliance date for the majority of the capacity -
affected by the preliminary draft policy.

Recommendation: The Energy Commission proposes that the SWRCB, other
agencies, and possibly other entities assist in public outreach to communities
potentially affected by proposed projects. For proposed facilities outside our.
jurisdiction, the Energy Commission could offer guidance to those regulatory
entities that request the assistance.

D. Increasing Competition for Limited Water Supplies

Eliminating or drastically reducing the use of ocean water for power plant cooling in
California could significantly increase the competition for the State’s limited water
supply. Even low water use power generation technologies have some uses for water.
SWRCB has a current policy, adopted by the Energy Commission for its licensing of
new power plants, that limits the use of fresh water for power plant cooling. This policy
will help to address this water competition challenge by continuing to encourage the
development and use of alternative water sources and cooling technologies.
Nevertheless, this challenge is expected to add incrementally to the difficulty of siting
large thermal power plants in California. The Energy Commission will continue to
pursue, through its research and development activities, alternative technologies to
address these power plant cooling issues.

Recommendation: The Energy Commission suggests that as power plants
submit their compliance plans as part of the implementation of the SWRCB
coastal and estuarine power plant water usage policy that the use of alternate
water supplies be considered when wet cooling technologies are proposed.
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Appendix 1

Data in the following tables was derived based on the following: nuclear energy data from
FERC Form 1 1898-2002: 2003-2007 from EIA 960, because earlier years could not be
downloaded due to website problems. Otherwise, CEMS data was used for energy.

Table 1 provides annual capacity factors for 1998 through 2007.
Table 2 provides monthly capacity factors for year 2006.

Table 3 provides monthly capacity factors for year 2007
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Table 1: Once-Through-Cooling Plants
Annual Capacity Factors (per cent)

in-
Facility Name service
Unit Year MW ‘98 ‘99 ‘00 ‘o ‘02 ‘03 ‘04 ‘05 ‘06 ‘07

Alamitos L 1956 175 5 2 6 10 9 8 6 3 4 2

2 1957 175 6 5 17 . 20 1 g 7 2 3 2

3 1961 326 18 24 33 45 37 38 25 10 18 19

4 1962 324 18 18 42 47 25 22 20 ) 8 10

5 1969 485 21 24 50 66 34 20 25 9 9 9

8 1966 485 19 16 40 63 15 18 11 10 11 7

B 1064 340 24 41 44 61 28 2 4 1 1 1
Contra Costa

7 1964 340 38 38 48 49 37 16 21 10 4 3

1 1885 1103 29 75 86 102 92
Diablo Canyon 89 86 88 94 85

2 1986 1099 80 83 98 88 101

3 1964 335 14 28 27 23 34 23 9 12 11 ]
El Segundo

4 1965 335 20 28 41 55 43 19 8 10 g 9
Encina 1 1954 107 3 6 26 35 14 11 17 14 4 6

2 1956 104 4 14 23 38 18 15 23 17 10 5
{Carlsbad 3 1958 110 16 25 22 45 18 20 38 19 11 )
Energy Center
Project) 4 1973 300 27 42 44 57 33 34 44 31 18 8

5 1978 330 23 48 39 41 34 38 42 20 19 12
Harbor 1 1994 227 27 15 47 30 30 24 16 15 10 9
Haynes 1 1962 200 20 27 54 19 24 33 33 24 13 29

2 1963 200 18 26 44 51 31 24 33 20 25 22

5 1966 318 0 18 35 38 16 36 12 18 10 4

6 1967 318 1 18 12 13 20 1" 13 3 5 17




Table 1: Once-Through-Cooling Plants
Annual Capacity Factors (per cent)

In-
Faciiity Name service .
Unit Year | MW ‘08 ‘99 ‘00 ‘01 ‘02 | ‘03 | ‘04 ‘05 ‘06 ‘07
1 1958 215 25 23 24 34 32 35 36 24 19 21
Huntington 2 1958 215 20 17 40 35 34 35 38 21 14 6
Beach
Mandalay 1 1959 218 16 35 66 52 24 14 15 7
2 1959 218 15 31 65 53 27 18 20 11 10 15
3 | 1962 300 32 44 70 67 18 5 8 8 7 1
Morro Bay
5 4 6 5 8

