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CHAPTER 2: ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

INTRODUCTION

The environmental checklist provides a standardueti@an tool to identify a project's
adverse environmental impacts. This checklist tiles and evaluates potential adverse
environmental impacts that may be created by tbpgsed project.

GENERAL INFORMATION

Project Title: Southern California Edison “Peakerbject
Lead Agency Name: South Coast Air Quality Managedrestrict
Lead Agency Address: 21865 Copley Drive, Diamond B#& 91765

CEQA Contact Person andichael Krause (909) 396-2706
Phone Number:

Project Sponsor's Name: Southern California EJ{S®E)
Project Sponsor's Address: 2244 Walnut Grove AveRosemead CA 91770

Project Sponsor’'s Contact Nader Mansour (626) 302-9459
Person and Phone Number:

General Plan Designation: Light Manufacturing
Zoning: Light Manufacturing (M-1)
Description of Project: The proposed project cdssié the installation and operation of a

new LM 6000 standby “peaking” gas turbine generatut at the
proposed project site. The project site is locatgthin the
northeast portion of SCE’s Center Substation prypat 10601
Firestone Boulevard, in the City of Norwalk.

Surrounding Land Uses andThe proposed project site is bordered to the eabtsauth by the

Setting: existing Center Substation. The project site isdered to the
north by a horticultural nursery located on sulistajproperty.
Adjacent to the eastern boundary of the Centert&tibs property
is the 605 Freeway and residential housing. Thstation itself
is bordered to the south by a gasoline servicaostaiand a
miniature golf recreational facility.

Other Public Agencies City of Norwalk
Whose Approval is
Required:
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON CENTER PEAKER PROJECT

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT AREAS

The following environmental impact areas have lessessed to determine their potential to
be affected by the proposed project. As indic&tgdhe checklist on the following pages,
environmental topics marked with aw™ may be adversely affected by the proposed
project. An explanation relative to the determimratof impacts can be found following the
checklist for each area.

O Aesthetics [0  Agriculture Resources M Air Quality

0 Biological Resources [0 Cultural Resources O Energy

O Geology/Soils [0 Hazards & Hazardous I Hydrology/
Materials Water Quality

O Land Use/Planning [0 Mineral Resources 0 Noise

O Population/Housing 1 Public Services [0 Recreation

O  Solid/Hazardous Waste [1  Transportation/ O  Mandatory
Traffic Findings of

Significance
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CHAPTER 2: ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

O

Date: December 27, 2006 Signature:

| find the proposed project COULD NOT have a sigaifit effect on the environment,
and that a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could ehar significant effect on the
environment, there will not be significant effeatsthis case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the girggponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a sigrafit effect(s) on the environment,
and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a "paigly significant impact” on the
environment, but at least one effect 1) has beaguwately analyzed in an earlier
document pursuant to applicable legal standardd, 2n has been addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analgsideacribed on attached sheets. An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it musnalyze only the
effects that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project couldrena significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significanfeets (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATOpursuant to applicable
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigatedupnt to that earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigeon measures that are
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing furihezquired.

St S mith

Steve Smith, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON CENTER PEAKER PROJECT

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION

Potentially  Less Than

Significant  Significant No
Impact
Impact Impact
1. AESTHETICS. Would the project:
a) I—_Iave a substantial adverse effect on a scenic O O 7
vista?
b) Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock O O 7

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
state scenic highway?

C) Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its O | O
surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light oreglar
which would adversely affect day or nighttime L M IZI
views in the area?

1.1  Significance Criteria
The proposed project impacts on aesthetics wildresidered significant if:
The project will block views from a scenic highwaycorridor.
The project will adversely affect the visual cowity of the surrounding area.

The impacts on light and glare will be considesephificant if the project adds lighting
which would add glare to residential areas or siesieceptors.

1.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

1. a), b) & c) The proposed project site is located on theheadt portion of an existing SCE-
owned property at 10601 Firestone Boulevard in @y of Norwalk. The project site is
bounded on the north by a commercial horticulteaisery located on substation property and
on the east by the 605 Freeway and residentialiimguslhe substation is bordered to the south
by a gasoline service station and a miniature gadfeational facility and to the west by the
concrete lined San Gabriel River.

The proposed project site is part of the existiegit€r Substation. The site has been graded and
is vacant of structures or above-ground utilitieBhe site is relatively flat in elevation. The
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CHAPTER 2: ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

proposed project facilities will be located withem approximate 220-by 320-foot area in the
northwest corner of the site. The main projecilifees will include one natural gas-fired
LM6000 gas turbine generator, an SCR , oxidatioialgst, an 80-foot tall exhaust stack, a
10,500 gallon aqueous ammonia storage tank, fuelsgpply line, fuel gas compressor, water
supply line, water demineralizer, two water storageks, transmission transformers, 66 kV
transmission tap line, one natural gas-fired blstelkt generator, and a facility control building.

The proposed project is located in a predominacti;nmercial area and there are no scenic
vistas or scenic highways in the proposed projesh;atherefore, there would be no impact to
these types of resources. However, potential semsieceptors that may be affected by a
change in scenic visual resources would includerds&dents in the residential area located
adjacent to the project site and in the neighbodagimunity surrounding the nursery to the
north and northeast of the proposed project area.

In order to analyze the potential visual impacthef proposed project, visual simulations were
prepared of the major project structures priorh® incorporation of the landscaping elements
(seeAppendix B).

The proposed project structures would be consistgtit the visual character of the existing
Center Substation. The new exhaust stack is 80tédle however existing power lines, etc.
range from 75 to 160 feet in height. Additionabywall will be constructed to block the view of
both existing equipment at the substation and aunbat equipment from the proposed project.
Because of the physical similarity of the new equept associated with the proposed project
relative to the existing equipment at the Centdrs&tion, the proposed project will have a less
than significant impact on the existing visual ater and quality of the surrounding area. The
proposed project will not worsen the existing visaantinuity and, thus, not substantially
degrade the aesthetics.

Because they will be constructed within existinty streets, the pipelines carrying water, sewer,
and natural gas will have no impact on scenic sjstall not damage scenic resources, or
degrade the visual character of the site or sudimigs. Further, the visual effects of trenching
and laying pipe during the construction periodtaief and therefore not significant.

1.d) Construction of the proposed project would ocouer a three- to four-month period.
Construction activities are planned to occur dudaglight hours; however, temporary nighttime
lighting during construction may occasionally beegsary. Typical stanchion-mounted banks
of lights will be used to provide the temporaryhlipg. The standard practice will be to place
construction lighting so that it faces toward theerior of the facility, particularly when working
near the site periphery, to shield and focus thietdi so that they point downward or parallel to
the ground away from the surrounding residencdso,Ahe amount of lighting will be limited to
no more than what is needed to adequately illuraitia specific locations where the night work
is occurring.

The proposed project will require permanent lightto be installed around the exterior of the
generating unit and associated equipment for safetly security purposes. New lighting that
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON CENTER PEAKER PROJECT

will be installed on the proposed equipment will dmnsistent in intensity and type with the
existing lighting on equipment within the CentebStation facility.

Because they will be constructed either during igaylhours or according to a city approved
road encroachment permit, the pipelines will hasempact on lighting or glare in the project
vicinity.

Based on these considerations, the proposed prnajdchot add glare to residential areas or
sensitive receptors and thus is expected to hdessathan significant impact from new sources
of light or glare on daytime or nighttime viewsthre area.

1.3  Mitigation Measures

Because aesthetics impacts are anticipated tesbehan significant, no mitigation measures are
required or proposed.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
2. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES. Would the
project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or (] (] %}

Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?

b)  Conflict with existing zoning for agriculturate, O O %}
or a Williamson Act contract?

c) Involve other changes in the existing environtnen [ (] M
which, due to their location or nature, could réesul
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural
use?

2.1  Significance Criteria

Project-related impacts on agricultural resourcds lve considered significant if any of the
following conditions are met:
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CHAPTER 2: ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

The proposed project conflicts with existing zanor agricultural use or Williamson Act
contracts.

The proposed project will convert prime farmlanohique farmland or farmland of
statewide importance as shown on the maps prepamsdiant to the farmland mapping
and monitoring program of the California Resour&gency, to non-agricultural use.

The proposed project would involve changes indhkisting environment, which due to
their location or nature, could result in convensad farmland to non-agricultural uses.

2.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

2. a) The proposed project involves construction ofeaker power plant within an existing
substation. No agricultural resources exist atithin two-miles of the substation (Los Angeles
County Assessor’s Office, 2006). Further, the pega project will not convert prime farmland,
unique farmland or farmland of statewide importat@wenon-agricultural use or involve other
changes in the existing environment that could earfarmland to non-agricultural use.

Because it will be constructed within existing cgireets, the pipeline will not convert any
farmland to an alternative use.

2. b) & ¢) Land in the vicinity of the substation is not m@ntly zoned for agricultural use. The
proposed project does not conflict with an existggicultural zone or Williamson Act contract
and does not include converting agricultural land rion-agricultural uses (Division of Land
Resource Protection, 2004). Because they will besttocted within existing city streets, the
pipelines carrying water, sewer, and natural ga$ mat conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or involve any other changes waild cause the conversion of farmland to an
alternative use.

2.3 Mitigation Measures

Since no significant agricultural resources impaatse identified, no mitigation is required or
proposed. No impacts on agricultural resourceggpected from the proposed project.
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON CENTER PEAKER PROJECT

3.

d)

3.1

AIR QUALITY. Would the project:

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

Violate any air quality standard or contributean
existing or projected air quality violation?

Result in a cumulatively considerable net insesa
of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is non-attainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions that exceed
guantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial @oitut
concentrations?

Create objectionable odors affecting a substanti
number of people?

Diminish an existing air quality rule or future
compliance requirement resulting in a significant
increase in air pollutant(s)?

Significance Criteria

Potentially
Significant

Less Than  No Impact

Significant
Impact
O %}
%} O
%} O
M O
%} O
O %}

Impacts will be evaluated and compared to the Bggmce criteria iffable 3-1 If
impacts equal or exceed any of these criteria, Wikye considered significant.
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CHAPTER 2: ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Table 3-1

SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Mass Daily Thresholds

(including carcinogens
and non-carcinogens)

Pollutant Construction Operation
NO, 100 Ib/day 55 Ib/day
VOC 75 Ib/day 55 Ib/day
PM10 150 Ib/day 150 Ib/day

PM2.5 55 Ib/day 55 Ib/day
SQ 150 Ib/day 150 Ib/day
CO 550 Ib/day 550 Ib/day
Lead 3 Ib/day 3 Ib/day

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) and Odor Thresholds
TACs

Maximum Incremental Cancer Rigkl0 in 1 million
Hazard Index 1.0 (project increment)

1-hour average
annual average

Odor Project creates an odor nuisance pursuar€£®1D Rule 402
Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutan ts?®
NO District is in attainment; project is significamtiticauses or
2

contributes to an exceedance of the following attesint
standards:
0.25 ppm (state)
0.053 ppm (federal)

PM10
24-hour average

annual geometric average
annual arithmetic mean

10.4pg/m® (recommended for constructich)
2.5pg/m® (operation)
1.0ug/m®
20 pg/m?

24-hour average

PM2.5 10.4pg/m® (recommended for construction)
24-hour average 2.5pg/m? (recommended for operation)
Sulfate

1 pg/m?

CO

1-hour average

8-hour average

Although not designated attainment, the Districetaghe
definition of attainment; project is significantiifcauses or
contributes to an exceedance of the following attesint
standards:

20 ppm (state)

9.0 ppm (state/federal)

unless otherwise stated.

K Ibs/day = ppm =
E pounds per million
Y day

& Ambient air quality thresholds for criteria potmts based on SCAQMD Rule 1303, Table A-2

® Ambient air quality threshold based on SCAQMD R40S.

parts per pg/n? = > greater than or
microgram per equal to
cubic meter
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON CENTER PEAKER PROJECT

3.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

3. a) The project will not conflict with the Air Qualitianagement Plan (AQMP). The
California Clean Air Act requires that the SCAQMixiude in the AQMP the planning
requirements shown ifable 3-2 Of the planning requirements that are addressétke
AQMP, the proposed project would be subject to sewrce review. As such, the project
is required to comply with SCAQMD rules and reguas, including Regulation XIllI,
New Source Review. Compliance with SCAQMD rulegluding Regulation XIII will
be demonstrated through the permit application ge®c which in turn ensures
conformance to the AQMP. New and modified statignsource equipment that are
subject to SCAQMD permitting requirements are asaluated in this MND to ensure
consistency between the permitting and CEQA proedssh further ensures that the
proposed project will not conflict with the SCAQMPAQMP.

Table 3-2
California Clean Air Act Planning Requirements
Requirement Description / Regulatory Basis
Indirect and area source An indirect and area source control program
controls [H&SC 40918(a)(4)]
Best available retrofit Best available retrofit control technology
control technology (BARCT) for existing sources of specified
sizes
[H&SC 40918(a)(2))]
New source review A program to mitigate all emiasiérom

new and modified permitted sources
[H&SC 40918(a)(1)) and 40920.5(b)]

Transportation control Transportation control measures as needed to
measures meet plan requirements

[H&SC 40918(a)(3)]
Clean fleet vehicle Significant use of low-emission vehicles by
programs fleet operators

[H&SC 40919(a)(4)]

3. b) The main project facilities will include one GBMBO00 gas turbine generator, an
80-foot-tall exhaust stack, a 10,500-gallon agquesusionia storage tank, fuel gas supply
line, fuel gas compressor, water supply line, wdtmineralizer, two water storage tanks,
transmission transformers, 66 kV transmission ta@, lone natural gas-fired black start
generator, and a facility control building. Emdssicontrols for the combustion turbine
include water injection, a SCR system for nitrogaides (NOx) emissions control, and
an oxidation catalyst for volatile organic composiffOC) and carbon monoxide (CO)
emissions control. Of the various project elemeptssuant to SCAQMD Rule 201, the
combustion turbine generator and black start gémeraquire a permit to construct from
the SCAQMD, and pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 203, a etonoperate. An application
has been submitted to the SCAQMD to provide thees®ary information to issue a
permit to construct for the proposed project.
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To verify that the proposed project would not vielsany air quality standard, or
contribute substantially to an existing or projéecteolation, dispersion modeling was
conducted in accordance with California Air ResesrdBoard’'s (CARB’s) modeling

guidelines (CARB 2006) and EPA’s Guideline on Awality Models (EPA 2005). Peak
daily emissions during the construction and openai periods were compared to the
SCAQMD significance thresholds. In addition, thejpct was evaluated against the
localized significance thresholds (LST).

Construction Criteria Pollutant Emissions

Construction emissions can be distinguished a®redhsite or offsite. Onsite emissions
generated during construction principally consfadaust emissions of CO, VOC, NOX,
sulfur oxides (SOx), PM10, and particulate mattéhvan aerodynamic diameter of 2.5
microns or less (PM2.5) from construction equipméngitive dust (PM10) from grading
and excavation, and VOC from painting and asphalirg. Offsite emissions during
construction consist of exhaust emissions and ieetlapaved road dust from worker
commute trips and material delivery trips and camdion emissions associated with
natural gas pipeline construction activities sustiranching, welding, and paving. A brief
description of the methods used to estimate cortstnirelated emissions is provided
below; a detailed explanation, along with detailedlculations, is provided in
Appendix C.

Fuel combustion in construction equipment gener@@s VOC NOx, SOx, PM10 and
PM2.5 emissions. The exhaust emission factors methe calculation of CO, VOC,
NOx and PM10 emissions are composite horsepowedbaf-road emission factors for
2007 developed for the SCAQMD by the CARB from@BF-ROAD Model. The mass
fractions of PM2.5 in PM10 emissions from constiuttequipment exhaust depend on
the type of fuel (diesel or gasoline) and were iolgt from the SCAQMD (SCAQMD,
2006).

The combustion of fuel in on-road motor vehicle iarg generates CO, VOC NOx, SOx,
PM10 and PM2.5 emissions. CO, VOC, NOx, SOx andl®Mmission factors were
compiled by the SCAQMD by running CARB's EMFAC200&rsion 2.2) BURDEN
MODEL. PM2.5 emission factors were calculated bwitiplying the PM10 emission
factors by the mass fraction of PM2.5 emissionsnintor vehicle exhaust PM10
emissionS& The PM2.5 mass fractions in PM10 emissions fgasoline and diesel-fueled
engine exhaust were derived from the Californiadsmns Inventory Data and Reporting
System (CEIDARS) (SCAQMD, 2006). In addition, 1®C emission factors take into
account diurnal, hot soak, running and resting simins, and PM10 emission factors take
into account tire and brake wear.

The number and length of daily on-site and off-gi&or vehicle trips by trucks to deliver
materials and supplies, remove construction debtts, were estimated during two-week

1 Although this approach differs slightly from thpproach specifically identified by the SCAQMD (SQMD,
2006), it is one of several acceptable approachealtulate PM2.5 emissions.
! Refer to Appendix C of Final LST Methodology docemt, (SCAQMD, 2003)
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construction periods. The anticipated number afstwction workers during each two-
week construction period was used to calculate nhmber of construction worker

commute trips, assuming an average vehicle ridershil.O, that is each worker would

drive separately to and from the site each dayis @ssumption may overestimate the
number of trips, since some construction workeedi&ely to carpool.

Vehicle travel on paved roads generates fugitivel®Mand PM2.5 emissions by

entrainment of road dust. Most of the motor vehithvel during construction of the

proposed project will be on paved roads; howeviee &nalysis assumes that each
construction vehicle will travel one-half mile eagty on unpaved surfaces to account for
vehicle travel to and from the access gate of tlopegrty to the project site. PM2.5

emission factors were calculated by multiplying /10 emission factors by the mass
fraction of PM2.5 emissions in PM10 emissions frentrained paved road dust. The
PM2.5 mass fractions were obtained from CEIDARS.

Excavation for foundations for new equipment durogstruction of the proposed project
and excavation during trenching during constructadnthe natural gas pipeline will
generate fugitive PM10 and PM2.5 emissions frorhtsmdling and from wind erosion of
temporary storage piles. Water will be used faostdrontrol during project construction
pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 403. Based on SCE’s agdted excavation schedule for
project construction, a maximum of approximatel0D, square yards of soil (10,808, ft
or approximately 0.25 acre) would be disturbed ny @ne day. Wind erosion of
temporary soil storage piles during excavation gmes fugitive PM10 and PM2.5
emissions. PM2.5 emission factors were calculéteadnultiplying the PM10 emission
factors by the mass fraction of PM2.5 emissionBMiLO emissions from entrained paved
road dust. The PM2.5 mass fractions were obtaireed CEIDARS (SCAQMD 2006).
Water will be applied at a rate of approximatelg @allon per square yard per hour. The
control efficiency from watering was assumed tdBgercent.

The project equipment will generally be suppliedwa protective coating already applied

prior to delivery to the site; however, some onsigchup may be required before the start
of operations. The application of industrial mamdnce surface coatings (painting)

generates VOC emissions when organic solventsarctfating evaporate as the coating
dries. The applicant anticipates that a maximur@fallons of coating would be used

for touchup at the site, applied over two daysdallons per day).

Paving areas with asphalt generates VOC emiss®iiseaasphalt cures. It was assumed
that half the project site’s 220-by 320-foot area @ maximum of one-quarter mile of a
30-foot wide access road would be paved with asphHlalf of the paving would be
conducted on one day at the end of the construsttiedule, and the other half of the
paving on a subsequent day. The trench for theralagas pipeline will be cut in city
streets for the majority of the pipeline route. eTinench will be repaved to match the
existing roadway. Approximately 750 square feepa¥ing will be conducted per day
during pipeline construction.

Daily emissions from construction equipment exhaostsite motor vehicle exhaust and
entrained dust, grading and excavation, asphalingapainting, and off-site motor
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vehicle exhaust and entrained dust during eachweek construction period were
calculated using the procedures described in tleEeping paragraphs. Total daily
emissions of each criteria pollutant (CO, VOC, NSQx, PM10 and PM2.5) during each
period were then calculated by summing the dailyssimns from all emission sources.
Peak daily emissions of each criteria pollutant evédten determined from the daily
emissions during each construction period. Pealy danstruction emissions for the
proposed project are listed Trable 3-3

Construction emissions were compared to the aggéosonstruction emissions criteria to
determine if proposed project impacts are significa Note that peak emissions for
individual pollutants do not necessarily occur dgrthe same two-week period. Peak
emissions of all pollutants occur during the fifito-week construction period, tentatively
scheduled to begin April 23, 2007.
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Table 3-3
Peak Daily Construction Emissions Summary
CcoO VOC NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5
Source (Ib/day) | (Ib/day) | (Ib/day) | (Ib/day) | (Ib/day) | (Ib/day)
Power Plant
On-Site Diesel Construction
Equipment 28.4 10.0 504 0.0 3.4 3.1
On-Site Gasoline Construction
Equipment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
On-Site Motor Vehicle Exhaust 1.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
On-Site Excavation and Motor Vehicl
Fugitive -- -- -- -- 0.7 0.1
On-Site Architectural Coating -- 0.0 -- -- -- --
On-Site Asphaltic Paving -- 0.0 -- -- -- --
Total On-Site 29.3 10.1 50.5 0.0 4.0 3.2
Off-Site Motor Vehicle Exhaust 17.6 2.0 54 0.0 0.2 0.2
Off-Site Motor Vehicle Fugitive PM -- -- -- -- 1.5 0.2
Total Off-site 17.6 2.0 5.4 0.0 1.6 0.4
Power Plant Total 46.9 12.1 55.9 0.1 5.7 3.6
Gas Line
On-Site Diesel Construction
Equipment 34.5 11.7 62.9 0.1 4.6 4.2
On-Site Gasoline Construction
Equipment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
On-Site Motor Vehicle Exhaust 0.9 0.1 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
On-Site Excavation and Motor Vehicl
Fugitive -- -- -- -- 8.3 1.6
On-Site Architectural Coating -- 0.0 -- -- -- --
On-Site Asphaltic Paving -- 0.0 -- -- -- --
Total On-Site 35.4 11.9 63.7 0.1 12.9 5.8
Off-Site Motor Vehicle Exhaust 15.5 1.8 10.4 0.0 0.2 0.2
Off-Site Motor Vehicle Fugitive PM -- -- -- -- 1.4 0.2
Total Off-site 15.5 1.8 10.4 0.0 1.6 0.5
Gas Line Total 50.9 13.7 74.1 0.1 14.5 6.3
Total 97.8 25.8 130.0 0.1 20.2 9.9
CEQA Sgnificance Threshold 550 75 100 150 150 150
Significant? No No Yes No No No
Note: Totals may not match sum of individual vallecause of rounding.
See Table C.1.1B in Appendix C for more details.

Unmitigated NOx emissions from the proposed progaeed the construction NOx emissions
significance threshold of 100 pounds per day. ddmestruction NOx emissions will be mitigated
by purchasing RECLAIM Trading Credits (RTCs) foreey pound of NOx emissions in excess
of the threshold for each day of the constructieniqu. Because of cumulative impacts (as
discussed in more detail in the response to Begnthis proposed project may be cumulatively
significant with three other peaker power plantjgets that the applicant proposes to construct
concurrently. As a result, to ensure that regiangbacts do not occur, the applicant will
purchase sufficient RTCs to reduce the mitigatedk Gnstruction emissions from this project
to 24 pounds per day, so that the cumulative NQustraction emissions from all four projects
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combined do not exceed the 100-pound per day gignife threshold (see discussion item 3.c)
for the analysis of cumulative air quality impafitsm the four peaker projects). To estimate the
total RTCs required to mitigate construction NOxissions to 24 pounds, the NOx emissions in
excess of 24 pounds per day have been summeddiodeg of the construction period in which
the project construction NOx emissions exceed 24h@s. The total RTCs required to mitigate
construction NOx emissions to 24 pounds per dasisnated to be 6,904 pounds, as shown in
Table 3-4 Following mitigation, the cumulative impacts riegional ozone will be less-than-
significant.

