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Name or description of project , LPC, etc: Sout jfornig Edison O d "Ssioy

Peaker Prolect Appeal No.
A-4-OXN-07-096 Agenda ltem Th12¢c

Date and time of receipt of communication:  April 29, 2008; 9:45 a.m.
Location of communication: La Jolla, CA

Type of communication (letter, facsimile, etc.): face-fo-face meeting; Commissioner
Pat Kruer was present

Person(s) Initiating communication: David Kaye, SCE, Applicants
. Susan McCabe, McCabe & Company

Rick Zbur, Latham & Watkins

Detailed substantive description of content of communication:
(Attach a copy of the complete text of any written material received.)

Applicant gave me an overview of the project indicating they support the staff
recommendation. They covered the information in the briefing materials previously
provided to the Coastal Commission staff.

4hallig

Date/ /

Chalrman’Pat'Kruer
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Name or description of the project: Thursday 12.c. Appeal No. A-4- N
OXN-07-096 (Southern California
Edison, Oxnard)
Time/Date of communication; 9am, May 2, 2008
Location of communication: LaJolla
Person(s) initiating communication; Gabriel Solmer, Marco Go

lez,
Bruce Reznik sgc'ﬁmm @%é’&’ ot

Person(s) receiving communication: Patrick Kruer

Type of communication: Meeting

Urged opposition to staff recommendation of approval with conditions, Any industrial
facility, especially a power generating facility, located in the fragile and sensitive coastal
zone, must have full environmental review.

Alternative sites must be evaluated in an EIR. For example, since the peaker is not
coastal dependent, the SCE substation in Moorpark, and other inland altematives that
are not in the Coastal Zone, must be evaluated.

Peaker plant emissions must be accurately evaluated in an EIR. Emissions will not
decrease, because the electricity will first be transmitted to the Santa Clara Station in
Ventura, CA before any distribution to the Oxnard aree or to other local areas. SCE's
emissions projections are averaged on a yearly basis rather than a daily basis of actual
days of peaker use, which understates the emissions during actual use,

The Mandalay Beach site cannot be presumed to be an expansion within an existing
site because this site and the neighboring Reliant Generating Station site are under
separate ownership. The Independent System Operator is studying the RGS as not
essential to the grid and not suitable for repowering, and it could be decommissioned.

Environmental Justice must be addressed in an EIR. Oxnard has a significant
minority population. Oxnard is already home to two power generation plants at
Mandalay Beach and Ormond Beach as well as several cogeneration plants. The
Halaco metals recycling Superfund Priority listed site is also jn Oxnard.

Date: May 2, 2008

Patrick Kryer’
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805 682 3756

WED. ITEM 12T

DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS

Name or description of project:
Southern California Edison Oxnard Peaker Power Plant ( A-4-QOXN-U7-096)

Date and time of receipt of communication:
Saturday, May 3, 2008 (@ 3:00PM

Location of communication:
Santa Barbara

Type of communication:
Meeting

Person(s) in attendance at time of commuamcation:
David Kay, Rick Zbur {by phone)

Susan McCabe

Person(s) receving communication:

Dan Secord

Detailed substantive description of the content of communication:
(Aftach a copy of the compiete texi of any wnitten matenal received.)

The applicants explained the project which is an appeal of the City of Oxnand dental of a
peaker power plant which is the 1ast of Tive peaker piams to be constructed to provide
electricity during the hot summer months statewide. They are in agreement with the staff
recommendation. They covered the matenai in the bneting materals previously provided
to the Commission saff.

Date:

Signature of COmMmISSIONEr:
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RECEIVED
MAY 0 5 2008

- CALIFORNIA .
COASTALCOMMISSION

DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMN[UNICATIONS

Name or description of project: : '
. Southern California Edlson Oxnard Peaker Power Plant (M OXN-07-096)

Date and time of receipt of commumcatmn
Monday, May 5, 2008 @10:00 AM -

Location of communication:
Phone call

Type of communication:. : - : - : .___'_.ﬂ_.
Phone call T I

Persoﬁ(s) in attendance at time (_if communication:
~ David Kay, Rick Zbur, Susan McCabc

" Person(s) recemng communicatmn
Bonme Neely

Detailed substantive descrlpﬁon of the coutent of communication:
(Attach a copy of the complete text of any written mnterml received.)

The apphcants explamed the project which is an appcal of the City of Ox:uard demal ofa
peaker power plant which is the last of five peaker plants to be constructed to provide -
electricity during the hot summer months statewide. They are in agreement with the staff
recommendation. They covered the material in the br1eﬁng materials previously prov1ded
to the Commission staff.