Moss Landing

7 1968 702 38 3 79 77 % | 11 | 12 4 1 10
Ormond 1 1971 86 | 6 5 7 a0 % | 10 18 2 0 5
Beach 2 1973 806 9 16 39 39 16 | 15 13 5 6 9

5 1960 325 26 T ry; 53 8 | 26 23 72 7 3
Pittsburg 6 1961 325 34 26 36 61 24 7 20 7 5 2

7 1972 720 37 27 53 71 A | 17 9 2 2 1
Potrero 3 1956 207 60 3 54 54 20 | 43 45 21 28 26

5 1954 179 ) 5 8 10 5 ) 7 | 1 z 7
Redondo ) 1957 175 3 2 17 23 3 2 7 1 2 2
Beach 7 1967 293 21 ) 40 62 21 1 16 5 ) 6

) 1967 493 25 18 23 52 21 8 10 3 5 4
San Onofre 2 1983 1127 98 82 90 68 84

: 89 84 92 77 91
3 1984 1127 87 71 9 69 90
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Table 1: Once-Through-Cooling Plants
* Annual Capacity Factors (per cent)

In-

Facility Name service :
Unit Year | MW ‘08 ‘99 ‘00 ‘01 ‘02 | ‘03 | ‘04 ‘05 ‘06 ‘07
Scattergood 1 1958 179 3 22 10 31 27 27 29 10 18 18
)y _ 2 1959 179 36 33 40 22 31 28 28 29 18 25
3 1974 445 | 15 26 34 23 6 34 2 | 12 24 | 20
South Bay 1 . 1960 210 | 28 33 39 33 23 22 29 30 22 9
2 1962 214 24 25 26 32 23 24 | 32 22 19 10
3 1964 210 18 28 33 a1 16 22 31 24 7 13
4 1971 214 7 9 18 10 4 3 13 7 5 8
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Table 2: Once-Through-Cooling Plants
2006 Monthly Capacity Factors (per cent)
Facility
Name Unit | Jan | Feb | Mar | Apr | May | Jun Jul | Aug | Sep | Oct | Nov Dec
Alamitos 1 22 2.6 0.3 9.6 0.3 14| 238 0.3 0.7 0.0 0.0 1.2
2 0.0 0.0 3.0 13 0.0 34| 251 0.0 05 0.0 0.0 0.4
3 93| 124 1.0 196 | 231 | 264 | 394 | 190 193, 134 87 16.7
4 0.1 0.7 32 77 47| 221| 336 77 8.4 0.0 40 33
5 0.0 0.0 07 12.2 00§ 213 | 448 | 1.7} 143 0.0 0.0 0.0
6 00 0.0 0.0 97| 2261 206, 468 | 168 102 0.0 0.0 0.0
Contra 6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 9.0 0.4 00| .00 0.0 0.0
Costa .
7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 64 | 203 7.9 7.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
) 1 102.9 | 103.4 | 1035 | 1031 | 1025 | 103.0 | 1032 | 102.8 | 1031 1028 | 957 | 1028
Diablo
Canyon 2 984 | 989 | 99.0 519 | 11.1 | 1036 | 103.8 | 103.1 | 103.2 | 103.0 | 10341 81.3
El Segundo 3 10.8 00| 123 196 | 173] 2481 231 | 112 106 0.0 5.1 0.0
4 9.1 7.0 6.8 10.6 94 | 169 291 | 142| 103 0.0 0.0 0.0
Encina 1 15.2 4.0 0.4 49 00| - 40| 1889 07 38 0.0 0.0 0.0
2 001 298| 317 17.6 0.0 89| 220 13 13 36 0.0 0.9
(Carlshad 3 :
Energy ol 273! 380 23.2 0.0 95| 239 7.8 0.7 74 0.0 0.8
Center '
. 4 275 | 280 1.7 202 | 106! 154 | 338 | 206!} 180 661 15.1 7.8
Project)
5 243 | 309 | 352 0.0 411 175 365 | 130 91| 136 257 18.0
Harbor 1 101 | 0.0 03 17| 119 ] z204% 379 182 7.1 0.9 9.0 1.3
Haynes 1 198 | 293 | 311 00| 00| 231 347 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.9
2 1.5 00| 107 228 | 346 | 1567 | 302 | 244 397 | 304 402 14.2
5 0.0 0.0 3.8 32.3 0.0 00| 219 464 | 188 0.0 0.0 0.0
6 0.0 6.1 0.0 11.9 0.0 00| 331 7.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