Table 3-4
Construction NOx Mitigation
Emissions

ltem 2/26 3/12 3/26 4/9 4/23 5/7 5/21 6/4 6/18 7/ 7116
Daily
Unmitigated
NOx
Emissions
(Ib/day) 74.1 85.2 119.1 122.4 130.0 114{5 98[1 920Q. 20.5 0.2 0.0
Daily
Reduction
from RTCs
(Ib/day) -50.1 -61.2 -95.1 -98.4 -106.0 -90.5 -74{1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Daily
Mitigated
NOXx
Emissions
(Ib/day) 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.Q 24.0 209 520, 0.2 0.0
CEQA
Sgnificance
Threshold 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Significant? No No No No No No No No No No No
RTCs
Required (Ib)] 600.8 734.7 11409 1181.0 1271.6 X85 889.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total RTCs Required = 6903.8 pounds

Dates indicate the start date of the two week coason period. All dates refer to 2007.
Working Days per Two-week Period = 12

See Table C.1.2 in Appendix C for more details.

Localized Air Quality Analysis- Construction

To evaluate localized air quality impacts from é@msionstruction emissions for NOx and CO,
construction emissions (“Power Plant Total On-Sisiission rate fronTable 3-3 of 50.5
pounds per day NOx and 29.3 pounds per day CO emmgared to emission thresholds in the
2001-2003 look-up tablés For a 1.61-acre site (a project size of one awe used in the
evaluation, which is a conservative approach) amecaptor distance of 24 meters, emissions
equal to or exceeding 147 pounds per day of NOxss&ons and 274 pounds per day of CO
emission would create significant adverse localized quality impacts (SCAQMD, 2003,
Appendix A). Peak daily construction emissiondN@x and CO do not exceed the allowable
threshold and, therefore, are not expected to bgweficant localized impacts from construction
of the proposed project.

2 Refer to Appendix C of Final LST Methodology doemt (SCAQMD, 2003)
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Peak daily PM10 and PM2.5 construction emissiond.0@fpounds per day and 3.2 pounds per
day, respectively, were also compared to the Igokables for these pollutants. For the 1.61
acre site and a receptor distance of 24 metershtashold for PM10 is four pounds per day and
for PM2.5, three pounds per day. Project emisstlinsot exceed the PM10 allowable threshold
and, therefore, are not expected to have a signifiadverse localized impact from construction
of the proposed project. Because construction BMthissions exceed the LST in the look-up
table, a detailed modeling analysis was perforn@dPiM2.5 emissions during construction,

which is summarized below.

Emissions during construction were modeled usieg 8CST3 model. Emissions were assumed
to occur for 10 hours per day during daytime haiesting at 06:00 local time and ending at
16:00 local time. Construction emissions were negleising an area source defined by the
bounds of the peaker project area. Details of rtiweling methodology are provided in
Appendix C. The highest model-predicted daily impact for stauction PM2.5 emissions was
3.1 pg/m®, which is below the construction PM2.5 LST of 1qug/m® and therefore, the
proposed project is expected to have less-thanfisigmnt impacts.

A localized air quality analysis was not prepared the pipeline construction because the
location of the construction equipment changesnduthe construction period. To analyze
localized air quality impacts, equipment must reamaia spatially fixed location.

Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions

Estimated criteria pollutant emissions from op@&gtihe proposed project are described in this
section. Emissions are based on the project déserjproposed permit limits, and anticipated
operating levels. The emission calculations ampstting documentation are provided in detail
in Appendix C of this Initial Study.

LM6000 Combustion Turbine Direct Operational Emissions
Emissions from the LM6000 turbine are due to thelwastion of natural gas fuel. Controlled
emission guarantees for NOx, CO, PM10, VOC, and aman(NH;) slip were obtained from
GE for the LM6000 turbine for normal operationsheTemissions for sulfur dioxide ($Care
based on EPA’s Compilation of Air Pollution EmigsiBactors (AP-42), and the sulfur content
of pipeline natural gas. As a peaker power pldaily and annual operating hours will depend
on electrical demand and grid performance. Howeuasr explained in more detail below,
| emissions were calculated assuming 120 start upl28dshut down events per yeafil
operating hours per day and 1,379 operating haenrggar. The number of start ups, shut downs
and operating hours are reduced slightly in thst fyear of operation due to commissioning
| activities. The air permit for the project will m@in a monthly emission limit based @1
hours per day of operations.

Normal operations consist of periods when the LMB@@bine is operating at full load under
controlled conditions with water injection, SCR,daoxidation catalyst all in operation. The
guaranteed maximum emission rates of NOx, CO, a@€ \bccur at3734 degrees Fahrenheit
(°F) and were used in the emission calculationse guaranteed hourly ratef SO, andPM10

does not vary by ambient temperature. AP-42 emissiactors were used to calculate SO
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maximum hourly emission rates along with fuel suldontent and fuel flow rateTable 3-5
summarizes the maximum hourly emission rates fibera@ pollutants for the LM6000 turbine
during normal operations.

Table 3-5
LM6000 Turbine Maximum Hourly Emissions During Normal Operations

Maximum Emission
Pollutant Rate Basis
(Ib/hr)
NOx 4.40 Vendor Guarantee
CO 6.40 Vendor Guarantee
PM10 453 Vendor Guarantee
VOC 1.30 Vendor Guarantee
AP-42 and fuel sulfur
SO 0.27
content
See Table C.2.10 in Appendix C for more details.

To ensure PM10 emission rates are not underestim&EE assumes that all of the ;S@ll
react with excess ammonia (ammonia slip) to fornmamum sulfate, which will exist as fin
particulate matter (PM10). Based on the relativasses of ammonium sulfate and »S
approximately two pounds of ammonium sulfate isrfed for every pound of SQeleased.

Start up (SU) and shut down (SD) NOx and CO emissglculations for the LM6000 turbine
were performed using SU and SD curves provided By 8OC emissions are estimated using
the vendor guaranteed controlled emission ratecémtrolled emissions. Uncontrolled VOC
emissions were estimated by dividing the controkedission rate by one minus the control
efficiency of the oxidation catalyst. SUs will talapproximately 12 minutes to achieve full load
conditions, with the SCR controlling emissions t guaranteed control efficiency. The
oxidation catalyst is expected to have no contfiitiency for the first56.5 minutes of the SU
sequence, and be fully functional (i.e., contrg/liMOC and CO emissions) for the remaining
56.5 minutes of the SU sequence.

SDs will last approximately eight minutes. Emissstimates for NOx and CO were provided
by GE for each phase of the eight-minute SD sequefitie oxidation catalyst is expected to be
functional for the first 2.5 minutes of the SD sence, and have no control efficiency for the
remaining 5.5 minutes of the shutdown period. &f@e, controlled VOC emission rates are
used for the first 2.5 minutes of the SD sequemckwacontrolled VOC emission ratéescribedL
aboverevided-by-GEwere used for the remaining 5.5 minutes of thes8fuence. Emission
of PM10 and S@during SU/SD are not expected to be higher thaseproposed for normal
operations since these pollutant emission ratestaitly a function of the quantity of natural
gas burned and are not controlled or reduced byS®BR or oxidation catalyst.Table 3-6
summarizes the maximum hourly emission rates fibera@ pollutants for the LM6000 turbine
during SU/SD conditions. The emission calculatiand supporting documentation are provided
in detail inAppendix C of this Initial Study.

FinalBraft Mitigated Negative Declaration 2-17 April 2007Becember-2006 |



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON CENTER PEAKER PROJECT

Table 3-6
LM6000 Turbine Maximum Hourly Emissions During SU/SD Conditions
Maximum SU Emission Maximum SD Emission
Pollutant Rate' Rate?
(Ib/hr) (Ib/hr)

NOx 7.82 6.61
CO 8.82 7.95
PM10 4.53 4.53
VOC 1.34-58 1.36L54
SG 0.27 0.27
1. Maximum SU Emission Rate includes 12 minuteSWfplus 48 minutes of normal operation.
2. Maximum SD Emission Rate includes eight minateSD plus 52 minutes of normal operations.
See Table C.2.11 in Appendix C for more details.

Commissioning the turbine and emission controlglierLM6000 is anticipated to take 25 hours.
Commissioning is a process in which the turbineesded for function and tested under various
load conditions, and a period in which the emissaumtrols are tested individually and
collectively. Commissioning is essential for emsgrsafe and reliable operation of the
equipment. Emission rates for uncontrolled andigigr controlled emissions of NOx, CO, and
VOC provided by GE were used to estimate peak hoates for these pollutants. As with
SU/SD, emissions of PM10 and S@re not expected to be higher than those proptimed
normal operations since these pollutants are natraited by either the SCR or oxidation
catalyst, and the emission rates are strictly atfan of the quantity of natural gas burned.
Therefore, normal operation emissions are presaiedg commissioning for PM10 and 0O
Table 3-7 summarizes the uncontrolled and controlled howhd total emissions during
commissioning for the LM6000 turbine. The emissi@alculations and supporting
documentation are provided in detailAppendix C of this Initial Study.

Turbine commissioning will take place over a perad@pproximately two to three weeks.
The turbine may be run for several hours per dainduhat period. Peak daily emissions
of NOx may exceed the operational daily mass eomssignificance threshold of 55
pounds on any one day during the commissioningpderHowever, commissioning is not
a routine operational practice; it is a one-timdyorequirement that follows initial
installation. Further, because the South CoastBaisin is a non-attainment area for
ozone, under the SCAQMD New Source Review regulati@missions from permitted
equipment must be offset before a permit to operatebe issued. The LM6000 turbine
requires a permit to operate and, thus, emissitsetsf must be provided for all of the
direct onsite operational emissions, including aagnissions that occur during
commissioning. Pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 1304, ttogeat applicant is not required to
provide offsets, rather, under this circumstangajssion offsets are provided by the
SCAQMD to offset commissioning emissions.

% Commissioning will involve operating the turbinéttwno emission controls, followed by periods otogtion with
partial control of NOx provided by water injection.
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Table 3-7
LM6000 Turbine Commissioning Emission Rates
Total
Uncontrolled Controlled Commissioning

Emissions Emissions® Emissions
Pollutant (Io/hr) (Ib/hr) (Ib)
NOx 106.38 43.60 1,403.92
CO 59.80 59.80 1,495.00
PM10 4.53 4.53 113.25
VOC 1.953.90 1.953.90 48.7H7.60
SG, 0.27 0.27 6.63
! Only NOx emissions will be partially controlledrihg a portion of commissioning.
See Table C.2.15 in Appendix C for more details.

Annualized emission rates were calculated for twoual periods: 1) during the first year
of operation that includes commissioning, and 2jrdusubsequent years that does not
include the commissioning period. The first yeapperation will consist of 25 hours of
uncontrolled and partially uncontrolled commissmanemissions, 60 SU/SD cycles, and
1,257 hours at normal operations. Subsequent geanal emissions were calculated
assuming 120 SU/SD events and 1,379 hours perofeaormal operations. SCE has
requested a voluntary condition on the air quglitymit to operate to limit the fuel use
such that the annual emissions of each criterimfawmit are less than the applicable offset
thresholds identified in SCAQMD Rule 130Fable 3-8 summarizes the annual emission
rates for LM6000 turbine for the first year and sedpuent years.

Table 3-8
LM6000 Emissions for First Year and Subsequent Yearof Operation

First Year with Subsequent
Pollutant Commissioning Years

(tpy) (tpy)
NOx 3.9 3.9
CO 5.3 54
PM10 3.2 3.7
VOC 0.90L.0 1.1
SO, 0.2 0.2
See Table C.2.1 in Appendix C for more details.

Black Sart Generator ICE Direct Operational Emissions

The black start generator is powered by a natasifged Waukesha ICE. The ICE will
operate only during black start conditions (i.aurinlg power outages), and for routine
testing and maintenance. Black starts are antegpt occur a maximum of two times
per year. Routine testing and maintenance wilupcn a monthly basis. The Waukesha
ICE will operate 30 minutes per black start event 880 minutes per month for
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maintenance reliability testing. Controlled enmassguarantees for the ICE were obtained
from Waukesha for NOx and CO. Guaranteed emissites of total hydrocarbon were
obtained from Waukesha and are assumed to be l@@npevVOC. AP-42 emission
factors were used to calculate S&hd PM10 emission ratedable 3-9 summarizes the
maximum hourly and annual emission rates of catgollutants for the Waukesha ICE.
The emission calculations and supporting documientare provided in detail in
Appendix C of this Initial Study.

Table 3-9
Waukesha ICE Maximum Hourly and Annual Emissions

Emission Factors Hourly Annual
Pollutant Emissions Emissions
(Ib/hr) (tpy)

NOXx 1.25 g/bhp-hr 1.19 8.34xt0
cO 1.59 g/bhp-hr 1.52 1.06x10
PM10 9.91x1G Ib/MMBtu 3.19x10° 2.23x10"
VOC 0.45 g/bhp-hr 0.43 3.00xF0
SO 5.88x10" Ib/MMBtu 1.89x10° 1.32x10°
See Table C.2.8 and C.2.9 in Appendix C for motaitie

Table 3-10summarizes the expected onsite facility-wide elmissates for the proposed

project during normal operations.

Table 3-10
Proposed Facility-Wide Onsite Criteria Pollutant EmissionsbBuring-Nermal
Operations
Maximum
Pollutant Hourly Emission Maxim_um Daily Subsequent
Rate! Emissiorf Year One? Years*
(Ib/hr) (Ib/day) (tpy) (tpy)
NOx 9.015.59 49.59 3.91 3.91
CcO 10.34792 71.92 5.28 5.43
PM10 4.56 49.86 3.18 3.67
VOC 1.80L73 14.73 0.96 1.09
SO 0.270.-27 2.92 0.19 0.21

1. l\/IaX|mum hourly em|SS|ons oceur during a startupridaximum

3 Includes commlssmnlng perlo@O startups and 60 shutdowns and normal opBegati

4 Subsequent years following first year with consioiging, 120 startups and 120 shutdowns, and normal timesa

See Table C.2.10 and C.2.11 in Appendix C for mietails.

Indirect (Offsite) Operational Emissions
The use of aqueous ammonia in the SCR system wglire periodic deliveries
(maximum of four per year; no more than one pel) ddyagueous ammonia to the project
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site by tanker truck. Aqueous ammonia will be viied to the site from a local supplier
in the Los Angeles area; for the purpose of thadyais, the one-way travel distance to the
site from the supplier’s site is assumed to be 88an Truck exhaust emission factors and
entrained paved road PM10 emission factors wereldpgd based on EMFAC 2002 for
Los Angeles County. Emissions are calculated basethese emission factors and the

travel distance.

The project may also require up to one operation®antenance worker trip to the site
per day. For the purpose of this analysis, thewae travel distance to the site for this
worker is assumed to be 30 miles.
developed based on EMFAC 2002 for Los Angeles GourEmissions are calculated
based on these emission factors and the traveindist

Exhaust emissimm these vehicle trips were

Indirect operational emissions are shownTiable 3-11 The calculations of daily
ammonia delivery truck and maintenance worker \‘tereghaust and entrained road dust
emissions are provided Appendix C.

Table 3-11
Indirect Operational Emissions
One- Emissions
way CcoO vVOC NO, SO, PM10 PM2.5
Vehicle Type Miles | (Ib/day) | (Ib/day) | (Ib/day) | (Ib/day) | (Ib/day) | (Ib/day)
Ammonia Delivery
Truck 30 2.14 0.00 0.07 0.04 0.06 0.00
Off-Site Construction
Worker Commute 30 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.06 0.00
Total 2.22 0.00 0.16 0.04 0.12 0.00

See Table C.2.22 in Appendix C for more details.

Summary of Operational Emissions
The peak daily operational project emissions arapared to the applicable significance
thresholds inTable 3-12 As shown inTable 3-12 emissions from the proposed project
will not exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds &my criteria pollutant; therefore, the
proposed project will have a less-than-significempact with respect to federal or state
ambient air quality standards for which the arda isonattainment status.
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Table 3-12
Operational Emissions Significance Evaluation
coO VOC NOx SOx PM10
Source (Ib/day) (Ib/day) (Ib/day) (Ib/day) (Ib/day)
Peak Daily Direct Onsite 69.4819 | 13.564-7 | 50.83#9.5 45.3319.8
Operational Emissions 2 3 9 2.652.92 6
Peak Daily Indirect Offsite
Operational Emissions 2.220.08 0.00 0.1683-:08 | 0.040-00 | 0.120.-06
13.564. | 50.9919. 45.4519.
Total Peak Daily Emissions | /1./72.0 73 67 2.62.92 (0]
CEQA Sgnificance Threshold 550 55 55 150 150
Significant? No No No No No

Because the South Coast Air Basin is a non-attamhrae=a for ozone and PM10, under
the SCAQMD New Source Review regulations, emissfom® permitted equipment must
be offset before a permit to operate can be issueat. the proposed project, both the
LM6000 turbine and the black-start generator IC&unee permits to operate, and thus
emission offsets must be provided for all of theedh onsite operational emissions.
Pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 1304, the project applicamtot required to provide offsets,
rather, under this circumstance, emission offsetpeovided by the SCAQMD.

Localized Air Quality Analysis - Operations

Criteria pollutant modeling was performed for apjlevating conditions for comparison
against the State and National Ambient Air Qual8tandards (AAQS). State and
National AAQS are listed as significance criterra Tlable 3-1 A comprehensive

discussion of the modeling analysis complete wghres is provided id\ppendix C.

The USEPA Industrial Source Complex — PRIME (ISOMRB, version 04269)

dispersion model was used for this analysis in @ame with EPA, CARB,and
SCAQMD guidance. Due to significant downwéas$sues from the black start ICE, the
ISC-PRIME was used to refine the analysis. The ehadhs run using the regulatory
default options except that the NOCALM option wased pursuant to SCAQMD
requirements.

Modeled stack parameters represent the worst-dask parameters for the LM6000
turbine over several load conditions (startup, cassianing, and normal operations).
Worst-case stack parameters are defined as thestaxbaust temperature and velocity
over all possible operating conditions. The blstkt ICE stack parameters represent 100
percent load conditions.

The highest short-term emission rates for all qpegaconditions were modeled for the
LM6000 and black start ICE for the short-term agéerg periods (i.e., one- to 24-hour).
(seeTables 3-5through3-10for emissions data.) The black start ICE was assutm run

a maximum of one-half hour per day. Emissions lier iCE were scaled accordingly for

* “Downwash” is a modeling term used to refer toititerference that a building or structure will baon the
airflow downwind of a source of air emissions sasta stack.
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short-term periods longer than one hour. Emissiohssulfur dioxide (S@ and
particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameted@fmicrons or less (PM10) during
startup and commissioning are not expected to be hagher than during normal
operations because emissions of these pollutaata amction of fuel use; therefore, only
NOx and CO were modeled during startup and comonsgsy. The black start ICE was
assumed not to operate during the commissioniniggher

A network of receptors was generated for the arsatiiat consists of the following:

* Fenceline receptors placed every 30 meters; and
* 100-meter spacing from the fenceline to one kil@n&bm the fenceline.

Modeling results are shown ihables 3-13through3-15 Maximum predicted impacts
due to facility operations were added to backgroomacentrations obtained from either
the Lynwood orNorth Long BeachMNerth air quality monitoring stations for comparison
against the California AAQS. Because background ®@®bncentrations exceed the most
stringent AAQS, a different approach was used terdane significance. Modeled PM10
concentrations are considered to be significatitdfproject’s emissions cause a change in
ambient air concentration equal to or greater th&mmicrograms per cubic metgy(m®)

at the sensitive receptor.

As shown inTable 3-13 the modeled impacts during normal operationdes® than the
applicable AAQS for N@ CO, and S@ Normal operations occur when the turbine is at
100 percent load, and may occur up to 11 hourslger The background concentration of
PM10 exceeds the applicable AAQS. However, PM1Gsgons do not exceed the
operational modeling significance threshold of f§m®. Refer to Table C-15 in
Appendix C.
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Table 3-13
Normal Operations Modeling Results
Maximum Background Total California
Averaging Predicted Conc.* Conc. AAQS
Pollutant Period Impact (ug/m’) | (ug/m’) (ug/m’) | (ug/m’)
NO, 1-hour 40.86 246.4 287.26 470
Annual 6.82E-03 58.3 58.31 100
co 1-hour 52.03 14,030.0 14,082.03 23,000
8-hour 3.41 8,395.0 8,398.41 10,000
1-hour 0.15 110.0 110.15 655
SO, 3-hour 0.10 86.5 86.60 1,300
24-hour 0.01 31.4 31.41 105
Annual 3.10E-04 13.1 13.10 80
PM102 24-hour 0.169-37 66.0 66.1656-17 50
Annual 5.35E-03 33.0 33.01 20
! Background concentrations obtained from the Lyrovstation for NQ and CO, and Long Beach North for génd
PM10.
2 Background PN}, concentrations exceed the California AAQS andemants. Project impacts are insignificant.

As shown inTables 3-14and3-15 NO, and CO emissions due to the proposed project
(Total Concentration) will not cause or contribtdean exceedance of the AAQS. Based
on the modeling analysis, the proposed project haile a less-than-significant impact on
ambient air quality. Refer to Tables C-16 and QrlAppendix C.

Table 3-14
Startup Modeling Results
Maximum Background Total Percent
Averaging Predicted Conc.* Conc. AAQS of
Pollutant Period Impact (pg/m?) (ng/m®) (mg/m® | (ug/m’) | AAQS

NO, 1-hour 40.86 246.4 287.26 470 61%

1-hour 52.03 14,030.0 14,082.d3 23,040 61%
CO

8-hour 3.41 8,395.0 8,398.41 10,00p 84%

1 NO, and CO background concentration obtained fronijmawood station.
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Table 3-15
Commissioning Modeling Results
Maximum
Predicted Background Percent
Averaging Impact Conc.? Total Conc. AAQS of
Pollutant Period (g/m®) (Mg/m®) (g/m®) (mg/m® | AAQS
NO, 1-hour 92.55 246.4 338.95 470 729
1-hour 52.03 14,030.0 14082.03 23,000 61%
CO
8-hour 21.32232 8,395.0 8416.3841732| 10,000 84%
1 NO, and CO background concentration obtained fronijmawood station.

For operational emissions, as shownrable 3-13 the maximum predicted impact from
PM10 is 0.163-47 pg/m® (24-hour) and 5.35E-Oig/m® (annual). Since all of the
operational PM10 emissions are due to natural gasbastion, and most (approximately
99 percent) of PM10 from combustion is PM2.5 (SCARK006), the modeled impacts
are representative of expected PM2.5 impacts. mé&eamum predicted impacts are well
below the PM10 and PM2.5 localized significanceeshold (LST) of 2.5ug/m®
therefore, the proposed project is expected to hessethan-significant localized impacts
from the operation of the proposed project.