‘lDate‘ %"’5""5 %

Slgnature of Comlmssmner M %
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. ' I . O
FORM FOR DISCLOSURE Yy, €,
OF EX PARTE - '% 0, If@
Mv_,_...’ L R COB u HJTHCA'I.ION e o e rmes o= e wean ML
. : _ %’(’% 200,9
Date and time of commumcamon May 5% 2008 - 3:15 pm R M
{For messages sent to & Commissioner ‘ . '
by mail or fackimile or received as a
telephone or other mossage, dare
time of receipt should be indicated.)
- Location of commuuication: Commissioner Neely’s Bureka Office
(For cormurications sent by mail ér ’ ’
* facsimile, or reeeived as a telephone
or other message, indicate the muans
 of tangmission.)
Person(s) initiaﬁng_ communication: ORCAMaggy Herbelin
Person(s) receiving communication: *~ Commissioner Bonnie Neely
. Name or description of project: _ e May Agenda Item Thi2c. Appeal by Southern CA Edison

from decision of City of Oxnard denying permit to construct *
- and operate 45 megawatt “peaker” power plant on Ha:cbox

Blvd, Oxnard, Ventura Counxy

Detailed substantive description of content of communication;
(If communjcation included wnttc.n material, atm:h u copy of the complel:e test of the wntten matcnal)

Met with Maggle Herbelin regarding appeal by Southem GA Edison from decision of City of Oxnard
denying permit t construct and operate 45 megawatt. “peaker” power plan ori Harbor Blvd, Oxnard, Ms. -
Herbelin concemns included #1_All aiternatives need to be analyzed in a full EIR; #2 Emissions need ig
be accourately analyzed throughan EIR; #3 the project éan't be considered an expansion of the existing
operation because the properties are under different ownerships; and, under environmental justics, there -
‘are already so many plants there. The Halaco plant is there and it's & superfund pncmty site. The
. nelghborhood is aiready overburdened with facilities of this nature

ol

Dal:e:: A ‘ | Slgnature of Comnussx\ner Co >

If the communication was provided at the same time {0 staff ag it was provxded toa Commmsmner, the .
communication. is not éx parb: and this form does not nee:d to be filled ont.

* If comumunication Occmed seven of more days in advance of the Commzssmn hearing on the item that was the
subject 'of the communication, complete this form and transmit it to the Excoutive Ditector within seven days of the
communication. If it is reasonzble o believe that the completed foxm will not arvive by U,S, inail at the
Commission’s main office prior to the commencement of the mesting, other means of delivery should be used, such

- as facsimile, overnight mail, or personal delivery by. the Commissioner to the Execuuve Director at the mpeting
prior to the txme that the hearing on the matter commences.

It commumcatmn occur.ced within seven days of the hearing, corplete this form, provide the information orally on
the record of the proceedings and provide the Executive Director with a copy of any written material that was part of
the commumcauon

Coastal Commission Fax: 415 904-5400
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Date and time of communication: August 4th, 2008 — 9:00 a.m. %L 2
(For messages sent to a Comumissioner, . . . X @ 6

by mail or facaimile or retéived as a ' “'}/’

telephone or other message, date . . . C:¢

time of receipt should be indicated.)
Location of communication: ' Commissioner Neely's Eurcka Office
(For eommupications sent by mail or ' :

facsimile, or received as a telsphone

or other message, indicate the means

of transmjssion.)
Person(s) m:.uanng communication: Maggy Herbelin, ORCA Representative
I-'erson(s) receiving conumunication: Commissioner Bouwie Neely

- Name or description of project: Agenda Ttem W 7a ~ Souther Callfornia Edison,
: Oxnard

Detailed substannve description of content of commumcauon
(If communication included written material, attach a copy of the complete test of the written matenal )

The ORCA representatives |nd1cmed that the Peaker Power Plant is not a neécessary coastal land use,

does not have approval at the lacal jurisdiction level, is adjacent to critical habitat; alternative aatas should
be looked at; and this is an environmentat-justice issue as wall

Date: August 4%, 2008 g Signature of Co?n\gissiggei) -

If the comtuunication was provided at the same time to staff as it was provided to a Commissioner, the
commupication is not ¢x parte and this form does ot need to be filled out.

If commumnication ccourred seven or more days i advance of the Commission heating on the itern that was the
subjeet of the communication, complete this foxm aud transrmit it to the Executive Director within seven days of the
© commmunication, Ifit is reasonable to bolieve that the completed form will not axve by U.S. mail at the
Commission’s main office prior to the commencement of the xueeting, other means of delivery should be used, such
as facsumlc, overnight mail, or personal delivery by the Commissioner to the Executive Director at the meeﬁng

" ptior to the titme that the hemng on the matter commences,

¥ communicauon occwred within seven days nf the kearing, complete this form, provide the information orally on
. the record of the proceedings and provide the Executive Dxrector with a copy of any written material that was part of

the communication.

Constal Commission Fax: 415 904-5400
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FORM FOR DISCLOSURE OF
EX-PARTE COMMUNICATIONS

Name or description of the project: SCE Peaker Plant, Oxnard

Time/Date of communication: 815/08

Location of communication: 22350 Carbon Mesa Rd, Malibu

Person(s) initiating communication; Lauric Newman

Person(s) receiving communication: Sara Wan

Type of communication: phone call

Laurie called to discuss the SCE hearing. She asked why Commissioner Burke was so mad at
SCE and I stated that they had told him they would provide mitigations to the City and then
stood up and said they would not,

We also discussed that if the City believed that the area was zoned Coastal Dependent Industrial
they needed to come up with the proof and a statement by someone who was there was not
sufficient, There needed to be proof like transcripts or tapes of the actual hearings.