21




Table 2: Once-Through-Cooling Plants

2006 Monthly Capacity Factors {per cent)

Facility
Name

Unit

Huntington
Beach

Jan

212

Feb

155

Mar

Apr | May

Jun

Jul

37.5

Aug

276

Sep

295

Oct

6.0

Nov

0.0

Dec

16.4

Mandalay
2 | 00| 00| 00| 007 111|110 425|140 234 00| 60 72
3 | 00] 00| 00[ 00| 122|201 358] 00| 64 00] 00 52
Morro Bay .
4 | 04] 00 00] 00| 700| 99337 07]103| 00] 00] 00
Moss
Landing
7 | 60 00| 00] 18] 316|168 37.7] 216 121] 00] 00| 32
ormond 1 00] 00! 00] 00| 00| 00| 24| 00| 03] 00| 00 ©0
Beach 2 00| 00f 00| 21| 48[ 107|351 81]150] 00| 00| 00
5 | 00| 53| 55]220| 00 50]231] 00] 00| 59220 713
Pittsburg 6 | 00 72| 00[ 00| 189 44|299| 00| 00] 00] 041 00
7 | 00 00[ 00 00| 00| 74]107] 00] 00| 00] 00| 00
Potrero 3 |465|405[413 (174 | 242261 251 | 234 | 255|306 58 286
5 [ 00 16| 03] 31| 08| 30| 92] 08| 13 60 11 00
Redondo 6 00] 16| 13] 35 00| 10| 107] 07 0.4 00| 01| 02
Beach 7 | 00| 00| 00[337| 45| 44|323| 00| 03] 00| 00| o0
8 | 00 00 00f 00| 33[208]304] 38| 42| 00] 00| 00
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Table 2: Once-Through-Cooling Plants
2006 Monthly Capacity Factors (per cent)

Facility

Name Unit | Jan | Feb Mar Apr | May | Jun | Jul Aug | Sep | Oct | Nov, Dec

San Onofre 2 63| -05| -18{175] 97.8)99.1! 986 993! 994 | 99.6 | 99.8 | 1000
3 99.9 | 99.6 | 901 . 00| 675|995 988996995 4301 -04 | 27.7

Scattergood 1 284 | 2787181 00 09| 60| 1242841307271 92| 245
2 001 38| 216327 343]|39.0| 340 126 | 00l 0.0]| 314 4.3
3 00| 00| 221|298 721146 | 472|289 | 442|276 38.0. 271

South Bay 1 358 (388435 55 3512191 206 187 | 158 | 229| 86 23.2
2 207|342 312|103 102|186 | 217|174 | 142} 67 196 | 127
3 2.1 001 221|265 121 00| 128| 44| 63| 3.8, 05 50
163 64 25| 64| 00| 91| 190 27| 00[ 00) 33} 10
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Table 3; Once-Through-Cooling Plants
2007 Monthly Capacity Factors (per cent)
Facility Name | Unit [ Jan | Feb | Mar Apr | May | Jun | Jul Aug | Sep | Oct | Nov | Dec
1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13 421 104 1.7 24 0.0 0.4
2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 72| 119 3.5 27 0.0 0.0
3 38 0.0 66 8.9 84| 256 395 455 184 165| 258 | 113
Alamitos :
4 0.0 7.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 72 2021 207 452 87 2.8 9.5
5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 31) 450 | 337( 138 0.0 0.0 0.0
6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 58| 106 404 | 127 9.3 0.0 0.0
6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 09| 24| 112 29 0.0 0.0 0.0
Contra Costa
7 00 0.0 0.0 00 1.7 16 48] 249 53 0.0 0.0 0.0
1 1033 | 1031 | 1035 | o998 2311028 | 103.7 | 76.7 | 1037 | 10361 102.8 | @86
Diablo Canyon
2 1034 1 1030 | 1029 | 96.3 | 1019 | 1026 | 1025 | 1009 | 1021 | 102.0 1009 ] 932
3 36 0.0 11 0.0 05| 138} 241 329 | 179{ 124 5.4 0.1
El Segundo
4 1.0 04 2.0 1.2 438 97| 207 | 378 158 6.7 55 0.0
1 0.2 0.4 0.0 1.5 37 0.0 1.7 6.3 53] 162 | 206/| 168
Encina 2 15 0.0 0.0 1.4 3.0 0.0 1.6 8.1 38| 178 157 1.7
(Carisbad 3 Y 1 2 06| 34| 1 1 207 21.2| 204
) . ) . 7 . y \ 11. . ) 3
Energy Center 4 00 6 07 6
Project) 4 38| 06] o3| 37] 95| 02| 72| 237| 107 29| 511 81
5 5.0 2.5 0.0 0.0 82| 105 116} 198 | 67| 266 185| 284
Harbor 1 10.1 0.0 03 17| 1.9 204 | 379 | 182 7.1 0.9 9.0 1.3
Haynes 1 318 | 362 | 222 360 296 359 163 | 442 | 387 142 301 141
2 28.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10| 460 204 | 101 | 489 | 557 | 304
5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15| 323 6.1 6.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
6 0.0 00| 329; 458 0.2 00| 440 4886 | 280 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Table 3: Once-Through-Cooling Plants