3. ¢) SCE is proposing to construct and operate four @@06combustion turbine electric
generation peaking units along with an emergen@ckblstart generators, at four
geographically separated sites within the SouthsCAa Basin as follows: the Etiwanda
Project Site at 8996 Etiwanda Avenue in the Cityrahcho Cucamonga, the Mira Loma
Project Site at 13568 Milliken Avenue in the City ©ntario, the Center Project Site at
10601 Firestone Boulevard in the City of Norwalkdahe Barre Project Site at 8662
Cerritos Avenue in the City of Stanton. Each ddsth sites is located on current SCE
electric system substation property. Individuadgch project will be less than significant
with respect to air quality ; however, cumulativecuality impacts from all four projects
are also evaluated.

No individual project site is closer than 7.5 mitesany of the other project sites (the Mira
Loma and Etiwanda sites are about 7.5 miles apart).

Project-specific construction emissions were alsuated to determine if the proposed
project would result in a cumulatively considerabkd increase of any criteria pollutant
for which the project region is nonattainment unaerapplicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard.

The project-related Air Quality Impact Analyses derstrate that each of the four projects
is less-than-significant when evaluated against 8@AQMD CEQA significance
thresholds once NOXx construction emission impacexcess of 100 pounds per day have
been mitigated by the purchase of NOx emissionitsiedurther, the analysis of localized
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air quality impacts shows that the proposed prejeall not create significant localized air
guality impacts at the sensitive receptor. Dué¢hi distance between project sites, the
emissions from any one site are not expected t@atnihe local pollutant concentrations
at or near any of the other three sites. Dired@raional emissions will be offset with
emission reduction credits from the SCAQMD’s Newu®e Review inventory. Indirect
operational emissions due to aqueous ammonia dgliead maintenance worker
commuting are insignificant.

The South Coast Air Basin is a non-attainment dogaozone. Ozone is a regional
pollutant. Emissions from construction will inckithe ozone precursors NOx and VOC.
Cumulative construction emissions from the fourjgets are shown ifable 3-16 As
discussed in the response to checklist i®im above, the project was significant for
construction NOx emission and, in anticipation ofgmtial cumulative impacts caused by
the concurrent construction for the four peakerngsla the applicant will mitigate
construction NOx emissions to 24 pounds per dayertttan required to address regional
impacts, in lieu of conducting detailed regionaldaling to determine whether potential
interactions between the projects exist. Consd@emth mitigation, as shown ifiable
3-16, the cumulative NOx impacts caused by the conotircenstruction for the four
peaker plants are cumulatively less-than-significarThese totals reflect worst case
emission estimates that include both on-site alade project activities as well as assume
that the highest emitting construction activitieur simultaneously at all sites on the
same day.

Construction VOC emissions will not exceed the siggnce threshold for any individual
project during the construction period; howeveisthemissions will cumulatively exceed
the CEQA significance threshold during the worstecamission period as shown below in
Table 3-16 The peak cumulative VOC emissions period forfallr projects occurs
during the fourth two-week construction period,té&tively scheduled to begin April 9,
2007. This is the two-week period prior to thekpeanstruction emissions period for the
Center project alone. The cumulative construcW@C emissions will be mitigated by
purchasing Mobile Source Emission Reduction Cre(MSERCs) for every pound of
VOC emissions in excess of the significance thriesfar each day of the construction
period. Mobile Source Emission Reduction CredMiSSERCs) are created when high-
emitting vehicles are retired and are an considaredcceptable to mitigate construction
VOC emissions. The total amount of MSERCs requiedully mitigate construction
VOC emissions to less than cumulatively signifidawels is estimated to be 458 pounds.
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Table 3-16
Cumulative Construction Emission Evaluation
CO VOC NOXx SOx PM10 PM2.5

Source (Ib/day) (Ib/day) (Ib/day) (Ib/day) (Ib/day) (Ib/day)
Barre 86.4 23.1 24.0 0.1 195 9.1
Center 89.4 23.8 24.0 0.1 19.9 9.5
Etiwanda 92.8 23.8 24.0 0.1 20.0 9.3
Mira Loma 101.2 25.7 24.0 0.1 14.8 8.5
Total Peak Daily Emissions 369.8 96.5 96.0 0.6 74.2 36.5
Daily Mitigated VOC Emissions
(Ib/day) -- -23.0 -- -- - -
Total Mitigated Peak Daily
Emissions 369.8 73.5 96.0 0.6 74.2 36.5
CEQA Sgnificance Threshold 550 75 100 150 150 55
Significant? No No No No No No
Note: Totals may not match sum of individual valbecause of rounding.
See Table C.1.7 in Appendix C for more details.

Following mitigation, construction emissions wilave less-than-significant impacts to the
environment.

3. d) A health risk assessment (HRA) was conducteceterthine if the proposed project
would expose sensitive receptors to substantiak tax contaminant (TAC) pollutant
concentrations. A project would be consideredifiggnt if predicted cancer risk exceeds
ten excess cancer cases per million exposed peftsmnim one million or 10 x 1%, or if
either chronic non-carcinogenic or acute hazardcesd(HI) exceed 1.0 at any off-site
receptor. The HRA was performed using normal opegal AC emissions from the
proposed facility.

The HRA was conducted in three steps.
equipment were estimated. Second, exposure catmgawere performed using the
ISCST3 dispersion model. Third, results of the asxpe calculations along with the
cancer potency factor, and chronic non-carcinogandt acute reference exposure levels
(RELSs) for each TAC were used to perform the ris&racterization to quantify individual
health risks.

First, eanissof TACs from the proposed

TAC emissions for the LM6000 turbine and Waukesbg Wvere calculated using AP-42
and the California Air Toxic Emission Factor (CATE#&atabase, respectively. AP-42
emission factors and the maximum hourly and anfughlconsumption rates were used to
calculate peak hourly and annual average TAC eamssates for the LM6000 turbine.
For the Waukesha ICE, CATEF emission factors, tiagimum hourly fuel consumption
rate, duration of operation, and number of annparating hours, were used to calculate
peak hourly and annual average TAC emission rafgamonia slip emissions from the
SCR were provided by GE for various operating comas. Table 3-17 summarizes the
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proposed facility-wide TAC emission rates for theogmsed project during normal
operations. TAC emission estimates, and detailddulegions and explanations are

provided inAppendix C.

Table 3-17
Facility-Wide TAC Emissions During Normal Operations
Maximum Hourly Annual Average
Pollutant Emission Rate Emission Rat
(Ib/hr) (Ib/yr)
1,3-Butadiene 1.31E-03 3.23E-01
Acetaldehyde 1.93E-02 2.86E+01
Acrolein 3.01E-03 4.58E+00
Ammonig 3.20E+00 5.18E+03
Benzene 7.29E-03 1.07E+01
Benzo(a)pyrere 8.27E-09 1.16E-07
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 1.25E-07 1.75E-06
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 2.31E-08 3.23E-07
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 2.40E-08 3.36E-07
Chrysene 4.38E-08 6.13E-07
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 8.27E-09 1.16E-07
Ethylbenzene 1.44E-02 2.29E+01
Formaldehyde 3.28E-01 5.08E+02
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 2.20E-08 3.07E-07
Naphthalene 6.51E-04 9.31E-01
PAH [as benzo(a)pyrerfe] 9.72E-04 1.57E+00
Propylene 1.65E-02 2.31E-01
Propylene Oxide 1.28E-02 2.07E+01
Toluene 5.82E-02 9.30E+01
Xylene 3.02E-02 4,58E+01
Total HAP ® 737.3

1. Subsequent years following commissioning represerst-case TAC annual
emissions.
2.LM6000 PAHSs are listed as composite PAHs (as beajpgfene) in emission factor
I|st Black start qenerator PAHs are spematechnnsemn factor databasedividual
3. Ammonia is not a hazardous air pollutant (HARJ & not included in the HAP
Total.
See Tables C.2.2 and C.2.19 in Appendix C for rietails.

TAC emissions during periods of startup/shutdowth @ammissioning are not expected to
result in adverse health risks due to the shom+-teature of the emissions.

The methods used to assess potential human hiesidshare consistent with thr Toxics
Hot Soots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments
published by the California Office of Environment&lealth Hazard Assessment
(OEHHA) (OEHHA 2003) at the nearest off-site recept The CARB Hot Spots
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Analysis and Reporting Program (HARPersion 1.} software was used to perform the
analysis. A brief description of the HRA is proedibelow; a more detailed explanation
of the methods and assumptions used in the HRAoMged inAppendix C.

Stack parameters used represent 100 percent loaditioas for both the LM6000 and
Waukesha ICE sources. The coordinates are in tal@ransverse Mercator (UTM),
Zone 11, referenced in United States Geologicate&Su(USGS) North American Datum
1927 (NAD27). Building downwash was calculateceinally by HARP. A network of
receptors was generated for the analysis that stsnsi the following:

* Fenceline receptors placed every 30 meters; and
» Cartesian grid at 100-meter spacing out to onarel@r from the facility.

The nearest sensitive receptor (Trinity Christimhd®l) is located about 1,500 feet from
the facility. The theoretical risk predicted attfenceline and at every point from the
fenceline out to one kilometer is less-than-sigaifit. Because the school lies outside of
the fenceline of the facility, the risk at the schavill be less-than-significant. For
simplicity, it was assumed that the peak resideet@osure risks were representative of
sensitive receptor exposure. The fenceline andeS§lan grid risks receptors were
generated in UTM, Zone 11Receptor elevations were determined by HARP usibg 7
minute Digital Elevation Model dafdat-terain-was-assumed

Carcinogenic risks and chronic non-carcinogenic acute health effects were assessed
using the dispersion modeling described above amaenical values of toxicity provided
by OEHHA. Exposure pathways included inhalatioomiegrown produce (usingrban
default ingestion fractions), and dermal, soil, andther's milk absorption. Off-site
worker exposure used an adjustment factor of 2¥8gresent 11 hours per day of facility
operation, in accordance with OEHHA Risk Assessn(guidelines. Long-term risks
(i.e., cancer risk and chronic non-carcinogenicahéandex) and short-term risk (acute

HI) were calculated at the fencellne as WeII eesqhd receptor&eng—tepm—nsks—&e

Table 3-18presents the risk assessment results for eaclp gifoweceptors, as applicable.
At the permit limits requested by the project apghit to be imposed as an air permit
condition, the corresponding predicted cancer rakg chronic non-carcinogenic and
acute HiIs will not exceed ten in one million, respeely, at any off-site receptor. The
proposed project will have a less-than-significampact with respect to expose of
sensitive receptors to substantial TAC pollutamoamtrations.

FinalBraft Mitigated Negative Declaration 2-29 April 2007Becember-2006



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON CENTER PEAKER PROJECT

Table 3-18
Maximum Predicted Risks
Receptor Cancer Risk Chronic Hazard Acute Hazard

(Per Million) Index* Index?
Residential 0.03-06 1.521.6%E-04 0.083.57E03
Off-Site Worker 0.01 3:313.6%E-04 0.083.57E03
CEQA Sgnificance Threshold 10.0 1.0 1.0
Significant? (Yes/No) No No No

1. The cancer risk and chronic hazard index arecbas annual emissions limited by the fuel usetletuested by the applical

for the air permit condition. The cancer risk ahdonic hazard index are reported at the pointatimum impact.

2. The acute hazard index is based on peak hopdgational emissions and is estimated aipthiat of maximum

impactenceline.

3. e) During construction of the project, diesel fuell Wwe combusted in the construction

equipment, asphalt will be used for the accesss;oparking areas, and areas where the

new natural gas pipeline will be constructed, ama@lsquantities of paint may be used to
touch up the equipment and structures. Theseitesivmay emit odors; however, given

the short-term nature of the emissions and theamlist to the nearest offsite receptors,
odors from construction activities are expectellaee less-than-significant impacts.

The combustion turbine and black start generatopgsed for the project will burn
natural gas exclusively. Natural gas combustiomas known to cause objectionable
odors when combusted. The SCR proposed for NOssoms control will use aqueous

ammonia as the reducing agent.

The aqueous ammalhibe stored in a pressurized

tank that will emit no ammonia vapors under nornoglerating conditions and,

consequently is not expected to cause objectionades.

The ammonia slip in the

turbine exhaust will be limited by conditions orethir permit to five ppm. The odor
threshold for ammonia is 5.75 ppm (3M, 2004). Beeaof the buoyancy of the heated
exhaust emissions, the dispersion of emissions a@igéance from the stack to the nearest
receptor (the closest that a receptor could be dvbelat the fenceline, more than 100 feet
from the stack), ammonia slip emissions are noeetqul to cause noticeable odor.

Based on these factors, the proposed project vailtehno significant impact from

objectionable odors.

3. f) The project will comply with existing air qualitylles and regulations. SCE has
submitted an application with the SCAQMD for a pgrte construct and permit to
operate the proposed equipment. The applicatiahhemsure that the proposed project
complies with existing rules and regulations, idohg Regulation Il and XIllII rules.
Compliance with air quality rules and regulationsl wnsure that the project will not
diminish an existing air quality rule or future cpilance requirement resulting in a
significant increase in air pollutant.
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3.3 Mitigation Measures

The mitigation measures described in this sectierdasigned to control emissions caused
by project construction activities - grading, clagr excavation, earth moving, and mobile
equipment necessary to perform these activities.

AQ-1 The area disturbed by clearing, grading, eartlvingy or excavation operations
shall be minimized to prevent excessive amounthust.

AQ-2 Pre-grading/excavation activities shall includetexiag the area to be graded or
excavated before commencement of grading or exicavaperations. Application
of water (preferably reclaimed, if available) shbypenetrate sufficiently to
minimize fugitive dust during grading activities.

AQ-3 Fugitive dust produced during grading, excavatang construction activities shall
be controlled by the following activities:

a) Although not anticipated, if soil is hauled dafs all haul trucks shall be
required to cover their loads as required by CalitoVehicle Code §23114.

b) All graded and excavated material, exposedase#ns, and active portions of the
construction site, including unpaved on-site roagbyahall be treated to prevent
fugitive dust. Treatment shall include, but notessarily be limited to, watering
two times per day at a minimum, application of eowmentally-safe soil
stabilization materials, and/or roll-compactionapropriate. Watering shall be
done two times per day, or more, if necessary, ranthimed water shall be used
whenever possible.

AQ-4 Graded and/or excavated inactive areas of thetrwmtion site shall be monitored
by SCE's construction contractor at least daily fiust stabilization. Soil
stabilization methods, such as water and roll-caripa, and environmentally-
safe dust control materials, shall be periodicalyplied to portions of the
construction site that are inactive for over foaysl If no further grading or
excavation operations are planned for the areaatba should be seeded and
watered until grass growth is evident, or perioljcmeated with environmentally-
safe dust suppressants, to prevent excessivevieigitist.

AQ-5 Signs shall be posted on-site limiting trafficlf® miles per hour or less.

AQ-6 During periods of high winds (i.e., spontaneousdmMjusts equal to or exceeding
25 miles per hour), all clearing, grading, earthving, and excavation operations
shall be curtailed to prevent fugitive dust createyl on-site activities and
operations from being a nuisance or hazard, edfiesite or on-site.

AQ-7 Adjacent streets and roads shall be swept at teast per day, preferably at the
end of the day, if visible soil material is carrie@ger to adjacent streets and roads.
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AQ-8 Personnel involved in grading operations, inclgdincontractors and
subcontractors, should be advised to wear respyrgimtection in accordance
with California Division of Occupational Safety aralth regulations.

AQ-9 Equipment idling time shall not exceed five miraite

AQ-10 Equipment engines shall be maintained in good itilondand in proper tune as per
manufacturers’ specifications.

AQ-11Alternatively fueled construction equipment, suab compressed natural gas
(CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG), or electric, equipment meeting Tier 2
standards, shall be used, if available.

AQ-12 SCE shall maintain records demonstrating that wageis conducted routinely
during construction activities.

| AQ-132 To the extent possible, SCE will adjust its camstion schedule to reduce the
number and/or intensity high-emitting constructaarivity emissions occurring on
the same day.

| AQ-143 SCE will provide NOx RTCs to offset any remainipgoject construction
emissions in an amount sufficient to mitigate alchi@x construction emissions to
24 pounds or less during each day of the constmugteriod during which the four
projects’ cumulative NOx emissions exceed the §icance threshold. The total

} RTCs required to mitigate this project are expettelde 6,904 poundsinus-any
emissions-avoided-by-construction-schedule-adjudtnR®TC’s must be purchased

in the full amount prior to starting construction.

| AQ-154 SCE will provide VOC MSERCs to offset any remainirgoject
construction emissions in an amount sufficient tdtigate actual VOC
construction emissions to less than 75 pounds lfdioar peaker projects. The

‘ total MSERCs requwed to mltlgate this prolect evepected to be 458 pounds

Potentially  Less Than No Impact

Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the
project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either dyrect O O M

or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
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status species in local or regional plans, poljcies
or regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparia L L M
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally L L M
protected wetlands as defined by 8404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any O %} O
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflicting with any local policies or ordinarsce O O %}
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Halbit O O %}
Conservation plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

4.1  Significance Criteria

The impacts on biological resources will be congdesignificant if any of the following criteria
apply:

The project results in a loss of plant communigeanimal habitat considered to be rare,
threatened or endangered by federal, state or égsaicies.

The project interferes substantially with the moeat of any resident or migratory
wildlife species.
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The project adversely affects aquatic communitreseugh construction or operation of
the project.

4.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

The applicant prepared a biological resources suofg¢he proposed project site to determine
potential impacts from the project to biologicakaarces. The survey report is provided as
Appendix D to substantiate the discussion provided herein.

4. a) The proposed project would require constructind aperating a number of components
including the peaker unit, the gas fuel supply,lite water and sewer lines, the transmission tap
line, and the natural gas metering station. Thak@eunit and associated structures will be
located in an open, flat area within the boundadkghe existing Center substation currently
utilized by facility vehicles, buildings, and equipnt. The proposed project site is surrounded
by two gasoline service stations, a miniature gatfeational facility, and a commercial nursery.

The proposed project site is covered with gravehost areas and contains little or no vegetation
for safety reasons. Mature ornamental trees heeptroject site on the eastern boundary along
the fence line. Dominant species include eucalyfucalyptus sp.), carob Ceratonia siliqua)

and boobiallallyoporumsp.). A review of the California Natural Diversity Rdase (CNDDB)
revealed the potential for four special-status gseto occur within the Whittier USGS 7.5-
minute quadrangle (CNDDB 2006). None of these igpstatus species were observed during
the surveys nor are they expected to occur withénproject site. Further, the project site does
not contain habitat that supports special-statieciep. Therefore, no significant impacts to
special status species are expected as a resansfructing and operating the proposed project

Because they will be constructed within existingy cstreets, the construction of pipelines
carrying water, sewer, and natural gas is not erpeio affect or modify habitat supporting no
sensitive species.

4. b) There are no riparian habitats or other sensitateral communities identified in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by @&lifornia Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service present onsite. &ese they will be constructed within existing
city streets, the pipelines transporting water, esevand natural gas will have no impact on
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural commesi Therefore, the proposed project is not
anticipated to adversely affect riparian or othemsstive natural communities or plans, policies,
or regulations of wildlife agencies

4.c) Since there are no federally protected wetlanddefimed by 8404 of the Clean Water
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernalgd, coastal, etc.) present onsite, there are no
significant impacts associated with the power ptat#. The San Gabriel River is considered to
be jurisdictional waters of the United States. Idger, because it is approximately 600 feet
from the project site, it is not expected to beeetléd by the proposed project in any way.
Because they will be constructed within existinty sitreets, the pipelines for water, sewer, and
natural gas transport will have no impact on wettaas defined by the Clean Water Act.
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4.d) No native resident or migratory fish species otiveawildlife nursery sites exist within
the proposed project site. Depending on the timoogstruction activities may directly impact
nesting birds protected by the Federal MigratorsdBireaty Act (MBTA). Direct impacts to
nesting birds are considered to be a potentiaipiBcant impact. Mitigation measui@lO-1
will be implemented to reduce impacts to nestingdto a less than significant level.

Because they will be constructed within existinty streets, the pipelines carrying water, sewer,
and natural gas will not interfere substantiallythwany native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species.

4.e) The proposed project does not conflict with anyalgaolicies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservatboypor ordinance. Although some ornamental
eucalyptus trees may need to be removed duringrootisn activities, they are not subject to
preservation policies or ordinances. Becausewhiype constructed within existing city streets,
the pipelines transporting water, sewer, and nagas will not conflict with any local policies
or ordinances protecting biological resources. ré&laee no significant impacts.

4.f) The proposed project does not conflict with thevmions of an adopted Habitat

Conservation plan, Natural Community ConservatitanPor other approved local, regional, or
state habitat conservation plan, because theraaich plans in effect in the vicinity of the

proposed project areas. Because it will be coatduwithin existing city streets, the pipeline

will not conflict with provisions of any Habitat @eervation or other plans intended to protect
biological resources. There are no significantaotp.

4.3 Mitigation Measures

BIO-1 A qualified biologist will conduct a pre-constrigt survey of the project area one
week prior to grubbing or grading activity. If agged nests of native birds are
observed within the construction zone, a minimunifdsuof 100 feet will be
established between the nest and limits of corsbruc Additionally, the
construction crew will avoid activities within tHeuffer zone until the bird nest(s)
is/are no longer occupied, per a subsequent sioyéye qualified biologist.

BIO-2 Avoidance and minimization measures, including:

* The impact area for the project will be kept toi@imum.

* Any vegetation removal or trimming that is requiredl be conducted before March
1% or a preconstruction survey will be conductedrfests one week prior to the start
of construction.

* At no time will active bird nests (with eggs or ym) be destroyed.

» If any sensitive biological resources are foundrdyconstruction, all activities that
may harm that resource shall cease, until a bisipgind the appropriate resource
agencies are contacted to review options.

» Construction lighting will be directed away fromjacknt properties to avoid impacts
to wildlife.
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the
project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the O O |
significance of a historical resource as defined in
8§15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the O O |
significance of a archaeological resource as
defined in 8§15064.5?

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique O O %}
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

d) Disturb any human remains, including those O O %}
interred outside formal cemeteries?

51 Significance Criteria
Impacts to cultural resources will be considerggisicant if:

The project results in the disturbance of a sigaift prehistoric or historic archaeological
site or a property of historic or cultural signéicce to a community or ethnic or social

group.

Unique paleontological resources are presentdabald be disturbed by construction of
the proposed project.

The project would disturb human remains.

CEQA Guidelines state that “generally, a resouhadl e considered ‘historically significant’ if
the resource meets the criteria for listing in @a&lifornia Register of Historical Resources,
including the following:

A) Associated with events that have made a siggnifi contribution to the broad patterns
of California’s history and cultural heritage;

B) Associated with the lives of persons importianur past;

C) Embodies the distinctive characteristics ofypet period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an impdrtaeative individual, or possesses
high artistic values;
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D) Has yielded or may be likely to yield inform@ti important in prehistory or history”
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5).

5.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

The applicant commissioned an archaeological atebptological assessment of the proposed
project site to determine potential impacts to wmalt resources from the project. The survey
report is provided a8ppendix E to substantiate the discussion provided below.

5. a) & b) The proposed project site is located on the sasthportion of the existing SCE
Center Substation property. A record search fewipusly recorded cultural resources within
the project area was conducted by a qualified @alogist on September 15, 2006 at the
California Historical Resources Information Syst@HRIS), South Central Coastal Information
Center (SCCIC), University of California, Fullertofhe record search showed there were no
previously recorded cultural resources within thajqrt area.

A pedestrian field survéywas completed on the proposed project site by alifipal
archaeologist. The field survey for the proposedker location at the Center Substation
revealed the entire location had been previousyudied by grading and graveling. The area
proposed for the peaker location is currently used parking lot and for equipment storage. The
areas that will potentially be used as laydown i@ currently used as equipment storage, for
office trailers, a parking lot, a driveway, and pp&rea. The project area was surveyed with
special attention given to the eastern perimet®ithess area was the least disturbed. No new
cultural resources were located during the survggcause review of the relevant databases and
field survey turned up no cultural resources, nohier archaeological studies are warranted or
necessary at this time for the proposed peaketitorat the Center Substation.

Because it will be constructed within existing disied ground, and the required trenching is
shallow (36 to 42 inches), the pipeline constructi® unlikely to cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a historical or aediagical resource.

In the event that cultural resources are encouthteéueing any future earth disturbing activities,
all work must halt at that location until the resms can be properly evaluated by a qualified
archaeologist.

Based on the findings of the record search and §afvey, the construction and operation of the
proposed peaker project at the Center Substatiewsiuld not adversely affect any historical or
archaeological resources.

5. ¢) The proposed peaker location within the Centersgiion will not directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological resource or gi# unique geologic feature. The review of the
Long Beach Sheet from the Geologic Map of Califarsinowed the proposed peaker location at
the Center Substation is located on recent alluvamd alluvium fans (Jennings 1962). The

® A pedestrian survey involves walking the propémt@n organized, structured manner to ensure itpaifisant
cultural features are identified.
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geologic deposits include flood plain deposits, shadeposits, artificial fill, and some natural

and artificial beach deposits from the recent poriof the Quaternary Period of the Cenozoic
Age. The recent alluvial deposits are not condudivethe formation or preservation of

paleontological fossils. No paleontological resasrwere observed during the field survey.

Because it will be constructed within existing diied ground, the pipeline is unlikely that it
could directly or indirectly damage a unique patetogical resource or unique geologic feature.

5. d) Because the proposed project will be constructedreviously disturbed ground within an
existing substation, no disturbance of human res@&@nexpected because no human remains
were discovered during the original site constarctand development. Because it will be
constructed within existing disturbed ground, thpepne is unlikely that it will disturb any
human remains. If human remains are encountenadgdiine construction or any other phase of
development, work in the area of the discovery ngshalted in that area and directed away
from the discovery. No further disturbance woulctwcuntil the county coroner makes the
necessary findings as to the origin pursuant toi@desources Code 5097.98-99, Health and
Safety Code 7050.5. If the remains are determiodze Native American, the Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC) would be notified withi24 hours as required by Public
Resources Code 5097. The NAHC would notify thagieged Most Likely Descendant who
would provide recommendations for the treatmentevhains within 24 hours. The NAHC
mediates any disputes regarding treatment of resnain

5.3  Mitigation Measures

While the likelihood of encountering cultural resoes is low, there is still a potential that

additional buried archaeological resources mayteaisd such resources conceivably could be
adversely affected by ground disturbance associattdconstruction of the proposed project.

Any such impact would be considered significant, Wwauld be reduced to less-than-significant
with implementation of the following mitigation nea&es:

CR-1 Conduct a cultural resources orientation for cmtsion workers involved in
excavation activities. This orientation will shalae workers how to identify the
kinds of cultural resources that might be encowateand what steps to take if
this occurred.

CR-2 Monitoring of subsurface earth disturbance by @fgssional archaeologist and a
Gabrielino/Tongva representative if cultural resasr are exposed during
construction.

CR-3 Provide the archaeological monitor with the autlgoto temporarily halt or
redirect earth disturbance work in the vicinity aifltural resources exposed
during construction, so the find can be evaluatetiraitigated as appropriate.

CR-4 As required by State law, prevent further distad®a if human remains are
unearthed, until the County Coroner has made thessary findings with respect
to origin and disposition, and the NAHC has beetified if the remains are
determined to be of Native American descent.
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
6. ENERGY. Would the project:
a) Conflict with adopted energy conservation pbans O O %}
b) Result in the need for new or substantiallgrak L L M
power or natural gas utility systems?
c) Create any significant effects on local or oegi L M L
energy supplies and on requirements for additional
energy?
d) Create any significant effects on peak and base [ O %}
period demands for electricity and other forms of
energy”?
e) Comply with existing energy standards? L L %}

6.1 Significance Criteria

The impacts to energy resources will be considsiguificant if any of the following criteria are
met:

The proposed project conflicts with adopted ene@yservation plans or standards.
The proposed project results in substantial depletf existing energy resource supplies.

An increase in demand for utilities impacts therent capacities of the electric and
natural gas utilities.

The proposed project uses non-renewable resoureewasteful and/or inefficient
manner.

6.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

6. a) The proposed project will not conflict with energgnservation plans. The California
Energy Commission (CEC) recommended actions taketnd proposed project in their 2003
Integrated Energy Policy Report, “Beyond measuhes individual consumers and businesses
can take to conserve, electricity generators coatde older, less-efficient natural gas-fired
power plants and replace or repower them with maare efficient ones. Unfortunately, many
of these plants are presently used to maintairesyseliability” (CEC, 2003). The proposed
project equipment includes an energy efficienttestd-the-art combustion turbine, specifically
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installed to address system reliability and, themefis consistent with the CEC’s policy. The
pipeline element of the project will have no impastadopted energy conservation plans.

6. b) This project is proposed to address weaknessdeimlectricity grid to prevent rolling
black outs. In addition to providing additionalwer during peak energy demand periods, the
project site was selected specifically to providealized voltage and frequency support that
ensures grid stability. The electrical tie-in pgowuill be at an existing substation, and no
substantial new electric facilities are requiredhtplement the project.

With respect to the delivery of natural gas tosfgthatural gas demand, the CEC has concluded:

* There is adequate pipeline infrastructure insidi@aia to move gas to load centers, on
an annual average basis.

» There is adequate pipeline infrastructure in south@alifornia to receive gas at the
border through 2013, on an annual average basi€ @UB3).

Further, CEC states, “California has made greadlestrin addressing a variety of natural gas
infrastructure shortfalls that plagued the statthatheight of the 2000-2001 energy crisis. The
state has increased intrastate pipeline capacigppyoximately 0.906 billion cubic feet (bcf) per
day since 2001 and added an additional 2.2 bcfdpgrof capacity to deliver supplies from
Canada, the Rocky Mountains and the Southwest” (CEL).

While the overall natural gas pipeline system tigtothe state is adequate, SCE will still need to
access the existing natural gas supply lines irvitiaity of the project site. The project will
require a eight-inch pipeline approximately threemin length to connect the project to the
regional gas distribution system. The naturalgpsline at the connection point is adequate for
the project needs and upgrades will not be required

Because the project does not require pipeline wegraocally, and based on the CEC
conclusions with respect to the state-wide natgd pipeline infrastructure, the proposed
project will not have a significant impact on natugas utility systems.

6. c) The proposed project will provide 45 MW of electpower to address peak electricity
demand. The proposed turbine would require poweriritial start-up; however, with the
planned black-start capability, the turbine canrafgewithout drawing power from the grid, if
necessary.

From 2003 to 2013, natural gas demand in Califonambeen predicted by the CEC (CEC
2003) to increase as follows:

* Core demand will increase from 0.66 to 0.73 tnilcubic feet (Tcf), a rate of 0.9 percent
per year,

* Non-core demand will increase from 0.74 to 0.77, Wtfich is an annual growth rate of
only 0.4 percent, and
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» Natural gas demand for power generation will graant 0.80 to 0.93 Tcf per year,
yielding an annual growth rate of 1.5 percent Ty

The CEC has projected natural gas supplies fosdh®e time period, as shownTiable 6-1

Table 6-1
Projected Natural Gas Supplies for California (Trillion cubic feet per year)
Projected Percent
Supply Projected Projected Increase Change
Sources 2008 2013 2003-2013 2003-2013
Lower 48 States
California 0.468 0.338 0.087 -20%
Rocky 0.619 0.725 0.398 122%
Mountains
San Juan and 1.002 1.008 0.028 -3%
Permian
Subtotal: Lower 2.089 2.072 0.284 16%
48 States
Canada 0.679 0.700 0.066 10%
TOTAL 2.767 2.772 0.350 14%
Source: California Energy Commission

The amount of natural gas supplies provided byRloeky Mountains will increase by 122
percent during the forecast horizon (i.e., 2002®43),as shown inTable 6-1 The Rocky
Mountain region is a relatively new supply basimeared to other supply basins in the U.S.
With expansion of the Kern River pipeline (in Ma@(3), the analysis demonstrates the
importance of this supply source for Californiagdaupplies coming from the Rocky Mountain
region will be doubling over this time period. Akown inTable 6-1 the combined supplies
from in-State production and from the southwesirsa§.e., San Juan and Permian Basins) are
expected to decline approximately eight percerdre€asted Canadian production will occupy a
larger share of California’s consumption, reaching Tcf/yr by 2013. Incremental growth in
gas demand will be met by supplies from the RoclkuMain and Canadian basins (CEC 2003).

Since 2003, CEC has revised the natural gas sypplgctions to include offshore liquefied
natural gas (LNG) as a potential source of natgaal for California. Several companies have
recently proposed building liquefied natural gasilittes in California and Mexico. In
California, these include the Cabrillo DeepwatertRod the Clearwater Port, both of which are
offshore projects, and the Long Beach LNG Impogjéut. In Mexico, there are three proposed
facilities including the Terminal GNL Mar Adentro@aja and the Moss Maritime LNG, both of
which are offshore projects, and the Sonora LNGifiac Construction has begun on a fourth
project, Energia Costa Azul, expected to be onim&007 (CEC 2005). In addition, the
Woodside LNG Deepwater Port project is in the est@ges of permitting.

Based on these data, the CEC concludes:
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There are adequate supplies of natural gas availaliLalifornia for the next 10 years, on
an annual average basis.

» California gas production has likely already pealiad is not expected to grow
appreciably.

* Increasing natural gas imports are the most likaigtegy to ensure future supply meets
future demand at reasonable and stable prices.

» Imports from Canada may not continue to grow totnremeasing U.S. needs.

* LNG is expected to help meet the growing natiorsg between demand and supply
(CEC 2005).

The proposed project will require approximately77:01CF standard cubic feet (Scf) of natural
gas per year, if operated up to the maximum fumitlirequested in the air quality permit
application. Based on the projected state-wideat&inthis project represents a small fraction of
one percent of the natural gas consumption in @al&. Based on the CEC projections,
California has adequate natural gas supplies fdeast the next 10 years, and the proposed
project will not significantly increase total denafor those supplies.

Construction of the project will require an estisthd,192 gallons of diesel fuel and 408 gallons
of gasoline. Fuel use calculations are providedable C.1.8 of Appendix C. CARB diesel
production in California averages approximatelyOR,darrels per week, or more than 5.2
million gallons per year (CEC 2006). The diesdlfmeeds for construction activities would be
at less than one percent of the state’s annuatldseeduction and thus, not a significant impact
on supplies. Gasoline needs for the proposed giraje even less and, thus would not result in
significant impacts to supplies as well.

6. d) With regards to electricity demand, the proposegjegt will generate 45 MW of electric
power to provide peak electricity to those who dedidne need.

Natural gas production is typically maintained aiektively steady pace over time. The demand
for, or consumption of gas normally peaks in thates to meet space-heating needs. Over the
past few years in California, a second, smallekkpgaaconsumption has occurred during the
summer to fulfill the demand for natural gas fomeo generation. The balance between a
steady production and varying demand is met by rabawation of gas flow via pipeline and
storage systems. During times of low demand, lsirakpring and autumn seasons, natural gas
from the pipelines is used to fill the storage lides. During summer and winter consumption,
both the pipelines and storage facilities are usedneet the demand peaks, with storage
complementing any quantity demand in excess of vehaupplied by the pipelines (CEC 2003).

Prior to 2003, California had more than 240 billicubic feet (bcf) of storage capacity with the
ability to remove more than five (5) bcf per day peak days (CEC 2003). Since 2003,
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California has added 38 bcf of storage capacityiclviprovides increased reliability to meet
peak needs and adds operational flexibility actiosstate (CEC 2005).

California is able to store natural gas in reses/@nd is able to retrieve that gas to supplement
pipeline supplies during peak demand periods. @asethese conditions, the existing natural
gas supply infrastructure is capable of supplyhmeg groposed peaker project with natural gas to
meet the demand without significant adverse impact.

Further, the new pipeline required of the propgsegect will have no impact on peak or base
energy demands.

6. €) The peaker is a modern, high efficiency LM6000 gabine generator. The auxiliary
equipment will also meet current energy efficiestgndards. The new pipeline in the project
will have no impact on energy standards.

6.3  Mitigation Measures

Because the proposed project is not expected te aavgnificant negative impact on electricity,
natural gas, or other energy supplies, no mitigatn@asures are necessary.

Potentially = Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential snbata O %} O
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury
or death involving:
 Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as U %} O

delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo

Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the

State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault?

e Strong seismic ground shaking? (| M O
* Seismic-related ground failure, including O 4| O
liquefaction?
e Landslides? O O M
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the lafs O O %}
topsoil?
c) Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is O O %}

unstable or that would become unstable as a result
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of the project, and potentially result in on- of-of
site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined indabl O O %}
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supportieg th L L M
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of waste water?

7.1  Significance Criteria

The impacts on the geological environment will baesidered significant if any of the following
criteria apply:

Topographic alterations would result in signifitamanges, disruptions, displacement,
excavation, compaction or over covering of largeants of soil.

Unique geological resources (paleontological resesior unique outcrops) are present
that could be disturbed by the construction ofghaposed project.

Exposure of people or structures to major geoldgizards such as earthquake surface
rupture, ground shaking, liquefaction or landslides

Secondary seismic effects could occur which cadddnage facility structures, e.g.,
liquefaction.

Other geological hazards exist which could advgratect the facility, e.g., landslides,
mudslides.

7.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

7. a) The proposed project will be constructed in anaacé known seismic activity.
Approximately 37 active faults are known to existthm a 60-mile radius of the Center
Substation. Of primary concern is the active ElgdPark Thrust, approximately 6.3 miles north
north-west of the substation.

The Elysian Park Thrust represents the most saamifisource of strong seismic ground shaking
at the substation. It extends approximately 12snbeneath central Los Angeles (Oskin et al,
1999) and trends to the northwest. The fault issmtered capable of generating a 6.7 magnitude
earthquake (Blake, 2000). Based on the Califo@#logical Survey's (2003), Probabilistic
Seismic Hazards Mapping Ground Motion Page, thee 10 percent probability of earthquake
ground motion exceeding 0.423 gravity (g) at thessation site over a 50-year period.
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Although within a seismically active area, accogdito the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault

Zoning Maps (2000) and the Faults of Southern @alih Map (SCEC, 2006), the Center

Substation is not located on a fault trace thatldi@efine the site as a special seismic study
zones under the Alquist-Priolo Act. Thus, the ridkearthquake-induced ground rupture is
considered less than significant.

The proposed project is located in a seismicaltiwacegion. There is the potential for damage
to the new substation structures in the event afathquake. New structures must be designed
to comply with the Uniform Building Code (UBC) Zork requirements since the project is
located in a seismically active area. The UBCasstdered to be a standard safeguard against
major structural failures and loss of life.

The UBC bases seismic design on minimum laterangei forces ("ground shaking”). The
UBC requirements operate on the principle that jliog appropriate foundations, among other
aspects, helps to protect buildings from failureiy earthquakes. SCE will design the facility
to meet the most current UBC codes.

Liquefaction is a mechanism of seismic ground failin which earthquake-caused ground
motion causes loose, water-saturated, cohesiorsles#s to lose their bearing capacity. A
geotechnical study performed at the site (Soutl@aiifornia Edison Company, 1951) showed
that soils at the substation consist predominaoitigand and silty sands with a few lenses of
sandy and silty clay. Soil borings drilled as pafrthe study reached a depth of 40 feet below
ground surface (bgs). No information was providedhe report (SCE, 1951) with regard to
groundwater; however, Seismic Hazard Zone mapsapedy the State of California (Division
of Mines and Geology 1999) indicate that the progie is located in an area with the potential
for liquefaction. The UBC requirements consideruétpction potential and establish more
stringent requirements for building foundations areas potentially subject to liquefaction.
Therefore, compliance with the UBC requirementsxgected to minimize the potential impacts
associated with liquefaction. SCE will design flaeility to meet the more stringent UBC
standards. Therefore, impacts from liquefactianexpected less than significant.

The site is not considered to be an area with dgtengial for permanent ground displacement due
to earthquake-induced landslides or due to heagyifptation events because of the relatively
flat topography.

The new pipeline that will supply natural gas te project site will be filled will high pressure
natural gas. Natural gas is flammable and expboaivder certain conditions. If an earthquake
were to rupture the natural gas pipeline, a paénthazardous condition may expose people to
substantial adverse effects. However, naturalpgaelines exist in many city streets, and may
already exist in the city streets closer to resigsrthan the location in which this new pipeline
will be constructed. (Note that the new pipeliserequired because the capacity of existing
branch lines is insufficient for the additional gdéamand of the peaker turbine, and the new
pipeline will connect the project to a larger maas [trunk] line.) With adherence to the
applicable federal and state regulatory requiremdat the design and installation of gas
pipelines, the risk of accidental release is lbas tsignificant.
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7. b) During construction of the proposed project, plessibility exists for temporary erosion
resulting from excavating and grading activiti€3CE will develop a Construction Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to minimize swibsion during storm events. Activities
associated with construction of the peaker plaatsabject to the requirements of SCAQMD
Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust and, as such, Best Avhalabontrol Measures (BACM) will be
implemented to reduce the potential for soil emosemd windblown dust over the property
boundary during construction. At the Center Sulmia grading activities are expected to be
minimal since the substation is generally flat &ad previously been graded. No unstable earth
conditions or changes in geologic substructureeapected to result from the proposed project.
Because they will be constructed within existinty Gtreets, construction and operation of the
water, sewer, and natural gas pipelines will hav@mpact on soil erosion or result in the loss of
topsoil.

7. ¢) The substation is not prone to landslides ordhtpreading because surface topography at
and in the vicinity of the project site is relaliyeflat. Soil subsidence or collapse is not
anticipated to be a problem since little excavatgnading, or filling activities will occur. The
project site is located in an area with the pogaritir liquefaction; however, compliance with the
UBC requirements is expected to minimize the paefdr impacts associated with liquefaction.
The site is located in a primarily industrial/conmeial area and unique geologic features
(natural bridges, caves, waterfalls, etc.) arepnesent at the site.

Because they will be constructed within existinty Gtreets, construction and operation of the
water, sewer, and natural gas pipelines will hawenmpact on on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapsene Ppipeline routes do not contain unique
geologic features (natural bridges, caves, watsyfeic.).

7. d) The upper 40 feet of soil at the substation siteegaly is composed of sand and silty
sands with a few lenses of sandy and silty clages& materials do not tend to show significant
soil expansion and are not considered to be cosgpr$ an expansive soils as defined in Table
18-1-B of the UBC (1994) and, thus, the proposegjept would not be expected to create
substantial risks to life or property due to expaasoils.

Expansive soils were not identified during at the during the study conducted by SCE (1951).
Also, a soil survey conducted by the United St&tepartment of Agriculture Soil Conservation
Service (1969) indicates that the soils at the Isstee a low potential for expansion due to the
lack of clays. Based on this information, it ipegted that the soil types present at the project
site will not be susceptible to expansion.

7.e) Because wastewater associated with the propasgecpwill be minimal and discharged
into the city industrial sewer system, soils at shidstation site are not required to be usable to
support septic tanks or other alternative wastewhsposal systems.
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7.3 Mitigation Measures

No significant adverse impacts on geology and smiés expected from the proposed project.
Since no significant geology and soils impacts wieentified, no mitigation is required or
proposed.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS. Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the L %} L
environment through the routine transport, use,
disposal of hazardous materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the L M L

environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions, or handle hazardous or L[] L M
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a listof [ O %}
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code §65962.5 and, as a result,
would create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use O O %}
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project result in a safety hdzar
for people residing or working in the project area?

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private O O %}
airstrip, would the project result in a safety hdza
for people residing or working in the project area?
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g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere L L M
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk o [ L M
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

i)  Significantly increased fire hazard in areas with L M L
flammable materials?

8.1 Significance Criteria

The impacts associated with hazards will be coms@lsignificant if any of the following occur:
Non-compliance with any applicable design code=gulation.
Non-conformance to National Fire Protection Asaben standards.

Non-conformance to regulations or generally acmpindustry practices related to
operating policy and procedures concerning thegdesconstruction, security, leak
detection, spill containment or fire protection.

Exposure to hazardous chemicals in concentratiemsal to or greater than the
Emergency Response Planning Guideline (ERPG-2)deve

8.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

The project development will include various safptpgrams addressing hazardous materials
storage and use, emergency response procedurespyempraining requirements, hazard
recognition, fire safety, first-aid/emergency medliprocedures, hazardous materials release
containment/control procedures, hazard communieaticining, Personal Protective Equipment
(PPE) training, and release reporting requirememtsse programs include a Risk Management
Plan (RMP) for agueous ammonia storage and usecor@ance with the California Accidental
Release Prevention (CalARP) regulations, Injury Hingéss Prevention Program, fire response
program, plant safety program and facility standapérating procedures. As required under
federal and California regulations, a Hazardousekalt Business Plan (HMBP) will be prepared
and submitted to the local Certified Unified Progragency (CUPA), the Los Angeles County
Fire Department.

SCE will prepare a Storm Water Pollution Preventdan (SWPPP) for construction activities
and one for operations to describe the managemantiges in place to prevent the release or
discharge of hazardous materials to the waterhefState. SCE will also prepare a Spill
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Prevention Control and Countermeasures (SPCC)tpktrwill describe the storage of oil (e.g.,
lube oil in the turbine sump, lube oil in the blastart generator sump, insulating oil in the
transformers), the facility’s spill prevention maess, the potential consequences of a spill, and
spill response measures.

8. a) The proposed project will use a variety of hazasdmaterials during construction and
operations. The routine storage and use of thederials is discussed below.

Project Construction.Hazardous materials that will be used duringgmbgonstruction include
gasoline, diesel fuel, oil, and lubricants for domstion equipment, and small quantities of
solvents and paint.

Diesel fuel is the hazardous material with the gagtapotential for environmental consequences
during the construction phase due to its use isttoation equipment, and the frequent refueling
that may be required. To minimize the potential dorelease, diesel fuel will not be stored
onsite, except in equipment/vehicle fuel tanks. ewhefueling is required, a mobile fuel truck
will be brought onsite to fuel each device. Anglfgpilled will be promptly cleaned up, and
contaminated soil disposed of in accordance wighajpplicable state and federal requirements.

Small volumes of hazardous materials includingaoitl lubricants for construction equipment,
solvents and paint will be temporarily stored omsitside fuel and lubrication service trucks.
Paints and solvents will be stored in flammable anak storage cabinets. Maintenance and
service personnel will be trained in handling thesgerials. The most likely incidents involving
these hazardous materials would be associatedmitbr spills or drips. Small spills and drips
can be easily cleaned up, so impacts from thesermeieases are considered to be less than
significant.