2007 Monthly Capacity Factors (per cent)

Facility Name

Huntington
_Beach
1.0 0.0 0.0 001 102] 131 161} 310 1.7 165 1.0 38
Mandalay ' .
20 0.0 22 16| 21.0| 236| 258| 340 147 | 255 261 11.0
Morro Bay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 61| 180} 305 | 493 180 438 0.0 86
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 48| 120] 209 | #.3| 114 49 0.0 0.0

Moss Landing

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 345 19.7

16.0

0.0

0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00| 277 | 395 | 2537 21.0 0.0 0.0 9.8

Ormond 0.0 00| - 00 1.6 0.0 33! 221 | 177 7.2 56 16 0.0
Beach

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00| 1137 273 | 287 | 127 | 125 88 6.9

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 33| 220 5.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

Pittsburg ool oo| oo| ool oo| os| 28| 12| 85 00| 16[ 00

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 42 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0

Potrero 258 | 338 | 328 145| 2333 174 | 265| 308 228 | 3051 2417 242

0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 1.1 37 6.5 1.7 3.9 0.0 0.0

Redondo 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 27 27 5.9 0.9 55 0.0 0.0
Beach

0.0 0.0 0.4 0.1 3.9 00 37.1| 190 125 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 64| 103 | 242 | 107 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Table 3: Once-Through-Cooling Plants
2007 Monthly Capacity Factors (per cent)

Facility Name | Unit [ Jan | Feb | Mar Apr | May | Jun | Jul | Aug [ Sep | Oct | Nov | Dec

2 98.9 | 1000 | 1001 § 1001 | 994 | 5906 | 983 87.9| 991 | 77.5| 822 -07
San Onofre

3 97.1 | 1007 | 1005 | 1003 | ¢.9| 998 999 | 994 1001 | 264 68.0 | 1002

1 50 283 273 | 1.3 0.0 28| M| 382 185 120 113| 289
Scattergood 2 31.5 17 00] 236 | 306 360 385 137 | 292 425 473 438

3 43.4 8.3 0.0 0.0 00 334 | 430 | 484 66| 210 308 0.0

1 52 2.8 1.3 0.0 36 0.9 40| 137 53 270 331 157

2 10.8 6.5 4.4 0.0 0.0 15 2.3 8.3 58| 269 183 289
South Bay

3 15 0.0 07 0.0 60| 116 266 | 250 | 209 | 11.8| 170| 345

4 0.0 1.2 0.8 0.0 0.0 38 20 6.8 48| 290| 212 | 265

26




e

RER TN TR R T

TJudie Panneton - Clean Beaches Initiative info Page 1}

From: William Rukeyser ,

To: susannah.rosenblatt@latimes.com
Date: 5/21/2008 12:14:26 PM

Subject: Clean Beaches Initiative info

As promised by Judie Panneton:
CBI GRANTS AT HEAL THE BAY 2008 BEACH BUMMERS

The Stat Water Board’s Clean Beaches Initiative (CBI) grants program has funded 102 projects since it
was started under the 2001 Budget Act, largely with voter-approved bonds. The grants are awarded on an
application basis and the projects are built by the local governments or nonprofit agencies that are
responsible for each of the beaches.