Project Operation

Fuel Gas Delivery. The new pipeline that will supply natural gashie project site will be filled
will high pressure natural gas. Natural gas imffeable and explosive under certain conditions.
A release from the pipeline may result in signifitdazards and risk of upset to people.
However, natural gas pipelines exist in many ditgets, and may already exist in the city streets
closer to residences than the location in which ti@w pipeline will be constructed. (Note that
the new pipeline is required because the capatigkisting branch lines is insufficient for the
additional gas demand of the peaker turbine, aachéw pipeline will connect the project to a
larger main gas line.) The Southern California Gasmpany has a program in place to monitor
gas pipelines to detect leaks and minimize risksetaple; this new pipeline would be subject to
the same routine inspection program. With adheretac the applicable federal and state
regulatory requirements for the design and ingtahaof gas pipelines, the risk of accidental
release is anticipated to be less than significant.

Compressed Gas Storage and Use. Compressed gases stored and used at the facdifymolude

gases typically used during operations for mainteaactivities such as welding, and calibration
gases for the emissions monitoring equipment. dlgases include carbon dioxide, acetylene,
argon, carbon monoxide, nitric oxide, nitrogen arggen. Carbon dioxide is also used as a fire
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suppression agent in the turbine and black starérg¢or enclosures. Compressed gas storage
and use is not expected to cause significant agwensacts to the public or environment.

Agqueous Ammonia. Aqueous ammonia (19 percent ammonia concentréyoweight) will be
the only chemical stored in sufficient quantitieghee Project site to be classified as a regulated
substance subject to the requirements of the CalRRIP program.

An SCR system with aqueous ammonia injection wellused to control NOx emissions in the
turbine exhaust. Since the turbine is intendedgerate during peak periods of demand, the
SCR is expected to be operated in a similar ndtespient schedule. NOx emissions control
can be accomplished using either anhydrous amm@maundiluted almost pure form of
ammonia) or aqueous ammonia (a water solutionweétaconcentration). The selection of the
less hazardous form of ammonia (aqueous rather #imdwydrous) is one major means for
mitigating potential hazards of an accidental spilince it is of much lower concentration, a
potential agueous spill would have a proportioryatelwer impact than an equivalent size
anhydrous spill. Because the ammonia is dilutet water, the ammonia vapor pressure will be
lower than anhydrous ammonia resulting in a lowaperation rate, which reduces the potential
offsite impact in the event of an accidental redeadn order to have the same amount of
ammonia available for use in NOx control, agueausnania requires more frequent tank truck
shipments than anhydrous ammonia because of itrloancentration. Agqueous ammonia was
selected over anhydrous ammonia for the proposgédqtrin order to reduce the severity of any
potential ammonia accident.

Aqueous ammonia will be stored onsite in a new A®&allon pressure vessel (tank).
Pressurized metallic storage tanks have a meanttiroatastrophic failure of 0.0109 per million
hours of service, or on average, one failure e€rp00 years (Center for Chemical Process
Safety, 1989). Thus, failure of a pressurized aggeammonia storage tank during the lifetime
of the facility is unlikely.

The new ammonia system will consist of a storage,t@econdary containment, dispensing
pumps, distribution piping, and vaporization skiflhe storage tank will be located adjacent to
the aqueous ammonia unloading area. The tanksisgle-walled design with a volume of
10,500 gallons; however, the tank will only besfillto 85 percent of its capacity (8,925 gallons).
The storage tank will be constructed of materiblt are compatible with 19 percent aqueous
ammonia. The ammonia tank will be manufacturedtnaet American Society of Mechanical
Engineers (ASME) Code Section 8, Division 1, Addetd”, Chapter 4 specifications, and will
meet all California Title 8 requirements for amnestorage vessels. The tank will be equipped
with pressure safety valves, a level gauge, presgauge, and vacuum breaker system. A local
alarm horn will be set to indicate 85 percentridjiof the tank (tank full). The tank will be
mounted to meet seismic codes within a concretdagunent structure. The secondary
containment has been sized to contain 12,500 gallonapproximately 120 percent of the
storage tank contents. The secondary containnterctsre will measure 47 feet long by 13 feet
wide by three feet high. This secondary contairtmvefume will contain the entire capacity of
the tank plus an additional allowance for precimtafrom a 25-year, 24-hour storm event. The
secondary containment will be connected to an wgrdand concrete sump via a seven square
foot drain opening that will allow a catastrophimraonia spill to be flushed into the sump in
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approximately one minute. Any liquids collectedtle sump will be removed manually by an
operator using either a portable pump or a vacuuckt Only trained technicians will conduct
system maintenance and repairs.

Aqueous ammonia will typically be delivered to flaeility by tank truck in 7,000-gallon loads.
The agqueous ammonia unloading station will cortdist sloping concrete pad 36 feet long by 15
feet wide and will be surrounded by a berm six @ height. The pad will slope to drain to
the storage tank secondary containment sump. Tdie @ill have an opening of seven square
feet, which will ensure that no pooling occurs Hme tevent of a spill during unloading.
Emergency shutoff valves will be provided at thenamia unloading station for emergency
isolation of aqgueous ammonia in the system. Tisdesn will prevent back flow of aqueous
ammonia from the storage tank. The tank truck wél equipped with a remotely operated
emergency shut-off system to stop the ammonia feans case of an emergency during the
unloading operation.

Ammonia leak detection sensors will be installedhbmside and outside the secondary
containment area, which will allow rapid detectamd quick response to any accidental spill of
ammonia. These sensors will activate local alarimasns, and strobe lights. The ammonia
detectors will alarm locally and also in the cohtimom. A wind banner (sock) will be installed
to continuously indicate the wind direction. A gamal protective shower and eyewash station
will be located in the immediate vicinity of the amania storage tank.

SCE will prepare a CalARP RMP for the storage asel of aqueous ammonia. The RMP will
be based on studies identifying potential hazamslso@ated with the handling of aqueous
ammonia at the facility, including a hazard anaysa seismic assessment, and an offsite
consequence analysis. Facility management willuex@ any ammonia system improvements
that are recommended as a result of the studiese. RMP will address in detail the emergency
planning and response actions in the event of amama release from the facility, including
emergency response plans and training proceduiée RMP will be submitted to the Los
Angeles County Fire Department, the AdministerirgeAcy, for review and approval.

Other Chemicals. The facility is expected to use and store sewafrar chemicals. This includes
a new 1,250-gallon carbon steel tank associatdutive turbine. The turbine enclosure provides
secondary containment for the tank. The tank bellinspected monthly to ensure that it is not
leaking. Lube oil has low toxicity and does notemtine criteria for any hazard class defined by
the Uniform Fire Code (UFC).

Small quantities of natural gas liquids (less tH#&nh gallons per year) may periodically be
removed from the knock out pot on the compressat. skNatural gas liquids have hazards
similar to gasoline.

Insulating oil will be used in the new electricaarisformers installed at the facility. The
insulating oil is not exposed to the environmentdemnormal conditions of use. Each
transformer will be installed in a secondary camtant structure that will contain 100 percent
of the transformer capacity plus an allowance fecpitation.
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In addition to the specific chemicals discussedvabemall quantities (less than five gallons

containers) of paints, oils, grease, solvents,i@dss, detergents, and janitorial supplies typical
of those purchased at a retail hardware store nh&y lae stored and used at the facility.

Flammable materials (e.g., paints, solvents) w#l &ored in flammable material storage

cabinet(s) with built-in containment sumps. Roeatuse of these supplies is not expected to
cause a significant hazard to the public or therenment.

8. b) Aqueous ammonia is a regulated substance thathsagpotential for offsite risk if
accidentally released during transport/delivery.iskRhas two components - frequency and
severity. The more often a particular mishap kelyi to occur and the more hazardous the
material involved in the mishap, the higher th&.riRisk can be reduced by reducing either the
frequency of occurrence, the severity of the ra&eas both in combination. As discussed, SCE
will be using agueous ammonia for NOx emissionstrobnrather than the more hazardous
anhydrous ammonia. This choice leads to more &egammonia deliveries, increasing the
probability of a release, but substantially redgdime severity of a potential release.

EPA has developed the SCREEN3 model for perfornaimglispersion modeling analysis for
neutrally buoyant releases such as ammonia. Thagehwas used for performing the offsite
consequence analysis for the aqueous ammonia waset-release scenario. EPA and the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NX) have recently updated the Aerial
Locations of Hazardous Atmospheres (ALOHA) model dstimating evaporation rates from
spills of aqgueous ammonia solutions (EPA/NOAA, 2008his model was used for estimating
evaporation rates from the diked areas (pools).

The distance from the point of release to a locatd which the regulated toxic substance
concentration is equal to or greater than a sgetidbncentration must be determined to define
the vulnerability zone. That concentration is knoas the toxic endpoint. As required by
CalARP regulations, the ammonia toxic endpoint usedoerforming the offsite consequence
analysis was 0.14 mg/L. This corresponds to aemtnation of 200 parts per million (ppm) by
volume, and represents the American Industrial Elygi Association (AIHA) Emergency
Response Planning Guideline (ERPG-2), which is neéefi as “the maximum airborne
concentration below which it is believed that ngal individuals could be exposed for up to
one hour without experiencing or developing irreude or other serious health effects or
symptoms which could impair an individual's ability take protective action.” The ERPG-2
level is also used by the SCAQMD as the signifieatitreshold for exposure to hazardous
materials.

Worst-case Release during Storagd=PA has defined worst-case and alternative releas
scenarios for use in offsite consequence analysasruhe RMP program (EPA 1999). Identical
assumptions are required under the CalARP RMP amogr=or aqueous ammonia, EPA defines
the worst-case release as the instantaneous reletseentire contents of the storage vessel and
the evaporation of ammonia from the surface of tbsulting pool of ammonia. Passive
mitigation such as a containment structure mayadbern into account in the analysis. The
meteorological conditions that EPA requires for thverst-case release are very stable
atmospheric dispersion conditions, “F”’ stabilitypical of nighttime conditions, and a wind
speed of 1.5 meters per second (m/s). The temyerat the liquid is assumed to be the highest
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local maximum temperature in the past three ye@le ambient temperature is used to estimate
the vapor pressure of ammonia, a critical paramieteestimating ammonia evaporation rate
from the pool. The humidity is assumed to be trexage.

CalARP regulations require that either urban oalrtwpography be used for performing the air
dispersion analysis for identified release scesariRural and urban topographical conditions are
characterized in the air dispersion models in teohsurface roughness. Area maps were
reviewed and an inspection of the surrounding itereaad buildings performed to select site-

specific surface conditions. Since many buildisgground the Center Substation, this location
was characterized as an urban area for air digpessialysis.

As discussed above, the ammonia tank containmertisgte drains into a covered sump capable
of containing the entire contents of the tank, Whicas defined to be 8,925 gallons of aqueous
ammonia. Because the secondary containment wéldged and drain to the underground sump
in one minute, it was assumed that the ammonia ogaipn rate will consist of three
components: (1) evaporation for one minute fromdeeondary containment area (611 square
feet), (2) evaporation from the collection draintle tank secondary containment (seven square
feet), and (3) evaporation from the collection dr& the delivery truck catch basin (seven
square feet). Because the selected toxic endpdi@00 ppm is based on one-hour average
concentration, ammonia evaporation was limited ne diour from the drains. In order to
estimate conservative ammonia evaporation rataifatispersion modeling, it was assumed that
the one-minute ammonia evaporation from the secgratainment area (611 square feet) and
the 60-minute ammonia evaporation from the twoemibn drains (14 square feet) will occur
simultaneously.

The highest temperature was identified from a rewéthe highest temperatures recorded at the
Los Angeles and Long Beach stations and reportetidosouth Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD) in its publication "A Climatologal Air Quality Profile, California South
Coast Air Basin, 1980.” The Los Angeles and Loreaéh stations are located at almost equal
distances from the Center Substation facility aothihave long-term ambient temperature data
available. However, the highest daily temperatem@orted for Long Beach station is slightly
higher than Los Angeles station; thus, highestyd@mperature reported as 1A for Long
Beach station was used in the dispersion analyd®e Center Substation is located inland; thus,
the annual average relative humidity of 63 percepbrted for the Los Angeles station in this
same publication was used.

Offsite Consequence Analysis Results during Trarsp®he results of the SCREEN3 model
analysis indicate that a release of 7,000 galla vould not cause an ammonia concentration
of 200 ppm to extend to the closest fence linee @losest fence line is located at a distance of
153 feet (47 meters). The ammonia concentratidhistdistance was predicted to be 183 ppm,
which is lower than the ammonia toxic endpoint @riation of 200 ppm. Therefore, a
catastrophic release of ammonia is not expectduat@ a significant impact to the public or
environment. Further, the probability of a catshic release of aqueous ammonia during SCE
operations is very small. The low release proligbis the result of a number of factors
including the stringent design standards for pnessd storage vessels, containment structures,
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secondary containment tank, ammonia leak deteeaimhalarm systems that will be built into
the ammonia system at the site, and the chemicalextt prevention program elements that SCE
will establish to comply with the requirements dfet CalARP RMP accident prevention
programs.

Ammonia Release during TransportThe hazards associated with the transport of
regulated (CCR Title 19, Division 2, Chapter 4 Be[tCalARP requirements]) hazardous
materials, including agueous ammonia, would inclirgepotential exposure of numerous
individuals in the event of an accident that wolddd to a spill. The major route for
agueous ammonia to reach the facility is from tb& &reeway to Katella Avenue to
Valley View Avenue to Cerritos Avenue which wouldrgrally avoid sensitive receptors.
Factors such as the amount transported, wind speggient temperatures, route traveled,
distance to sensitive receptors are considered wileéermining the consequence of a
hazardous material spill.

U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) regulaticeguire all tank truck trailers to meet
strict requirements for collision and accident patibn. The tank trucks are designed to
withstand violent accidents without breach of thienpry containment. The frequency for
serious hazardous material incidents involving datgicks is approximately 0.0022 per
million vehicle miles (U.S. DOT 2004). Assumingoae-way trip distance to the project
site of 30 miles from the supplier to deliver ammoand an estimated four (4) trucks
deliveries per year of aqueous ammonia, an acciteslting in a serious hazardous
material incident would be expected to occur appnately once every 3.78 million years.
Thus, a release of aqueous ammonia from the degliveck enroute to the facility during
the lifetime of the facility is unlikely.

In the unlikely event that the tanker truck wouldure and release the entire 7,000 gallons
of aqueous ammonia, the ammonia solution would baymol and spread out over a flat
surface in order to create sufficient evaporatmproduce a significant vapor cloud. For
a road accident, the roads are usually graded lzemtheled to prevent water accumulation
and a spill would be channeled to a low spot omadige system , which would limit the
surface area of the spill and subsequent toxic ssoms. Additionally, the roadside
surfaces may not be paved and may absorb some gptt. Without this pooling effect
on an impervious surface, the spilled ammonia woldevaporate into a toxic cloud and
impact residences or other sensitive receptorisaratea of the spill.

Based on the improbability of an ammonia tankeckraccident with a major release, its
potential severity if it did occur, the conclusiohthis analysis is that potential impacts
due to accidental release of ammonia during tramsipan are less than significant.

Ammonia Unloading ReleaseAs discussed above, the agueous ammonia unloadeagwill
consist of a concrete pad surrounded by a berninshes in height. The pad will be sloped
toward a drain at one end which will have an opghseven square feet. This drain will lead to
a covered containment sump which will be commorbath secondary containment and the
delivery truck catch basin. This underground sumilp be large enough to contain the entire
contents of the delivery truck (7000 gallons). T™a¢ch basin surface area (540 square feet) for
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the delivery truck is smaller in comparison to sleface area (611 square feet) for the secondary
containment. Thus, the impact from a catastrofaiiare of the aqueous ammonia tanker (7,000
gallons) during unloading is expected to be lowsmntthe catastrophic failure of the ammonia
storage tank (8,925 gallons).

The new pipeline that will supply natural gas te project site will be filled will high pressure
natural gas. Natural gas is flammable and expbosivder certain conditions. Thus, a release
from the pipeline could result in significant hazdo people. However, natural gas pipelines
exist in many city streets, and may already exighe city streets closer to residences than the
location in which this new pipeline will be constted. With adherence to the applicable federal
and state regulatory requirements for the desigh iastallation of gas pipelines, the risk of
accidental release is less than significant.

8. ¢) There are no existing or proposed schools withie-quarter mile of the project site.

8. d) The project is not located on a site which iduded on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code 865962.5. nEvwe pipeline will be constructed within
existing city streets, and will not travel throughzardous material sites. Therefore, project
operation is not expected to create a significazed to the public or the environment.

8. e) & f) The project is not located within an airport lamgk plan area or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two miles of a pudliport or public use airport, and is not located
within the vicinity of a private airport. Therefgrthe project is not expected to result in a gafet
hazard for people residing or working in the progea.

8. g) The proposed project is not expected to interfeith an emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan. Generally, the facility be unmanned. However, maintenance
employees will occasionally be onsite. SCE wilvelep a new emergency response and
emergency evacuation plan for the facility. Thesegency response and emergency evacuation
plan will meet the requirements for Hazardous MateBusiness Plans in accordance with
California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, fiea 6.95, 8825500 — 25520 and California
Code of Regulations, Title 19, Chapter 2, Sub-alaf®, Article 4, 882729 — 2734. The
emergency response plans will also comply withrédggiirements of Risk Management Plan (40
CFR Part 68, Risk Management Plan), and Califad@alth and Safety Code, Title 19, Division
2, Chapter 4.5, California Accidental Release Rmrgwa (CalARP) RMP program.

During pipeline construction, temporary lane oestrclosures potentially could affect access for
emergency response vehicles. The constructioni@esi are short-term, and will block access at
any given point along the pipeline route for anrextely short time period (no more than three
months). With the needed coordinafievith appropriate City of Norwalk and Santa Fe 8gsi
agencies, and with the implementation of traffimtcol measures (e.g., flagmen, covering
trenches in roadways with traffic plates during «wasrking hours) during pipeline construction

® “Coordination” means that the construction cortwawill provide notification to the City police drtraffic
departments as required by City codes and obtaimparmits necessary for temporary lane or roaductos
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to ensure continuous operation of any affectedwagd, the impacts to emergency response will
be reduced to less-than-significant levels.

While in operation, the new pipeline will not impadr physically interfere with adopted
emergency plans.

8. h) The peaker unit and associated structures willdoatéd on a previously graded area
within the boundaries of the existing Center Sufista The project site is located within the
northeastern portion of SCE’s Center Substatiopgnty in the City of Norwalk. Adjacent to
the eastern boundary of the Center Substation pggopethe 605 Freeway. The substation is
bordered to the south by a gasoline service staimoha miniature golf recreational facility. The
project elements will be constructed and operate@GE-owned property currently being used
for electrical transmission and, as such, the pegg@roject is not expected to expose people or
structures to a significantly increased risk oslasjury or death involving wildland fires.

The pipeline that will supply natural gas to thejpct will be filled with high pressure natural
gas. Natural gas is flammable and explosive undegrin conditions. However, a release from
the pipeline would not the risk of a wildland fir@s there are no wildlands along the pipeline
route. However, a catastrophic release from alipgpes a rare occurrence, and natural gas
pipelines exist in many city streets, and may alyeaxist in the city streets closer to residences
that the location in which this new pipeline wilk kconstructed. With adherence to the
applicable federal and state regulatory requiremdat the design and installation of gas
pipelines, the risk of accidental release is lbas tsignificant.

8. 1) The proposed project will utilize natural gasttas fuel for the combustion turbine and the
black-start generator. Natural gas poses a firéoamplosion risk as a result of its flammability

and, while it will be used in substantial quanstié& will not be stored onsite. The LM6000

combustion turbine proposed for this project iegyveliable machine. It was developed for use
in commercial aircraft, and has been used in bwtnadt and for commercial power generation

for many years; the risk of explosion is insigraint. The turbine will be housed in an enclosure
that is protected from fire by an automated carbmxide-based fire suppression system; the
risk of a turbine fire is less than significant.

The potential risk of a natural gas pipeline ruptwill be reduced to insignificant levels through
adherence to applicable codes and the developmehtinaplementation of effective safety
management practices. The insulating oil usedhénttansformer is not flammable. Although
the lube oil used in the turbines is combustilike, dr explosion is a highly unlikely occurrence.
Because no flammable materials are stored alongifieéine route or at the peaker plant site, the
pipeline will not increase the risk of a fire ineas where flammable materials are stored.
Therefore, the project is not expected to resudt significantly increased fire hazard.

8.3  Mitigation Measures

Hazardous materials will be stored and handledcoo@ance with all local, state and federal
regulations and codes. Compliance with the apipléceegulations will ensure that the impacts
from project operations are less than significant no mitigation is required.
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While this analysis shows that no significant hdeas material impacts are expected, the
mitigation measures presented below ensure thahdtapresulting from hazardous materials
handling at the facility are less than significant.

HM-1. During construction, hazardous materials storeditenwill be limited to small
guantities (less than five gallons) of paint, cog$i and adhesive materials, and
emergency refueling containers. These materialk bei stored in their original
containers inside a flammable materials cabineteld; lubricants, and various other
liquids needed for operation of construction equepmwill be transported to the
construction site on an as-needed basis by equipseevice trucks.

It is anticipated that adherence to these stangjaedating procedures will minimize the potential
for incidents and lessen the impact of spills inutd hazardous materials during construction.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.
Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste O O %}
discharge requirements?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or O O %}

interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g. the production rate of pre-ersti
nearby wells would drop to a level which would
not support existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattsr O O %}
the site or area, including through alterationhaf t
course of a stream or river, in a manner that
would result in substantial erosion or siltatiorr on
or off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattr O O %}
the site or area, including through alterationhaf t
course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding on- or off-
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site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would O O |
exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm
water drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? O O %}

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazardare [ L M
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary
or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area L L %}
structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows?

i)  Expose people or structures to a significark as L %} L

loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or

dam?
])  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? [ [ M
k) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the [ O %}
applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?
[)  Require or result in the construction of new evat O O %}

or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which cdul
cause significant environmental effects?

m) Require or result in the construction of newrsto L L %}
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

n) Have sufficient water supplies available to serv O O %}
the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

0) Require in a determination by the wastewater O O %}
treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
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9.1

project's projected demand in addition to the
provider's existing commitments?

Significance Criteria

Potential impacts on water resources will be cared significant if any of the following
criteria apply:

9.2

Water Quality:

The project will cause degradation or depletiorgafund water resources substantially
affecting current or future uses.

The project will cause the degradation of surfaeger substantially affecting current or
future uses.

The project will result in a violation of NationBbllutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit requirements.

The capacities of existing or proposed wastewtaeatment facilities and the sanitary
sewer system are not sufficient to meet the neethe@roject.

The project results in substantial increases énatea of impervious surfaces, such that
interference with groundwater recharge efforts ogcu

The project results in alterations to the courstoav of floodwaters.
Water Demand:

The existing water supply does not have the capazimeet the increased demands of
the project, or the project would use a substaatiaunt of potable water.

The project increases demand for water by morne fikka million gallons per day.

Environmental Setting and Impacts

9. a), 1), k), 1) & 0) The construction of the proposed project will ut® site preparation and

installation of operating and auxiliary componen®ater will be used during grading activities
to minimize dust emissions; however, the amourgratling required is minimal since the site is
already flat. The water used for dust suppressarot expected to infiltrate to groundwater or
flow offsite and, therefore is not expected to ictggroundwater quality.

Hydrostatic testing of the pipeline during constiat activities may require up to 42,000 gallons
of water. This is a one-time only requirement.isTiater will either be transported offsite for
disposal or discharged to the Los Angeles Countyit&&on District's Los Coyotes Water
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Reclamation Plant. The contaminant loading is etqueto consist of low concentrations of

hydrocarbons and suspended solids. The dischargeti expected to negatively impact the
Sanitation District’s physical or biological treatnt processes due to the low volume and low
pollutant loading.

The proposed project will generate small volumesvastewater from the evaporative cooler,
estimated to average approximately eight (8) gallpar minute (gpm) during unit operation.
Maximum wastewater generation will not exceed twdwo (22) gpm under worst-case

conditions. The wastewater is expected to haweatdd levels (1.5 cycles of concentration) of
total dissolved solids (TDS), but no other addeliupents. These coolers would only be used
during periods of extremely high ambient tempeeguwrhile the unit is in operation, which is

expected to occur infrequently. Wastewater gerdrafll be discharged to the City of Norwalk

sewer system, which is part of the Los Angeles Go&anitation District. The wastewater will

meet the County’s pretreatment standards. Thetewino effect on the County’s physical or
biological treatment processes.

Storm water generated around the equipment onitthevdl be collected in a retention basin and
will be checked and treated as required prior gpasal. Storm water flow off-site will be
minimal and will not alter or disturb existing dnage patterns. The facility will not store or use
hazardous materials outdoors; storm water is npéebked to be contaminated to any significant
degree, and therefore, storm water runoff will degrade water quality in any receiving water
body.

Wastewater treatment for the City of Norwalk is\pded by the Los Angeles County Sanitation
District which has an average total dry weathewfl@DWF) design capacity of 510 million
gallons per day (MGD). The Sanitation District' ®sst treatment plant to the project site is the
Los Coyotes Water Reclamation Plant which treatsndlion gallons per day. The treatment
process includes the use of primary and secondaryfiers, biofilters, anaerobic digesters,
activated sludge treatment and chlorination. Deveat grit from influent is disposed of at a
landfill; dried biosolids is used in land applicats; final disinfected water is discharged to the
ocean, and methane is recovered from sludge piogesuse in generating electricity for the
facility. The maximum wastewater flow from the jact of eight (8) gpm or 11,520 gallons per
day is insignificant compared to the capacity & phant operated by Los Angeles County. The
Los Angeles County Sanitation District has thettrest processes in place to treat the project
discharge, and elevated TDS levels expected invdmewater discharge are not expected to
have a negative impact on the treatment systemus,Time proposed project will not exceed
existing wastewater treatment requirements.

9. b) The proposed project is not expected to affecgthantity or quality of groundwater in the
area adversely. Water for the project will be pled by the Golden State Water Company.
Water in the City of Norwalk is provided from loagdoundwater wells and is supplemented by
several sources including the Central Basin Muaicig/ater District, Golden State Water
Company, which obtains its water from three sourtmsal ground water, the Colorado River,
and the Bay Delta in Northern California. The ager daily water use for this project is
estimated at 62 gpm, or approximately 45,000 gallper day, if the peaker plant operated at 12
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hours per day. This minimal additional use ratetli@ water district is not expected to impact
groundwater quality or quantity in the area. A Bramount of water will be used for dust

suppression during grading activities since gradiogyvity will be minimal due to most of the

site already graded, so infiltration of this volum@l not affect the existing groundwater in the
area.

The project facilities will require paving or coete foundations or other impervious surfaces
covering approximately 70,400 square feet (1.6&sycr This area represents only seven percent
of the land area of the 22-acre SCE Center propartg will have an insignificant impact on
storm water infiltration to the underlying aquifer.

Because they will be constructed within existinty Gtreets, construction and operation of the
water, sewer, and natural gas pipelines will hawempact on groundwater recharge, or any
other impact to groundwater supplies.

9. ¢), d), e) & m)The SCE Center substation property is already gradel, except for the 220-
by 320-foot project footprint, the 40- by 75-fochtaral gas metering station, and the access
road, the site will not be graded during projecbstauction. EXxisting site topography will be
maintained to the extent possible so that stornemanoff will flow per the existing drainage
patterns except around equipment, where it willcb#ected and treated as required. The
proposed project is not expected to alter existirminage patterns, cause significant erosion or
siltation, or affect the operation of existing stowater drainage systems.

Storm water generated around the equipment onitdevgl be collected in a retention basin,
will be treated as required, and either releaseap@ated or hauled off site. Storm water flow
off-site will not alter or disturb existing draina@atterns or degrade water quality.

Construction of the pipeline may have temporarydotp to storm water drainage along the
pipeline route. SCE will employ standard good stdy practices such as the use of hay bales or
silt fences, as appropriate, to reduce the impactsss-than-significant levels. Because it will
be constructed without changing existing contousperation of the pipeline will not
substantially impact existing drainage patterngase runoff, or storm water drainage systems.

9. 9), h), &i) The proposed project will involve constructioniates at an existing substation,
does not include the construction of any new haysand would not place new housing within a
100-year flood hazard area. The Center substattenis located approximately 13 miles from
the Pacific Ocean. Flood Insurance Rate Maps pedfday the Federal Emergency Management
Agency are used to determine a property’s chance fadod event. Such maps have not been
prepared for the City of Norwalk (2006); howevée County of Los Angeles has designated the
entire City of Norwalk as Zone X (County of Los Aglgs 1979) (Personal communication from
Brenda DeJager, November 7, 2006). Zone X is ddfias areas with a 0.2 percent annual
chance of flooding. Although the site is locatedsade a 100-year flood zone, the concrete lined
San Gabriel River is located approximately 950 feeist from the proposed project site;
therefore the potential for flooding at the sitecmnsidered to be less than significant. No
significant adverse impacts associated with floedands are expected due to the proposed
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project. The project site is not located in araat&t is subject to inundation in the event of dam
failure.

9. j) The Center substation site is located approximdigimiles from the Pacific Ocean and in a
predominantly commercial and industrial area. Adow to the Los Angeles County Tsunami

Evacuation Planning Maps (1997), the site is nohted in an area that may be subject to
inundation by a tsunami. The California coastlra@s a tsunami warning system that will help
ensure timely evacuation of the residents in aff@@reas. Due to its location and the fact that
the facility will usually be unmanned, a tsunamiulbnot typically expose an SCE employee or
contractor to inundation.

The site is located in a relatively flat area; #iere, the proposed project is not susceptible to
mudflows (e.g., hillside or slope areas) and nmifiant impacts from mudflows would be
expected. The site is not close enough to anyosedlor partially enclosed water bodies to be
subject to inundation from seiche waves.

9. n) Hydrostatic testing of the pipeline during constion activities may require up to 42,000
gallons of water. This is a one-time only requiestnwhich is not expected to impact regional
water supplies.

Water will be used for dust control during approately three months of the construction phase
for the proposed project. Based on SCE'’s antiegbaxcavation schedule for the proposed
project construction, a maximum of approximateBOD, square yards of soil would be disturbed
in any one day. Using the assumption that 0.2oggtler square yard per hour is required for
adequate dust suppression, the water demand forsdppression activities is approximately
2,500 gallons of water per day for three months.

Daily water use during the operational phase isneséd to average 62 gallons gpm during unit
operation, with a peak demand of 85 gpm. Howepegker units are designed to operate
intermittently and only during periods of high dhsgity demand. The anticipated operating
period is 12 hours per day or less.

Overall, the volume of water required to operats tipe of power plant is very low — the main
water uses are for direct injection into the tuebbo control NOx emissions (50 gallons per
minute) and evaporative cooling of the combustimrcaver air temperature to improve turbine
efficiency (12 gpm). The City of Norwalk’'s wates supplied by the Golden State Water
Company. Golden State Water Company supplied appately 29,000 acre feet (9.4 billion
gallons per year) in 2005 to its service area, ianekpected to supply approximately the same
amount in 2006 (Curtis 2006). Golden State Watem@any obtains 69 percent of its water
from the Orange County Water District and 31 percaénts water from the Metropolitan Water
District (Curtis 2006). The Orange County Watestiict and the Metropolitan Water District
together provide over 2.5 million acre feet perryeaits customers. Project water needs are
insignificant at much less than one percent ofatveslable supply.
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9.3  Mitigation Measures

Based on the above considerations, no significanerge impacts to hydrology and water
quality are expected to occur as a result of can8tm and operational activities at the Center
substation site. Since no significant hydrology avater quality impacts were identified, no
mitigation is required or proposed.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

10. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the
project:

a) Physically divide an established community? C C %}

b)  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, pgji O O %}
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project (including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservatio O O %}
or natural community conservation plan?

10.1  Significance Criteria

Land use and planning impacts will be considergaicant if the project conflicts with the
land use and zoning designations or planning mdiestablished by the City of Norwalk.

10.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

10. a) The project site is located within the northeasttipn of SCE’s Center Substation

property in the City of Norwalk at 10601 FirestdBeulevard. The project site is bounded on
the east and south by the existing Center Substatio the north by a commercial horticultural

nursery located on substation property, and oneths by the 605 Freeway and residential
housing. The substation itself is bordered to ¢hath by a gasoline service station and a
miniature golf recreational facility and to the wdxy the concrete lined San Gabriel River.
Since the proposed project will be constructed aepdrated on SCE-owned property in an
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existing commercial and industrial area, it willtmesult in physically dividing any established
communities.

Because it will be constructed within existing ciireets, construction and operation of the
pipeline will not divide an existing community.

10. b) The proposed project site is located on SCE-oward currently used for the Center
Substation. The Land Use Element of the City ofuidk General Plan designates the proposed
project site as “Light Manufacturing.” The exigi€enter Substation and the proposed peaker
electrical generating unit project are consistetth whis land use designation. Land uses in the
immediately surrounding area are designated as “IDmmsity Residential,” “High Density
Residential,” and “General Commercial.”

The City of Norwalk General Plan Land Use Elemepontains objectives and policies
established to encourage and protect industrial les@s in the city. These objectives express the
City’s desire “to protect and enhance the econovrability of industrial property within the
City,” and “to maintain a high caliber of industriglevelopment by providing for the
improvement of existing industrial properties.” dnder to reach these objectives, the City of
Norwalk adopted a policy to “encourage the develeptof quality industrial/business parks.”
The proposed project would be consistent with thesel Use Element objectives and policies.

The City of Norwalk Zoning Map designation for thmoposed project site is “Light
Manufacturing” (M-1). According to Norwalk Municgh Code, Title 17 Zoning, allowable uses
within the “Light Manufacturing” classification itede “electrical distribution and transmission
substations.” The existing Center Substation &edproposed peaker electrical generating unit
project are consistent with this zoning designatiafoning designations for land uses in the
immediately surrounding area include “Single Famiesidential” (R-1), “High Density
Residential” (R-3), and “General Commercial” (C-3).

The Norwalk Municipal Code 8§21-15.2 specifies dartanitations on permitted uses within the
M-1 Zone. Specifically, 821-15.2 (a) states, “reeshall be conducted so as to permit more
noise, odor, dust, mud, smoke, fumes, or vibrationescape from the premises than is
reasonably required in the conduct of such usa.addition, 821-15.2 (b) states, “Open storage
of materials and equipment, and open work areaspammitted on when such storage or work
areas are substantially screened from public Visil{excepting driveways) from public streets,
parks, and other public places, from residential aammercial zones of any kind and from
permitted ground floor residential uses, by eitpemmanent buildings or by a solid masonry wall
not less than six (6) feet in height3ections 13, and12 in this Initial Study address the areas
of Aesthetics, Air Quality and Noise, respectiveliccording to the analyses contained in these
sections, the proposed project would be consisietit the above described restrictions on
permitted uses within the M-1 Zone.

Because they will be constructed within existinty @treets, construction and operation of the
water, sewer, and natural gas pipelines will neiflact with any applicable land use plan, policy,
or regulation.
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10. ¢) There are no habitat conservation or natural comiy conservation plans located within
or adjacent to the proposed project sites; thezefow conflicts with such plans would occur as a
result of the proposed project. Because theybalconstructed within existing city streets, the
water, sewer, and natural gas pipelines will nobflad with provisions of any Habitat
Conservation or other plans.

Based upon the above considerations, significamerad land use planning impacts are not
expected from the implementation of the proposegept.

10.3 Mitigation Measures

Since no significant adverse impacts to land uskepdenning are expected to occur as a result of
construction and operation of the proposed projextitigation is required or proposed.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
11. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a) Resultin the loss of availability of a known O O ™M
mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?
b) Resultin the loss of availability of a locally- L Il |

important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan o
other land use plan?

11.1  Significance Criteria

Project-related impacts on mineral resources wadl donsidered significant if any of the
following conditions are met:

The project would result in the loss of availdiilof a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region and the residehthestate.

The proposed project results in the loss of abditg of a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local gép&aa, specific plan or other land use
plan.

11.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts
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11. a) & b) The proposed project will be constructed on lanthiwian area that includes
commercial, industrial, and residential uses. &lae no known metallic or nonmetallic mineral
resources (U.S. Geological Survey, 2005b), activeemor mineral processing plants (U.S.
Geological Survey, 2005a) on the substation sititirin a two-mile radius of the site. There
are no oil or gas fields (Division of Oil, Gas, aGe&othermal Resources, 2006) or oil or gas
seeps (U.S. Geological Survey; 1999) beneath tee lmdwever, the Santa Fe Springs oil field
and associated oil and gas seeps are located appttely 1.5 miles to the northeast of the site
(Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resourcef)62@nd U.S. Geological Survey; 1999).
Based on the distance of the oil field and theand gas seeps from the site, the proposed project
will not result in the loss of a known mineral rasme that would be of value to the region and
residents of the state. Similarly, because thezena known mineral resources on the project
site, the project will not result in the loss ofadsability of a locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plaecific plan, or other land use plan.

11.3 Mitigation Measures

Since no significant mineral resource impacts weentified, no mitigation is required or
proposed. No adverse impacts to mineral resouncesexpected from the construction and
operation of the proposed project.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

12. NOISE. Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noisé %} [
levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessiie %} O
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noide %} O

levels in the project vicinity above levels exigtin
without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase %} O
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport land udé O %}
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use
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airport, would the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a privatel [ M
airstrip, would the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

12.1 Significance Criteria

In order to assist in determining whether a projetit have a significant effect on the
environment, the CEQA Guidelines identify critefiar conditions that may constitute a
significant or potentially significant adverse cbanin physical conditions. In addition,
SCAQMD has established significance criteria forseaompacts associated with construction
and operation of proposed development within thisgiction of the SCAQMD.

Noise impacts will be considered significant if cggeonal or construction noise levels exceed
the standards established by the SCAQMD or by titye & Norwalk Municipal Code or the
City of Norwalk General Plan Noise Element. TheyGif Norwalk Municipal Code allows a
noise source (as measured at the commercial pyojpeg) to be in compliance until it exceeds
the ambient noise level by five A-weighted decilfelBA). The noise limits for the commercial
zones around the Center Substation is the Citysksit@d commercial assumed ambient of 60
dBA anytime of the day or night. The noise linfibs the surrounding residential areas at their
property line is 55 dBA during the day and 45 dBAmht. These limits would apply, except
where existing ambient noise readings at the rasalezones are higher than these levels.
Existing ambient noise levels were measured irctimemunity as described Appendix F, and
ranged from a low of 53 to a high of 63 dBA. Thas,operational noise limit of no greater than
63 dBA at the proposed project site property lineuld be the appropriate local significance
criteria for determining noise impacts.

With regard to construction noise impacts, the Gftiorwalk Noise Control ordinance, section
9.04.150 (E) states that noise ordinances do rpy &p noise sources associated with
constructionijncluding the erection (including excavation), déitan, alteration, construction
activities undertaken between the hours of sevanand six p.m.

SCAQMD would consider a noise impact to be sigaifit if:

» construction noise levels exceed local noise ordiea or, if the noise threshold is
currently exceeded, the project increases ambi@serevels by more than three dBA at
the site boundary

» the project causes construction noise levels tketexd federal Occupational Safety and
health (OSHA) noise standards for workers

» the project’s operational noise levels would excewlocal noise ordinances at the site
boundary or, if the noise threshold is currentlgeeded, project noise sources increase
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The City of Norwalk General Plan Noise Element egrg objectives and policies aimed at
ensuring noise compatibility between neighboringllases. The City’s primary objective is “to
have noise levels in all areas of the City meetntii@mum standards of land use compatibility
established in the Noise Element, especially adfate noise sensitive uses.” In order to
achieve this objective, the City has an establigh@ity to “ensure that proposed noise sources
are reduced below a level of significance and pigpauffled to prevent noise impacts on
neighboring properties.” For planning purpose® @ity of Norwalk has established in its
General Plan Noise Element that industrial/utilises and golf courses are “clearly acceptable”
within the 75 dBA Day-Night Noise Level (Ldn) or @mnunity Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL)
contour, and commercial uses are “clearly acceptatithin the 70 dBA Ldn or CNEL contour.
Since the CNEL is less restrictive than the CityNofwalk noise limit, the City of Norwalk limit
will be used to assess Project operational nansisli

12.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

Overview of Noise

SCE commissioned an independent Acoustical Analysisbe conducted by Veneklasen
Associates, who conducted noise modeling and contpdior the proposed project, identified
noise criteria, ambient noise conditions, and dpmEraparameters. This report is attached as
Appendix F.

Noise is usually defined as unwanted sound andbeaan undesirable by-product of society’s
normal day-to-day activities. Sound becomes unedmthen it interferes with normal activities,
causes actual physical harm, or has an adverset effe health. The definition of noise as
unwanted sound implies that it has an adversetedfecauses a substantial annoyance to people
and their environment.

Sound is measured on a logarithmic scale of souesspré known as a decibel (dB). Sound
pressure level (SPL) alone is not a reliable indicaf loudness because the human ear does not
respond uniformly to sounds at all frequenciesr é&@mple, the human ear is less sensitive to
low and high frequencies than to medium frequenttias more closely correspond with human
speech.

In response to the human ear sensitivity to diffefeequencies, the A-weighted noise level,

referenced in units of dBA, was developed to betterrespond with people’s subjective

judgment of sound levels. In general, changesdanamunity noise level of less than three dBA
are not typically noticed by the human ear (USD@980). Changes from three to five dBA

may be noticed by some individuals who are extrgnsensitive to changes in noise. An

increase of greater than five dBA is readily naige, while the human ear perceives a 10 dBA
increase in sound level to be a doubling of sowldnae. A doubling of sound energy results in
a three dBA increase in sound, which means thatuslohg of sound wave energy would result

in a barely perceptible change in sound level.

"“Sound Pressure Level” (SPL) is calculated aggarithmic function of the “sound level”. SPL is aseired in
units of dBA, sound levels are measured in unitgretsure (pascals [Pa]).
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Noise sources occur in two forms: (1) point sourseieh as stationary equipment or individual
motor vehicles; and (2) line sources, such as dwag with a large number of mobile point
sources (motor vehicles). Sound generated by teorséay point source typically diminishes
(attenuates) at a rate of six dBA for each doubtihdistance from the source to the receptor at
acoustically “hard” sites, and it attenuates atate rof 7.5 dBA at acoustically “soft” sites
(USDOT, 19808 For example, a 60 dBA noise level measured aebbffom a point source at
an acoustically hard site would be 54 dBA at 1@ feom the source and it would be 48 dBA at
200 feet from the source. Sound generated byeasaurce typically attenuates at a rate of 3
dBA and 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance from tberse to the receptor for hard and soft sites,
respectively (USDOT, 1980). Solid walls and bemmsy reduce noise levels by 5 to 10 dBA
(USDOT 1980).

When assessing community reaction to noise theam isbvious need for a scale that averages
varying noise exposure over time and quantifiegéisalt in terms of a single number descriptor.
Several scales have been developed that addresswwoty noise levels. Those that are
applicable to this analysis are the Equivalent Bldisvel (L), Community Noise Equivalent
Level (CNEL), and the Day-Night Average Sound Le{ledn). Leqis the average A-weighted
sound level measured over a given time interval, can be measured over any time period but
is typically measured for one-minute, 15-minuteg-twour, or 24-hour periods. CNEL is another
average A-weighted sound level measured over aoRd-period. However, this noise scale is
adjusted to account for some individual’s increassusitivity to noise levels during evening and
nighttime hours. A CNEL noise measurement is oletiafter adding five decibels to sound
levels occurring during the evening from 7:00 pton10:00 p.m. and 10 decibels to sound levels
occurring during the nighttime from 10:00 p.m. t&@@ a.m. The logarithmic effect of these
additions is that a 60 dBA, 24-hougglwould result in a measurement of 66.7 dBA CNEL.
Similar to that of a CNEL measurement, Ldn is aiddi after adding 10 dBA to the night time
hours between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.

12. a), b), ¢), & d) The proposed project site is located on the eaghportion of SCE-owned
property in the City of Norwalk. The project sit bounded on the west and south by the
existing Center Substation, on the north by a coroiale horticultural nursery located on
substation property and on the east by the 605N@&g@nd residential housing. The substation
itself is bordered to the south by a gasoline sergtation and a miniature golf recreational
facility and to the west by the concrete lined &abriel River.

Ambient Noise Conditions. The existing noise environment at the proposemjept site is
dominated primarily by industrial equipment at @ejat facilities and vehicle traffic. In order to
determine the existing ambient noise conditionssenmeasurements were performed at various
locations along the Center Substation property. liide noise measurements are referenced to
Lso, which indicates the average sound pressure kbatlis exceeded 50 percent of the total
measurement period. The daytime noise measuremarged from a minimumsgg. of 53 dBA

8A "hard" or reflective site does not provide angess ground-effect attenuation and is characenisphalt,
concrete, and very hard packed soils. An acodltitsnft" or absorptive site is characteristicrafrmal earth and
most ground with vegetation.
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to a maximum of 63 dBA. Noise measurement detaits locations are identified ippendix
F.

Construction Noise ImpactsConstruction activities for the proposed projact expected to
generate noise associated with the use of heawstroation equipment and construction-related
traffic during the four-month construction perioddowever, the City of Norwalk Municipal
Code, Chapter 9.04 Article 1ll, Noise, §9.04.150@&)vides that the ordinance does not apply to
construction related noise that occurs betweerhthes of 7:00 a.m. of 6:00 p.m. Since the
proposed project construction activities will océdonday through Saturday between 7:00 a.m.
and 6:00 p.m., the noise impacts associated wijeg@rrelated construction activities would be
exempt from the City of Norwalk noise control stards. Nighttime construction activities may
occasionally be required. During those periodskE @il avoid the use of heavy construction
equipment and other activities that produce higisendevels, and will avoid all activities that
would exceed the standards detailed in the Citynarete. Thus, temporary project-related
construction noise would be considered less thgmfgiant. The public will not be subjected to
construction noise levels that exceed federal Caiboipal Safety and health (OSHA) noise
standards of 90 dBA for workers.