Under the law and the operating philosophy of the Clean Beaches Initiative, the program focuses on
improving dry weather (the busiest times of the year) water conditions at California’s busiest beaches.
Projects concentrate on diverting dry-weather storm drains or otherwise preventing bacteria and other
contaminants from going into the ocean. Heal the Bay has been a partner from the start of the CBl in
choosing locations and projects for funding.

. To totally achieve the priorities of the Water Boards and Heal the Bay, a combination of regulation,
education and financial incentives is necessary. In Los Angeles County, the Regional Water Board has
imposed a bacterial total maximum daily load (TMDL) poliution fimit.

Regarding the 10 beaches on Heal the Bay's Beach Bummers list, some State Water Board grants have
been approved as follows:

STATE WATER BOARD CLEAN INITIATIVE GRANTS:

- Poche Beach (Orange) — In July of 2008, a new Uttra Violet treatment system is expected to start up to
improve water quality, thanks to a $1.5 million Clean Beach Initiative Grant. Urban runoff (from a flood
channel) has been the main source of bacterial contamination at this beach.

North Beach Doheny — (Orange)

A $38,500 CBI project was completed in September 2003, reducing bacteria in the San Juan Creek. The
City of Dana Point constructed a treatment and low flow diversion project that diverts 100% of the dry
weather flows from the North Creek Storm Drain to the sanitary sewer system.

Cabrillo Beach Harborside — (Los Angeles) — A $2 million project is expected to be completed in
December of 2008 that includes the removal of an abandoned sanitary sewer line, the destruction of a
rock pile that hinders water circulation, as well as the design and construction of a bird exclusion structure
to deter birds from the area, thereby reducing water pollution.

Another phase of this project was completed in August of 2004 when the City of Los Angeles used
$$1,250,000 to identify and repair the causes that contributed to high bacterial levels at the beach.
Repairs were made to malfunctioning sewer and storm drains and bird exclusion structures.

Avalon Beach on Catalina Island (Los Angeles)—In 2004, a CBI project was completed using $500,000
{from Prop. 13 funds) that installed pier improvements including a bird control measures under the pier to
keep them from roosting and polluting the water, repair of plumbing under the wharf and requiring
inspections two times a year, modifying fish cleaning stations to keep fish remains from being thrown into
the ocean, and changing street wash down procedures to prevent polluted water from going down storm
drains and into the ocean

A $1,355,000 project that includes repairing home and business sewer pipes (laterals) that are connected
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to the main sewer line to reduce sewage leaks. The funding also pays for research studies concerning
the extent and possible remediation of Séwage contamination in shallow groundwater. . For the most
part, Avalon Beach has received HTB “F” grades since 2005,

LONG BEACH — (MULTIPLE LOCATIONS IN LOS ANGELES)
Colorado Lagoon

An approximate $3.9 M water quality and water circulation project is scheduled for completion in
September, 2009. It includes the construction of four low-flow diversions to the sanitary sewer system and
several bioswales. (Bioswales are landscape elements designed to remove silt and pollution from surface
runoff water.) The modification of the culvert leading to Marine Stadium wit} improve water circulation.

With the exception of Colorado Lagoon, CB! Program has not received any proposals or funded any
projects for the beaches in Long Beach.

Santa Monica Pier (Los Angeles) - in October, 2003, a $350,000 CBI project was compieted that included
repairing leaking sewer lines under the pier; placing nets under the pier to eliminate bird roosting;

- changing piumbing at fish cleaning sinks so that fish waste is sent to treatment plants instead of directly
into the ocean, and installing a sealed trash compactor and plastic trash bins to replace the leaking trash
bins and garbage storage containers. Since 2005, the Santa Monica Pier has received F grades in Health
the Bay reports. (While the CBi project has succeeded at deterring some birds from polluting the water,
staff believes birds are birds continue to pollute the water because they are attracted by the many food
businesses on the pier and by homeless encampments under the pier.) Santa Monica pier does not have
a current CBI pier project.