Onsite Power Plant Construction Equipment Sound Levels. Construction activities would
generate temporary and intermittent noise increakeslg the construction of the Project.
Estimated reference sound levels from equipmenéaegd to be utilized in the construction of
this project are presentedTiable 12-1

Table 12-1
Estimated Noise Levels Generated by Onsite Constrtion Equipment
Average Total Average
Unit Equipment Total
Construction Equipment | Horsepower| SPL @50 Pieces SPL @50
Welding rigs 38 68 2 71
Backhoe 210 79 2 82
Compressor 37 79 4 85
Front-end loader 147 81 1 81
15 ton crane 175 78 3 83
75 ton crane 250 80 1 80
On-Site Pickup Truck 200 79 3 84
Off-Site Dump Truck 320 81 2 84
Off-Site Concrete Truck 320 81 5 88
Off-Site Delivery Truck 320 81 1 81
Welding rigs 38 68 2 71
Total (maximum 2 week period):| 93"

I When adding together noise from more than onecsotine dBA noise level is not additive. See
Appendix F for a discussion on adding togetherantgsels from more than one source.
SPL = Sound Pressure Level, dBA

FinalBraft Mitigated Negative Declaration 2-70 April 2007Becember—2006



CHAPTER 2: ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Reference sound levels for each piece of constmuctiquipment were based on published
references to equipment of similar type and/or ¢l28DOT, 1980). As noted in the table

presented above, typical reference unit noise segeherated by construction equipment for this
project are expected to generally fall in the ranfjé8 to 81 dBA at a distance of 50 feet from

the activity. These reference noise levels withiiish with distance at a rate of between 6.0 to
7.5 dBA per doubling distance depending on surrongsd

Pipeline Construction Equipment Sound Levels. Pipeline construction would typically proceed at
300 to 500 feet per day. Pipeline construction ldidypically occur Monday through Saturday
from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., or as specified witthie approved road encroachment permit for
the project. Pipeline construction would be conddausing one main construction “spread”
(workers and equipment). The “spread” will be apmately 2,000 to 3,000 feet long,
involving approximately 20 construction personnePRipeline construction noise levels are
expected for approximately three days at individsiateads along the pipeline route. Two
possible pipeline routes are being considered. h Botites would travel eastward from the
project site onto Dumont Avenue at the cul-de-sacth on Dumont to Cecilia Street, then east
on Cecilia until just past the Interstate 5 Freeviapm there, Route A would travel north on Orr
and Day Roads, continuing north on Pioneer Boutkadter it merges into Orr and Day, where
it would tie into a main gas line just north of LNgetos Road. Route B would continue to travel
eastward on Cecilia from the Interstate 5 Freewssn northeast on Ringwood Avenue, east on
Florence Avenue, north on Pioneer Avenue, northeasArlee Avenue, southeast on Smith
Avenue, and north on Norwalk Boulevard where it lgldie into a main gas line located within
Norwalk just to the north of Bell Ranch Drive. May the pipeline route is within city streets
that pass through commercial and industrial afeasever, some of the pipeline route may pass
residential structures. The occupants of residestructures and commercial buildings along
the pipeline route may be impacted when the ndipi@g of the construction passes.

Reference sound levels for each piece of pipelioesituction equipment were based on
published references to equipment of similar typd/ar size (USDOT, 1980). As indicted in
Table 12-2 typical reference unit noise levels generategipgline construction equipment for
this project are expected to generally fall in thege of 68 to 88 dBA at a distance of 50 feet
from the activity.
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Table 12-2
Estimated Noise Levels Generated by Pipeline Consiction Equipment
Average Total Average
Unit Equipment Total
Construction Equipment | Horsepower| SPL @50 Pieces SPL @50
Welding rigs 38 68 2 71
Backhoe 118 77 2 80
Compressor 49 79 4 85
Front-end loader 140 81 1 81
Compactor 99 77 1 77
Excavator 99 77 1 77
15 ton crane 230 78 3 83
Roller 65 75 1 75
Drilling Auger 90 88 1 88
Pickup Truck 200 79 4 85
Dump Truck 320 81 3 86
Water Truck 320 81 1 81
Concrete Truck 320 81 1 81
Delivery Truck 320 81 1 81
Total (maximum 2 week period): 94

IWhen adding together noise from more than onecsotine dBA noise level is not additive. See
Appendix F for a discussion on adding togetherentgsels from more than one source.
SPL = Sound Pressure Level, dBA

Construction Sound Propagation. To estimate Project construction levels at distamgreater that
50 feet from the site, construction noise modeiiap performed based on equipment listed in
Tables 12-1and12-2 Estimates are conservatively based on the marimumber of units that
expected to be on site at any given day during taroy week construction period. Modeling
extrapolation was conducted using a six dBA reducper doubling of distance, conservatively
ignoring any additional attenuation due to grouffdats. Model results are presentedlable
12-3

Table 12-3
Distance-Attenuated Noise Levels Generated by Comsttion Equipment

Distance from Construction

Predicted Project
Construction SPL

Predicted Pipeline
Construction SPL

(dBA) (dBA)
50 feet 79 to 93 94 dBA
75 feet 75 to 89 91 dBA
100 feet 73 to 87 88 dBA

! Distance from the onsite construction area to #arest Project property line.

As indicated inTable 12-3 the Predicted Project Construction SPL exceeel€ity of Norwalk
noise criteria at the nearest Project property (ihe property line is approximately 75 feet from
the construction activities). For pipeline constion, the Predicted Pipeline Construction SPL
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exceeds the City noise criteria beyond 100 feanftbe center of the construction activities.
The predicted SPLs conservatively assume simulteneperation of the maximum number of
construction equipment pieces, and actual piecesmdtruction equipment on site at any given
time would typically be less, resulting in lowewusal levels than shown in tAable 12-3

Because there may be receptors along the pipetinte,r construction activities that would
exceed the City noise threshold would be limitedhi® allowable construction hours as defined
by the City’s noise regulations. The total maximnooise level is not expected to be achieved
for the following reasons. First, not all piecdsconstruction equipment are expected to be
operating simultaneously. Second, noise recemogsexpected to be located a distance of
greater than 50 feet from the most noise intenamtévities. SCE proposes to mitigate noise
impacts to the maximum extent feasible by implenmmgnimeasures identified in measiNe2.
With the implementation of the proposed mitigatimeasures, the impacts from construction
noise generated during pipeline construction arpeeted to comply with the local noise
ordinance and, therefore, are reduced to lessdilgaificant.

Operational Noise Impacts.The proposed project includes installing one LB®Gstandby
peaker gas turbine generator unit and associategragnt. Equipment installed for the
proposed project will typically operate during deg hours when peak electrical loads are
required (normally between 1:00 p.m. and 9:00 paithough as a peaker plant, the equipment
may operate at any time of the day or night), tlopgssible hours of operations may on
occasion extend earlier or later to a total ruretwhup to 12 hoursTable 12-4summarizes the
maximum sound pressure levels for proposed peakeergtor unit and other associated
equipment. As shown ihable 12-4 the peaker unit would produce a maximum soundspire
level of 85 dBA at a distance of three feet, anel thaximum sound pressure levels for the
related equipment would range from 60 dBA to 95 dBA distance of three feet.

In order to predict future noise conditions at fhreposed project site, a three-dimensional
computer model of the project site was developédizing LIMA noise modeling software. The
software utilizes the International Organizatiorr f8tandardization (ISO) standard 9613-2
“Acoustics — Attenuation of Sound During PropagatiOutdoors” to evaluate the expected
future noise conditions. According to initial preinary computer model results, the noise
consultant concludes: “[B]ased on the sound lepatsided and proposed layouts for the peaker
equipment, the local noise ordinances will be mighout any additional mitigation regardless if
the equipment operates during daytime and nighttimars. A summary report detailing
acoustical modeling methodology and results ishtd inAppendix F.
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Table 12-4
Maximum Sound Pressure Levels of Proposed Projectdtipment

Equipment’ Maximum Sound | Project Noise Level
Pressure Level at at the Most
3 Feet Stringent Property
line*?

LM6000 Combustion Turbine Generator 85 dBA 57 dBA from project

Exhaust Stack 85 dBA equipment;

SCR 85 dBA 62 dBA total with

CTG Air/Oil Cooler 85 dBA background

13.8 /4.16 kV Transformer 60 dBA

13.8/480 V Transformer 60 dBA

GSU Transformer 70 dBA

Air Compressors 85 dBA

Ammonia Forwarding and Storage 85 dBA

System

Fuel Gas Compressor 95 dBA

Black Start Generat 85 dBA
- All other equipment associated with the peaket tnait is not listed above is expected to
generate noise levels below 60 dBA.
% Project noise level with mitigation including s@uienclosure for the fuel gas compressor
and sound wall on the northern and eastern prtjechdaries as described in mitigation
measureN-3.
% Project noise levedfplus background noise level. Project noise lel@eais 57 dBA.
Source: General Electric Corporation, 2006.

12. e) & f) The proposed project site is not located withina&rport land use plan, and the
proposed project would not expose people residmgaking in the project area to excessive
noise levels associated with airplanes.

12.3 Mitigation Measures

The following measures are proposed to either rediue noise levels generated by construction
activities associated with the proposed projectiooprovide local residents with notice if they
wish to avoid the noisiest periods of construction.

N-1. All construction activities occurring in assd@a with the proposed project will be
required to operate within the allowable constactihours as determined by the
applicable local agency and presented earlierisndbcument.

N-2. A noise control plan shall be prepared for afirkvsites associated with the proposed

project. The noise control plan may include, bottlve limited to, the following:

* At least 24-hours prior to the arrival of the gaselconstruction spread, SCE will
post notices within the project area notifying desices of the proposed construction
schedule.
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* All construction vehicles will be regularly maimaid, and fitted with appropriate
exhaust mufflers in proper working order.

»  SCE will monitor noise during construction actiggiat the nearest receptor. If noise
levels at the receptor exceeds the OSHA threshHod® aBA, temporary solid noise
attenuation barriers constructed with 1/2-inch mgd (Sound Transmission
Coefficient rating of 20) shall be used to break tme of sight between noise
generating activities and the closest residerdiad luses. A noise attenuation barrier
constructed in this fashion would attenuate nois@ ko 12 dB(A) depending on the
distance of the barrier from the noise source amserreceptor.

» All stationary construction equipment shall be aped as far away from residential
uses as possible.

» Stockpiling and vehicle staging areas shall betéxtas far away from occupied
residences as possible.

* To the extent feasible, haul routes for removinga@ated materials or delivery of
materials from the site shall be designed to avesitdential areas and areas occupied
by noise sensitive receptors (e.g., hospitals,@shoonvalescent homes, etc.).

* Idling equipment shall be turned off when not ire dsr periods longer than five
minutes.

* Temporary noise impacts will be minimized by comiplg construction as quickly
as possible in residential areas.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

13. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the
project:

a) Induce substantial growth in an area either O O |
directly (for example, by proposing new homes
and businesses) or indirectly (e.g. through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing hoysing [l [ %}
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, O O %}
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

13.1 Significance Criteria
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The impacts of the proposed project on populatiweh lRousing will be considered significant if
the following criteria are exceeded:

The demand for temporary or permanent housingeslscthe existing supply.

The proposed project produces additional populatillousing or employment
inconsistent with adopted plans either in termewarall amount or location.

13.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

13. a)Construction of the proposed project will take plawver a period of three to four months.
At the peak otonstruction, approximately 35 to 40 constructicorkers will be required. The
vast majority of the work requires common constarcimethods such as grading, welding, and
construction of concrete foundation for buildingsdastructures. SCE anticipates that the
construction activities will be staffed by localnsdruction workers who will commute daily. As
noted in the Project Description, pipeline condiort will require up to 20 workers. The
pipeline work requires common construction methsaish as trenching, grading, welding and
paving. SCE anticipates that the pipeline constvocactivities will be staffed by local
construction workers who will commute daily. THere, the project is not expected to directly
induce growth.

The power plant will be constructed within the bdanes of the existing SCE property. Access
to the facility is via Firestone Boulevard; no navirastructure, roads, or road extensions are
required for construction or operations. Thus, ghgposed project will not induce substantial
growth indirectly.

13. b) & c) The proposed project will be constructed completeithin an existing industrial
site. No housing will be displaced as a resulthef project. Because they will be constructed
within existing city streets, construction and @tem of the water, sewer, and natural gas
pipelines will not displace existing housing.

As noted, SCE anticipates that the majority ofabestruction workforce will be drawn from the
local area. During the operational phase, onevtbdperations or maintenance personnel may
be required onsite daily. Plant personnel willdoawn from the local workforce and, therefore,
no additional housing construction will be requiredsupport the labor force needed during
either project construction or operation.

13.3 Mitigation Measures
No adverse impacts on population size, populatistribution, or housing are expected to result

from project construction and operation. Sincesignificant population or housing impacts
were identified, no mitigation is required or prepd.
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

14. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the proposal
result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need
for new or physically altered government
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives for any of
the following public services:

a) Fire protection?

b) Police protection?

c) Schools?

d) Parks?

e) Other public facilities?

OooooOonO
Ooo0o0OoM
NNRNXNDO

14.1 Significance Criteria

Impacts on public services will be considered digant if the project results in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the poovisof new or physically altered
governmental facilities, or the need for new or pbglly altered government facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant eormental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response time or o#rfonpnance objectives.

14.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

14. a) Construction of the natural gas pipeline will havdéess-than-significant impact to fire
protection services. The pipeline will be hydrtistlly tested to ensure that it is leak-free prior
to being put into service. Construction activitrsy briefly affect access to sites along the
pipeline route during construction; however, witie timplementation of appropriate traffic
mitigation measures (s&ection 17, the impacts to emergency response will be retitcéess-
than-significant levels. Pipeline constructionhailso involve a hot tap into the existing natural
gas supply line in Transmission Line 2000. Thia i®utine construction practice which, when
performed in accordance with Occupational Safetyl ahealth Administration (OSHA)
regulations and industry standard safe operatiagtiges, is not expected to require the support
of the local fire protection services.

The project will be constructed with two fire protien systems: 1) a carbon dioxide gas
extinguishing system, and 2) a water hydrant systdie carbon dioxide gas system will be
installed in the turbine and black start generatorlosures. Carbon dioxide is used because it
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can extinguish a fire without damaging the comlmumstiurbine or the generator. The carbon
dioxide system is a fully automated system withiraléunction. The hydrant system services the
control module and other structures at the faciléycept for the two engine enclosures), and
operates off the city water supply. The facilityl e fully automated and alarmed. As with
any alarmed fire protection system, the Los Ang€&leanty Fire Department will likely respond
to an alarm. However, based on the projected qu&at operation of the facility, unmanned
operation, and the fire protection systems providettie facility design, the additional burden to
fire protection services is expected to be less #hgnificant.

Operation of the power plant will require periodielivery of aqueous ammonia to the facility.
As discussed in detail iBection 8 the probability and consequence of an aqueousaaiam
release is less than significant. Therefore, amandelivery, storage and use at the proposed
facility is not expected to significantly impacteththazardous material ("Haz Mat”) response
capabilities of the Los Angeles County Fire Depaitim

The pipeline that will supply natural gas to thejpct will be filled will high pressure natural
gas. Natural gas is flammable and explosive uméetain conditions. A release from the
pipeline may result in significant hazard to peopleowever, a catastrophic release from a
pipeline is a rare occurrence, and natural gadipgseexist in many city streets, and may already
exist in the city streets closer to residences thanocation in which this new pipeline will be
constructed. With adherence to the applicablerfddnd state regulatory requirements for the
design and installation of gas pipelines, the os&ccidental release is less than significant.

14. b), c¢), d) & e) Because the construction workforce is small (38Ggeople at the peak) and
construction will take place over three to four rienand will involve daily commuting (no
population increase), project construction is nqieeted to place additional burden on police
protection, parks, schools or other public fa@btduring construction activities.

The proposed project will be constructed withineaded enclosure for security purposes. The
project site will be provided with lighting at nigto discourage trespassing and vandalism, and
will have a camera surveillance system. The ptajéit be constructed in a primarily industrial
area. New structures will be similar to existirgifities within the Center Substation, and for
this reason is not expected to attract an unuswal bf attention. Routine surveillance by the
local police department is expected to supplemeatphysical security provided in the project
design. The facility will be unmanned under normopkrating circumstances. Based on the
physical security provided and the unmanned oparathe proposed project is expected to have
no impact on police protection services.

The facility will be unmanned under normal opergtaircumstances. One to two operations or
maintenance personnel may be required onsite ddlgsed on these staffing projections, the
proposed project is expected to have no impactostimgy parks, schools or other public
facilities.
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14.3 Mitigation Measures

No significant adverse impacts to fire protectipalice protection, parks, schools or other public
facilities are expected to occur as a result ofstoiction and operational activities at the
proposed project site. Since no significant impacere identified, no mitigation is required or
proposed.

Potentially  Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

15. RECREATION.

a) Would the project increase the use of existing [ [ %}
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilitbes [ [ %}
require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

15.1 Significance Criteria
The impacts to recreation will be considered sigaiit if:

The project results in an increased demand faghi@irhood or regional parks or other
recreational facilities.

The project adversely affects existing recreatiopgortunities.
15.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

15. a) & b) Rio San Gabriel Park is the closest recreatioaglify. The entrance to the park is
located at the intersection of Ardine Street andviie Avenue, approximately 0.5-miles

northwest of the proposed facility. However, ascdssed inSection 13 there will be no

changes in population size or densities resultimnfthe proposed project. In addition,
implementation of the proposed project will not ®uan increase in the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recrealitacilities. Further, the proposed project
will be located at an established industrial fagiknd will have no effect on existing nearby
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parks including: Rio San Gabriel Park, WilderneaskPLakeside Park, or White Park, or other
recreational facilities. The proposed project adslb not require the construction or expansion
of recreational facilities and, thus, will not haare adverse physical effect on the environment.

15.3 Mitigation Measures

No significant adverse impacts to recreation aggeeted to occur as a result of construction and
operational activities at the Center site. Singesignificant recreation impacts were identified,
no mitigation is required or proposed.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
16. SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE. Would the
project:
a) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permdte L %} L

capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

b) Comply with federal, state, and local statuted a O O %}
regulations related to solid and hazardous waste?

16.1 Significance Criteria

The proposed project impacts on solid and hazard@asse will be considered significant if the
following occur:

The generation and disposal of hazardous and apartious waste exceeds the capacity
of designated landfills.

16.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

16. a) Solid waste generated from project constructionvidies may include scrap lumber,
plastic, scrap metal and glass, excess concretd, eanpty non-hazardous containers.
Management and disposal of these wastes will be résponsibility of the construction
contractor(s). Typical management practices fa mhmaterial include recycling when possible,
proper storage of waste to prevent wind dispersaod, routine pick-up and disposal of waste to
approved local Class Il landfills. Solid wasteer project construction are not expected to
significantly impact the capacity of the Classléhdfills in Southern California. Construction
wastes and management methods are listédine 16-1

| FinalBraft Mitigated Negative Declaration 2-80 April 2007Becember—2006



CHAPTER 2: ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

)

)

Table 16-1
Summary of Construction Waste Streams and Managemémethods
i Estimated Waste
Waste Stream Origin and Estimated E f On-site Management
and Classification| Composition Amount requency o Treatment Method/ Off-site
Generation
Treatment
Construction Empty 1 cu yd/wk Intermittent None. Return to vendor or
waste - hazardous Accumulate | dispose at permitteg
Hazardous material onsite for < hazardous waste
containers 90 days disposal facility
Construction Solvents, used | 175 gallons | Every 90 days None. Recycle or use for
waste - oil, paint, oily Accumulate | energy recovery
Hazardous rags onsite for <90
days
Spent batteries - | Lead acid, 5 units Intermittent None. Recycle
Hazardous alkaline type Accumulate
onsite for <90
days
Construction Scrap wood, 40 cu yd/wk | Intermittent None Dispose to Class
waste - concrete, steel, landfill
Nonhazardous glass, plastic,
paper
Sanitary waste - | Portable 200 gpd Intermittent None Periodically
Nonhazardous Chemical pumped to tanker
Toilets - truck by licensed
Sanitary Waste contractors, shippec
to sanitary
wastewater
treatment plant
Office waste - Paper, 3 cu yd/wk Intermittent None Recycle or dispos

Nonhazardous

aluminum, food

]

to Class Il landfill

Non-hazardous solid wastes generated during oparati the power plant will include solid

waste from routine maintenance such as used terdijlspent demineralizer resins, and spent
softener resins, and other maintenance wastesselinaintenance-derived wastes that cannot be
recycled will be transported for disposal at a €laig landfill.
maintenance, including used oil, paper, newspalhtminum cans, plastic, and glass containers

and other non-hazardous solid waste material, bellrecycled to the extent practical.

remaining solid wastes will be removed on a regllasis by a permitted waste hauler for
disposal at a Class Il landfill. Operational veessand management methods are listethinle

16-2

Wastes generated during
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Summary of Operational Waste Streams and Managememilethods

Table 16-2

- Nonhazardous

Waste Stream and Origin and Estimated FEaS;Lnggtg/d of Waste Management Me-thod
Classification Composition Amount Generation On-Site Off-Site
Spent Demineralizer Demineralizer 10 ft Once every 3 yrs None Recycle
resin -Nonhazardous
Spent softener resin - Softener 100 ft Once every 3 yr$ None Recycle
Nonhazardous
Used air filters Air compressors 10%t Every 5 yrs None Recycle

Non-hazardous solid waste generated at the prejecturing both construction and operation
phases will be taken offsite for recycling or disgbto a permitted Class Ill landfill. There are
thirteen Class Il landfills in Los Angeles Countyhe nearest Class Il landfill to the proposed
project site is the Savage Canyon Landfill in Werttwhich is expected to be used for disposal
of the project’s non-hazardous solid waste duriathlzonstruction and operation. The Savage
Canyon Landfill has sufficient capacity to remaiperational until approximately 2025
The permitted, operating, and remmncapacities of these landfills are

(CIWMB 2006).

described iMmable 16-3
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Extension

Table 16-3
Local Solid Waste Disposal Facilities
Waste Disposal . ’V'ax'm“m C””er.“ Remaining Estimated Enforc_ement
Site Title 23 Class Perm|tt_ed Operatl_ng Capacity Closure Date Action
Capacity Capacity Taken?
Antelope Valley 6,480,000 cu. | 2,978,143 cu.
Public Landfil i 1,400 tpd yd. yd. - No
Scholl Canyon 69,200,000 cu.| 11,556,400 cu.
Sanitary Landfill i 3,400 tpd yd. yd. 1/1/2019 No
Azusa Land 66,670,000 cu.| 34,100,000 cu
Reclamation Co. [ 6,500 tpd . ) e ' 1/1/2025 No
) yd. yd.
Landfill
Burbank Landfill 5,933,365 cu. | 5,202,024 cu.
Site No. 3 1] 240 tpd vd vd. 1/1/2053 No
Lancaster Landfill m 1,700 tpd 22,645,000 cu.| 22,645,000 cu. 8/2/2012 No
yd. yd.
Chiquita Canyon I, 11 6,000tpd | 4>889,550cu.| 26,024,360 cu.| 44 /545019 No
Sanitary Landfill yd. yd.
Puente Hills Il 13,200 tpd 106,400 cu, yd, > 711,200 ¢ut 443110013 No
Landfill yd.
Calab_asas Sanitary I 3,500 tpd 69,700,000 cu.| 16,900,400 cu. 1/1/2028 No
Landfill yd. yd.
Pebbly Beach
(Avalon) Disposal 1 49 tpd 143,142 cu. yd] 107,274 cu. yd. 1/1/2033 No
Site
f:: d%'leme”te Island I 10 tpd 235459 cu. yd| 209,816 cu. y{. 1/1/2032 No
Sunshine Canyon
SLF County M 6,600 tpd 23’7200"000 cu. 16'000C’IOOO Ul 212008 No
Extension ya. yd.
Savage Canyon m 350 tpd 8,119,412 cu. | 7,419,580 cu. 1/1/2025 No
Landfill yd. yd.
Bradley Landfill
West and West M 10,000 tpd 38’60$d000 cu. 4'725;’368 U 6/1/2007 No

Source: Integrated Waste Management Broad welausitkttp://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/

It is anticipated that disposal of non-hazardou&l seaste from the project will represent only a
minimal increase (a small fraction of one perceeldtive to the capacities of the local landfills.
Therefore, the quantities of non-hazardous solistescom the project will not adversely impact
available landfill capacity and can be considereignificant.

16. b) SCE has identified and is committed to comply veilhiaws ordinances, regulations and
statutes related to non-hazardous solid waste reamagf. Non-hazardous solid waste is
regulated by the California Integrated Waste Manage Act, Public Resources Code, §40000
et seq. The law provides a solid waste managesyatém to reduce, recycle, and reuse solid
waste generated in the State to the maximum ef¢asible in an efficient and cost-effective
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manner to conserve natural resources, and to prtitecenvironment, and to improve landfill
safety. Local agencies are required to developestablish recycling programs, reduce paper
waste, purchase recycled products, and impleméagrizted waste management programs that
conform to the state’s requirements. The Los Aeg€ounty Department of Public Works has
developed and implemented an integrated waste rear&g program.

16.3 Mitigation Measures

No significant adverse impacts to solid or hazasdwaste disposal are expected to occur as a
result of construction and operational activitieshee project site. Since no significant solid or
hazardous waste disposal impacts were identifieanitigation is required or proposed.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
17. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the
project:
a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substhimtia [ %} [

relation to the existing traffic load and capaaty

the street system (i.e., result in a substantial
increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a O %} O
level of service standard established by the county
congestion management agency for designated
roads or highways?

c) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, inchgli L L %}
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design L L %}
feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm
equipment)?

e) Resultininadequate emergency access or access [ O %}
to nearby uses?

f)  Result in inadequate parking capacity? ] %} ]
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g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or pragsa [ L %}
supporting alternative transportation (e.g. bus
turnouts, bicycle racks)?

17.1  Significance Criteria

Traffic impacts will be considered significant ihyaof the following SCAQMD significance
criteria are exceeded:

* Peak period levels on major arterials are disrupted point where level of service
(LOS) is reduced to D, E or F for more than one timon

* An intersection’s volume to capacity ratio increasy 0.02 (two percent) or more
when the LOS is already D, E or F;

* A major roadway is closed to all through traffindano alternate route is available;

* There is an increase in traffic (e.g., 350 heavy-duck round-trips per day) that is
substantial in relation to the existing trafficdoand capacity of the street system;

* The demand for parking facilities is substantialigreased;
* Water borne, rail car or air traffic is substartyialtered; or
» Traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists odestrians are substantially increased.

» Per City criteria, all projects contributing onergent or more to the critical movement
of an intersection that is either projected to apeeror currently operates below the
target level of service (LOS D) as a result of pineject, may be required to fund all
required feasible transportation improvements resggdo achieve the target LOS.

17.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

The proposed project site is located at 10601 t@nesBoulevard, which is located directly
adjacent to the 1-605 Freeway in Los Angeles Cauritlye project is located in close proximity
to several intersections that are considered tddeécient” (operated below target level of
service of D) based on the City of Norwalk Genétln, including the 1-605 northbound and
southbound ramps at Firestone Boulevard, and BmesBoulevard at Studebaker Road. As
noted in Section 17.1, no traffic impact analysisnitigation measure funding are required for
operations of the project based on City of Norwatkeria. Also, although no significant
construction period impacts are expected, certaifid handling measures may be required as a
result of construction activities to comply witht€requirements. The California Vehicle Code
allows trucks to use streets that are not designasetruck routes to access a site in order to
conduct business.
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It is expected that most of the truck trips wilcacto and from the [-605, thus, the primary truck
route during construction will be Firestone Boulelvand the freeway system. Truck deliveries
typically seek to avoid peak commuting hours to imime delays for economic reasons.
Proposed project truck traffic will be encouragedld so to minimize traffic impacts as well.

17. a) & b) Construction activities will occur at 10601 FirestoBoulevard. Project facilities
will be located within a 220-by 320-foot area. Gwuaction workers and equipment will be
parked and staged within the substation propertyjeBt construction-related activities include,
but are not limited to, site preparation (demofitend earth work), construction of above/below
grade structures, and hardscape construction. tatien of the project is estimated to take
three to four months to complete.

Construction activities resulting from implementitngg proposed SCE Center Peaker project are
expected to require a maximum of 40 to 50 tempocanstruction workers during the Weeks 7
and 8 of construction, with the next highest weak88 workers (during Weeks 9 and 10 of
construction). Thus, a maximum of 50 inbound workemmuting trips will occur in the
morning and 50 trips outbound in the afternoon/eéwvgn The main shifts are expected to be
from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Satyrdahus, the workers will arrive before the
peak period of 7:00 to 9:00 a.m. and depart afterafternoon/evening peak, which ends at 6:00
p.m. Truck trips are projected to peak at six ksuper day during Weeks 7 and 8 of
construction. Most of those trips would occur dgrthe day outside of the peak hours, with an
average of less than one truck per hour duringtooctgon.

Because construction workers are scheduled toeddepart before and after the peak traffic
periods, there will be no significant traffic impac Further, during construction, the project will
not generate as many as 100 trips per day. Thbsugh the project is in proximity to deficient

intersections per the General Plan, the very loxellef project trip generation will not warrant

analysis or require funding of transportation imgments.

Construction of the natural gas pipeline would @ceithin existing city streets. If construction
were to pass through city streets, construction lavaaquire approximately 30 feet of the
roadway, necessitating closure of at least ongvorlanes of traffic and the parking lane within
the construction work zone. The construction wadhe would reduce the capacity of the
roadway segments and at intersections, a potgnsajhificant short-term impact. Physical
construction of the pipeline has the potential ¢neyate the following additional transportation
impacts: (1) impacts to vehicular traffic flow ooadways and at intersections; (2) impacts to
bicycle facilities (e.g., bike lanes); (3) impadts pedestrian facilities ( e.g., sidewalks); (4)
impacts to on-street parking; (5) impacts to drigsgwaccess for adjacent residences and
businesses; (6) impacts to transit service; (7)aiktg to railways; (8) impacts to sensitive
facilities (schools, hospitals, police and firetistas), and (9) impacts to roadway pavement.
Potential impacts to traffic flows along the routeould be minimized by limiting the
construction period to those periods specified Hey dity in the approved encroachment permit
and Traffic Control Plan for the project. SCE viffiplement mitigation measurd@g -1 through
TT-9 to reduce the temporary pipeline constructionteglampacts to less than significant.
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The project is expected to require several truigs tinvolving oversized loads to the project site.
SCE will utilize delivery scheduling, escorts, anaffic management as described in mitigation
measurd T-10 to ensure that potential impacts are at less skganificant levels.

The facility will be unmanned during the operatibplaase. The proposed project will result in a
negligible number of operations and maintenancekerotrips (anticipated to be less than one
worker trip to and from the project site per day)p to four ammonia delivery truck trips per
year may be required. However, based on opergiargmeters of this project, it can be
demonstrated clearly that this project would nategate sufficient vehicle trips to meet the one
percent threshold or to further worsen the opegationditions at these locations during the peak
hours. Similarly, the nominal number of operatian@s to be generated by the project will not
trigger any of the County of Los Angeles Congesfitenagement Program (CMP) criteria for
traffic impact analyses. No other operation-raldtgps are expected for the project. Therefore,
no significant adverse traffic impacts are expechading the operational phase.

17. c) The project will not result in a change in air i@patterns that will result in substantial
safety risks because the proposed prject doesnmotve transport of any materials by plane.
The proposed project will have no significant efean air traffic patterns.

17. d) The project will require the construction of a ndviveway onto the access road to the
facility. The driveway will be of standard designd construction. The distance from the street
to the security fencing along the access road edfdhility will be sufficiently long so that the
worker vehicles and transport trucks can pull fulff/the street without obstructing traffic while
accessing the gate. There will be no sharp comrecarves on the access road that would cause
a traffic hazard for the worker vehicles or deliwémucks. Therefore, the proposed project will
have no impact due to substantially increased dazdue to a design feature such as sharp
curves, dangerous intersections, or incompatibés.usl'he project will not affect the design of
the traffic system.

17. e)The project will require the construction of a ndriveway onto the access road to the
facility. The driveway will be of standard designd construction. Emergency access to the
new facility should be reviewed and approved by s Angeles County Fire Department.
Therefore, the project will have no impact on ereagy access to the SCE property or other
areas.

17. f) Construction workers (construction phase) and reaarice workers (operational phase)
will park on undeveloped portions of the SCE properhile onsite and, therefore, will have no
impact on parking capacity in areas near the site.

17. g) The project does not involve policies, plans or goamns supporting alternative
transportation and, therefore, the project will davo effect on adopted policies, plans or
programs supporting alternative transportation.

Based upon these considerations, significant tatesgon/traffic impacts are not expected as a
result of the SCE Peaker Project.
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17.3 Mitigation Measures

As noted above, temporary lane or road closures lmeasequired due to pipeline construction,
and transportation of oversized loads may impadti¢ct To reduce the project impacts to traffic
and transportation to less than significant levéis,following mitigation measures are proposed:

TT-1: Traffic Control Plan. Where required, a traffic control plan will be paepd by a
registered traffic control engineer. In areas thatraffic control plan is not
required, traffic control will be in accordance lithe traffic standard “Watch
Manual.” The details of the traffic control planlivibe prepared and approved by
the affected jurisdictions. The traffic controllesged for each situation will be
based on type of roadway, traffic conditions, doratof operation, physical
constraints, and the nearness of the work spateaftw. Traffic control plans for
local jurisdictions generally follow the standat $orth by Caltrans. The Traffic
Control Plan shall be submitted to the permittiggracies for approval and will
contain the following elements:

» Designate required traffic patterns or temporagdrolosures for construction;
* Provide construction work zone signs and detourssignd

* Provide safety measures to separate motorists thenconstruction workers and
the work zone.

In addition to the traffic control plan, the consttion methodology along the roadways
will:

* Ensure access for emergency vehicles at all times;

* Provide access to adjacent residences and busiresite extent feasible;

* Open lanes as soon as possible to restore norafigd fratterns;

* Provide temporary access to business along thémepeute during construction;

» Cross highway and railroads by boring under thdifi@s to minimize disruption
to traffic;

* Provide advance notification of the constructioojget to the residences and
business in the affected area;

* Notify the public during construction, using metBosguch as large electronic
notification and arrow signs, notification to impea residents, appropriate detour
signs, and notifications to schools and emergenayigers;

* Provide a designated traffic control coordinatorettsure compliance with the
Traffic Control Plan;

» During construction, cover open trenches with mplales at the end of the work
day; and

» After construction, restore the roads to their poestruction condition.
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TT-2:

TT-3.

TT-4:

TT-5

TT-6.

TT-7

TT-8

SCE will provide signage to divert bicyclists toéeahative routesWhere bike lanes are
closed, SCE will provide signage of pending closaradvance of bike lane closures.
SCE will restore any damaged bike lanes and re-dgpees as soon as possible after
construction to minimize disruption to bicycle fraf

SCE will provide signage to direct pedestriansliteraative routes. Notice of pending
closure will be provided in advance of any pedastitlosures. SCE will restore any
damaged pedestrian facilities and re-open faaliéi® soon as possible after construction
to minimize disruption to foot traffic.

Closure of on-street parking resources as a redulbipeline construction will be
temporary in nature (on a day-to-day basis adjatethhe moving construction zone).
“No parking” advance notice signs will be postedindorm the adjacent property
owners about the construction schedule and thedrar the implementation of the no-
parking zones.

To avoid potential parking impacts along the pipelroutes, staging areas will be
established to accommodate parking for the cortsbruavorkforce and for the storage of
construction equipment. The staging area locati@ve not been identified at this time.
They will be located in existing industrial or coraroial areas near the construction
routes and will be of sufficient size to accommediie anticipated parking needs of the
construction workforce. The staging areas wouldidentified by the construction
contractor, and all permits and easements requmedthe staging areas would be
obtained prior to the commencement of pipeline tanson.

Access to parcels along the construction route @llmaintained to the greatest extent
feasible. Affected property owners will receivevadce notice of work adjacent to their
property access and when driveways would be tempocdosed. SCE will restore any
damaged driveways and re-open driveways as so@osssble to minimize impacts to
adjacent residences and businesses. During congiruthe open trenches will be
covered with metal traffic plates at the end of Wk day to accommodate driveway
access.

Access to transit stops along the constructioneroutl be maintained to the greatest
extent feasible. SCE will coordinate with the lodeansit authority to assist in
developing alternative transit stops in affectedaar Transit stops will be restored as
soon as possible after construction to minimizeaaotp to users of the system.

Access to the sensitive facilities along the prepgoproject route will be available at all
times. The location of the pipeline within the deay in the vicinity of the sensitive

facilities will be located at the far side of theadway to the extent feasible in order to
maintain good access to/from sensitive facilities.
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TT-9 Roadways will be repaired within 21 days of completof the road-based portion of
pipeline construction or in accordance with loaahd encroachment permit conditions
determined prior to construction.

TT-10 Should a temporary road and/or lane closure bessacg during construction, SCE
and/or its contractor will provide traffic contrattivities and personnel, as necessary, to
minimize traffic impacts. This may include schedgldeliveries for off-peak hours and
providing escorts for oversized loads, detour gignaones, construction area signage,
flagmen and other measures, as required, for safgcthandling in the construction
zone.
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE.

a) Does the project have the potential to degraele t L M L
quality of the environment, substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, caudesia
or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal
or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually [ %} L
limited, but cumulatively considerable?
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projectsl an
the effects of probable future projects)

c) Does the project have environmental effects that L M L
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

18. Mandatory Findings of Significance

18. a) The proposed project will be constructed and opdran land that is already disturbed
and in use as an electrical substation. The prpp#wes not contain sensitive habitat or
wetlands. While rare or endangered plant or anspakties are known to inhabit areas in the
general vicinity of the project site, none wereafesd during a recent survey of the project site.
SCE will monitor the project site to ensure thadlamgered plant or animal species, in particular
migratory birds, are not harmed during project tatsion. Because the proposed project will
be constructed and operated on land that is alrelstyrbed, it is unlikely that cultural or
paleontological resources will be encountered. SMEE monitor the project site during
construction to ensure that if such resources aoeuntered that they will be protected and
proper notifications will be made in a timely mann®ased on these considerations, the project
does not have the potential to degrade the qualityhhe environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fhwildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plantaoimal community, reduce the number or
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restrict the range of a rare or endangered plaanhnal or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory.

18. b) SCE is proposing to construct and operate fousQO0 combustion turbine electric
generation peaking units along with an emergenagkostart generators, at four geographically
separated sites within the South Coast Air Basifolsws: the Etiwanda Project Site at 8996
Etiwanda Avenue in the City of Rancho Cucamonga, Mira Loma Project Site at 13568
Milliken Avenue in the City of Ontario, the Centeroject Site at 10601 Firestone Boulevard in
the City of Norwalk, and the Barre Project SiteB&62 Cerritos Avenue in the City of Stanton.
Each of these sites is located on current SCErslesststem substation property. Individually,
each project will show no significant environmentapacts and the Initial Study for each
project is expected to be certified as a CEQA "déited Negative Declaration".

No individual project site is closer than 7.5 mitesany of the other project sites (the Mira Loma
and Etiwanda site are about 7.5 miles apart). €mqnently, no cumulative impacts are expected
for Aesthetics, Agriculture Resources, BiologicasRBurces, Cultural Resources, Geology and
Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Land UskeRlanning, Mineral Resources, Noise,
Public Services, Recreation, Transportation/Traffiecause each of these topics is evaluated for
impacts on a local or site specific basis.

The natural gas and water resources available nmaljyoare adequate to meet the needs of all
four projects without significant impacts on resmuavailability. The construction workforce
required for the four projects will be 160 workatsthe peak, an insignificant number compared
to the available workforce in the region. The clative waste requiring recycling or disposal
will have a less-than-significant impact on regionaste management systems and disposal
capacity. Therefore, the cumulative impacts to rgyne Hydrology and Water Quality,
Population and Housing, and Solid/Hazardous Wasete the four projects would be less—than-
significant.

The project-related Air Quality impact analyses daestrate that each of the four projects
individually is less-than-significant when evaluhtagainst the SCAQMD CEQA significance
thresholds once NOx construction emissions hava b#set by purchasing RECLAIM Trading
Credits (RTCs). Each of these thresholds is relate local air quality, i.e., pollutant
concentration at local receptors near individuajgut sites. Due to the distance between project
sites, the emissions from any one site are not aggeto impact the local pollutant
concentrations at or near any of the other thrs.siDirect operational emissions will be offset
with emission reductions from the SCAQMD’s New SmurReview inventory. Indirect
operational emissions due to aqueous ammonia dglarel maintenance worker commuting are
insignificant.

The South Coast Air Basin is a non-attainment &meazone. Ozone is a regional pollutant.
Emissions from construction will include the ozomecursors NOx and VOC. Cumulative
construction emissions from the four projects drewsr in Table 18-1 As discussed in the
response to checklist ite@ib above, the project was individually significant fwonstruction
NOx emissions and, in anticipation of the potentiahulative impacts caused by the concurrent
construction for the four peaker plants, the agplianitigated construction NOx emissions to 24
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pounds per day during periods when all four prgjegere under simultaneous construction.
Consequently, as shown ihable 18-1 the cumulative impacts caused by the concurrent
construction for the four peaker plants are cuniugét less-than-significant. These totals reflect
worst case emission estimates that include botsiteremissions and related project activities as
well as assume that the highest emitting constrndctivities occur simultaneously at all sites
on the same day. Although it is unlikely that cuative NOx construction emissions would
cause or contribute to an air quality exceedandhinvithe South Coast Air Basin due to the
distance between sites, the applicant will mitigégeconstruction NOx emissions in lieu of
conducting detailed regional modeling to assessmial impacts.

Construction VOC emissions will not exceed the ifigance threshold for any individual
project during the construction period; howeversthemissions will cumulatively exceed the
CEQA significance threshold during the worst casession period as shown below Trable
18-1 The cumulative construction VOC emissions w# imitigated by purchasing Mobile
Source Emission Reduction Credits (MSERCS) forepeund of cumulative VOC emissions in
excess of the significance threshold for each dathe® construction period. Mobile Source
Emission Reduction Credits (MSERCSs) are createchwigh-emitting vehicles are retired, and
are an approved method to mitigate construction \@@tssions. The total amount of MSERCs
required to fully mitigate cumulative constructi?®®C emissions to less-than-significant levels
is estimated to be 458 pounds.

Table 18-1
Cumulative Construction Emission Evaluation
CO VOC NOXx SOx PM10 PM2.5

Source (Ib/day) (Ib/day) (Ib/day) (Ib/day) (Ib/day) (Ib/day)
Barre 86.4 23.1 24.0 0.1 195 9.1
Center 89.4 23.8 24.0 0.1 19.9 9.5
Etiwanda 92.8 23.8 24.0 0.1 20.0 9.3
Mira Loma 101.2 25.7 24.0 0.1 14.8 8.5
Total Peak Daily Emissions 369.8 96.5 96.0 0.6 74.2 36.5
Daily Mitigated VOC Emissions
(Ib/day) -- -23.0 -- -- - -
Total Mitigated Peak Daily
Emissions 369.8 73.5 96.0 0.6 74.2 36.5
CEQA Sgnificance Threshold 550 75 100 150 150 55
Significant? No No No No No No
Note: Totals may not match sum of individual valbecause of rounding.
See Table C.1.7 in Appendix C for more details.

Following mitigation, NOx and VOC construction esians will have less-than-significant
impacts to the environment.

In summary, the overall cumulative environmentapacts of the four SCE peaker projects are
considered less-than-significant.
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18. ¢) The project does not have environmental effects with cause substantial direct or
indirect adverse effects on human beings.
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19.0 CONCLUSION

The peaker project proposed by SCE to be consttutd operated at the Center substation site
at Center project site at 10601 Firestone Boulevartie City of Norwalk will have less-than-
significant impacts to the environment.

In addition to the project described herein, SCH & constructing three additional peaker
plants of similar design within the South Coast Basin. Construction of the four projects may
have unmitigated emissions of the ozone precurbifidx and VOC that are cumulatively
significant. SCE will provide mitigation in therfo of RTCs to mitigate the cumulative impacts
of NOx emissions and MSERCs to mitigate the cunudaimpacts of VOC emissions during
construction to less-than-significant levels.
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

AAQS Ambient Air Quality Standards

ADWF Average dry weather flow

AP-42 Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors
AQIA Air Quality Impacts Analysis

AQMP Air Quality Management Plan

ACR Assigned Commissioners Ruling

Bcf Billion cubic feet

bgs Below ground surface

CAISO California Independent Systems Operator
CalARP California Accidental Release Prevention
Caltrans California Department of Transportation
CARB California Air Resources Board

CATEF California Air Toxic Emission Factor

CBC California Building Code

CEC California Energy Commission

CEMS Continuous Emissions Control Systems
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act of 1970
CGS California Geologic Survey

CHRIS California Historical Resources Informatioystem
CMP Congestion Management Plan

CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level
CNDDB California Natural Diversity Data Base
CNG Compressed Natural Gas

CO Carbon Monoxide

CPUC California Public Utilities Commission
CUPA Certified Unified Program Agency

dBA Decibels

DOT U.S. Department of Transportation

EPA Environmental Protection Agency

ERPG-2 Emergency Response Planning Guideline
°F degrees Fahrenheit

g [Acceleration of] gravity

GE General Electric

gpm Gallons per minute

HARP Hot Spots Analysis and Reporting Program
Haz Mat Hazardous Materials

HI Hazard Index

HMBP Hazardous Material Business Plan
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

Hp horsepower

HRA Health Risk assessment

ICE Internal Combustion Engine

ICU Intersection Capacity Utilization

ISO International Standards Organization

kV Kilovolt

KW Kilowatt

LNG Liguefied Natural Gas

MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act

MGD Million gallons per day

m/s Meters per second

MW Megawatts

NAD27 North American Datum 1927

NAHC Native American Heritage Commission

NH3 Ammonia

NMC New Model Colony

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administratio

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination yst

NOXx Nitrogen Oxides

OEHHA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Asseesin

OSHA U.S. Occupational Safety and Health Admintgtra

P/C Permit to Construct

PM10 Particulate matter with an aerodynamic diam&t&0 microns
or less

PM2.5 Particulate matter with an aerodynamic diamet 2.5
microns or less

PPE Personal Protective Equipment

ppm Parts per million

REL Reference Exposure Level

RMP Risk Management Plan

RECLAIM Regional Clean Air Incentives Market

RTC RECLAIM Trading Credit

SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District

SCE Southern California Edison Company

SCR Selective Catalytic Reduction

SD Shut down

SIL Significant impact levels

SP Specific Plan
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

SO, Sulfur Dioxide

SOx Sulfur Oxides

SPCC Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures
SPL Sound Pressure Level

SU Start up

SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
TAC Toxic Air Contaminant

Tcf Trillion cubic feet

TDS Total Dissolved Solids

TIA Traffic Impacts Analysis

UBC Uniform Building Code

UFC Uniform Fire Code

USGS United Stated Geological Survey

UTM Universal Transverse Mercator

VOC Volatile Organic Compound
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