Marie Canyon Storm Drain (in Malibu)
The CBI Program has not received any proposals or funded any projects for the Marie Canyon Storm
Drain at Puerco Beach.

Campbell Cove State Park Beach {Sonoma)

Completed in March of 2004, a $285,000 Clean Beaches initiative grant funded a county tidal circulation
study and water quality testing to determine potential sources and pathways of contamination. Testing of
pit privies and implementation of dog-waste control measures were also conducted. As a resuilt of the
study and investigation, abatement options were proposed

A $171,000 project, completed in March of 2008, connected two restroom facilities and the dump station
at Westside Park to the sewer system. The restrooms and dump station were previously using a septic
system, which was prone to failure.

Clam Beach County Park — (Humboldt)

The CBI Program has not received any proposals or funded any projects at Clam Beach County Park.
Pismo Beach Pier — (San Luis Obispo)

Completed in June of 2002, this $1.2 project included the design and construction of a new wastewater lift
station to replace the existing Addie Street Lift Station. It now provides the capacity to handle increased .
voiumes of infiltration and inflow into the sanitary sewer system during heavy rain events. This grant was

successful at eliminating sewage spills at the Addie Street Lift Station.

A recently awarded $660,368 project will work to identify the biological sources of fecal contamination as
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well as the physical and environmental factors that influence fecal indicator bacteria (FBI) levels in the
ocean waters at Pismo Beach, CA.

William L. Rukeyser

Public Affairs Director

State Water Resources Control Board
(916) 341-7365
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Judie Panneton - Gold says - local governments responsible for beach cleanup

From: Judie Panneton
To: Dorothy Rice; EO; Jonathan Bishop; Tom Howard
Subject: Gold says - local governments responsible for beach cleanup

Per Bill Rukeyser's request, I am sending you this article...the first we've read...that quotes Mark
Gold saying that local government has the responsibility to solve water quality problems:

- Water quality in Long Beach drags down state quality rating
From wire reports as report in Press-Telegram (Long Beach)

Article Launched: 05/21/2008 11:37:02 AM PDT

SANTA MONICA - For the third straight year, Los Angeles County had the worst overall beach water quality in
the state, including five of the 10 lowest-rated beaches, according to the 18th annual Beach Report Card
prepared by the environmental group Heal the Bay.

According to the report, Los Angeles County did show some improvement, with 71 percent of its beaches
receiving positive grades of A or B, as opposed to 57 percent last year. But the county still had the worst water
quality in the state, mainly due to major water quality issues in several Long Beach locations, Heal the Bay
reported.

The group noted that one of the reasons Los Angeles County lags in water quality is the fact that its moenitoring
agencies collect samples directly in front of flowing storm drains and creeks. Several of the county's heaches
that ranked among the worst in the state, however, are not near storm drains, including Avalon Harbor, Cabrillo
Beach and several in Long Beach.

Meanwhile, 92 percent of Santa Monica Bay beaches received A or B grades during the dry weather months, an
improvement over the past two years.

Overall, California overail had the best dry-weather beach water quality on record during 2007-08, according to
the Beach Report Card. :

Of the 517 statewide beaches in the survey, 93 percent received grades of A or B during the high-traffic
summer beach season -- an 8 percent improvement from the previous season.

The group attributed the record-low winter rainfall in Southern California to providing the generally improved
water quality. Only 29 beaches, or 7 percent, received D or F grades across the state.

"The Report Card is great news for the millions of people that visit California’s beaches each year," said Mark
Gold, president of Heal the Bay. "But it also demonstrates that stormwater pollution was as bad this winter as it
was a decade ago. Local governments have a long way to go before making beaches safe year-round."

The worst 10 beaches in the state, according to the report, were:
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- Avalon Harbor Beach on Catalina Island;

-- Santa Monica Municipal Pier;

-- Poche Beach (Orange Couinty);

-- Norfh Beach Doheny (Orange County);

-- Marie Canyon Drain at Puerco Beach;

-~ Cabrillo Beach harborside;

-- Long Beach, muitiple locations;

- Campbeil Cove State Park Beach (Sonoma County);

-- Clam Beach County Park near Strawberry Creek (Humboldt County); and

-- Pismo Beach Pier (San Luis Obispo County),

http://www.presstelegram.com/news/ci 9334803
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