We also briefly discussed the issue that Oxnard was rcally ignored and was not treated as we
trcat other areas.

Date:  August 17, 2008

Sara Wan



Steve Blank

FORM FOR DISCLOSURE OF
EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS

Name or description of project , LPC, etc: Southern California Edison Company,
Oxnard “Peaker” Power Plant
A-4-OXN-07-096 Agenda ltem W7A

Date and time of receipt of communication: July 31,2008 @ 3pm

Location of communication: via telephone

Type of communication (letter, facsimile, etc.): Conference Call

Person(s) initiating communication: Susan McCabe, Rick Zbur and David Kay

Detailed substantive description of content of communication:
(Attach a copy of the complete text of any written material received.)

Edison representatives gave me briefing about the project, covering the isgses set forth
in the briefing booklet which was previously supplied to Commission 5t

J,,,,‘ 1 2008

Date

/Signature of Commissioner
/



DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS

Name or description of project: Southern California Edison Company,
Oxnard “Peaker” Power Plant
A-4-OXN-07-096 Agenda Iltem W7A

Date/time of receipt of communication: July 29, 2008; 4:30 pm

Location of communication: Palo Alto

Type of communication: Telephone

Person(s) initiating communication: Lennie Roberts, Mike Ferriara ORCA

Detailed substantive description of content of communication:
ORCA representatives briefed me about the project, and disagreed with the staff

recommendation. They believe that there are visual impacts and social justice issues
about the project.

f//“"
7/29/08 9\/\ Jm

Date Signature of Commissioner



FORM FOR DISCLOSURE
OF EX PARTE .
COMMUNTCATIONS

Date and ¢timo of tnmnun'lcation:‘ ]l/ﬂ»ﬂ ,Zég ‘

Location of communication: __LLEELM o

(If communication was sent by
mat] or facsimile, indicate the
mdans of transmission.)

Identity of person(s) initiating communication: J@f?ﬁg kél{.
Identity of person(s) receiving communication: (‘.M(" '

Name or daseription of project: né > (%

Dascription of contant of communication:
(If commypication fncluded written material, attach
3 copy of the complete text of the written material.)
. \

- #
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Date ] Signature of Commissionar

[f communication occurred seéven or more days in advance of the Commission
hearing on the ftem that was tha subjact of the communication, completa this
form and transmit it to the Executive Director within seven days of the -
communication. IF it is reasenable to belleve that the cosplated form will
not arrive by U.S. mail at the Commission’s main.office prior o the .
commencement of the meeting, other msans of delivery shouYd be used, Such as
facsimile, overnight matl, or personal delivery by the Commissioner to the
Exacutive Dirgctor at the meating prior to the time that the hearing on ths
matter commances. . . .

(2
‘ z‘

L

4/ -'1.4.4-'3. V. T U

' If' communfcation occurred within seven days of thewhasaring, complete this

Torm, provide the intTormation orally op the record Of-the procesding and
provide the Executiva Director with & copy of any written material that was
part of the commuaication. : )

ADRENDIY 2




DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS

Name or description of project: Southern California Edison Company,
Oxnard “Peaker” Power Piant
A-4-OXN-07-096 Agenda ltem W7A

Date/time of receipt of communication: July 25, 2008; 11:00 am

lLocation of communication: Palo Alto

Type of communication: In person

Person(s) initiating communication: Susan McCabe, McCabe & Company

Rick Zbur, Latham & Watkins LLP
Detailed substantive description of content of communication:

Edison representatives briefed me about the project, covering the issues set forth in the
briefing booklet which was previously supplied to Commission Staff.

They supported the staff recommendation.

07 1
7/29/08 9‘/\ )

Date Signature of Commissioner



JUL 28 2008
FORM FOR DISCLOSURE OF CALFORNIA
EX-PARTE COMMUNICATIONS COASTAL COMMISSION
Name or description of the project:; SCE Peaker Plant
Time/Date of communication: 7/26/08, 10:30am
Location of communication: 22350 Carbon Mesa Rd, Malibu
Person(s) initiating communication: Jonathan Ziv
Person(s) receiving communication: Sara Wan
Type of communication: meeting

Explained he was opposed to the plant. That is area has been degraded by industrial facilities and the
City has been attempting to clean it up for many, many years. The City has always interpreted the
zoining in this area to be coastal dependent industrial, not just industrial or energy. Since the ‘60s the
council had rejected anything non-coastal dependent. The Reliant plant is coastal dependent because it
requires sea water.

I indicated that | thought the language in the LCP was unclear but that if the City had been interpreting it
this way then they should make that clear

Visual- realize there is a great deal of visual impact from the facilities there already but since the City and
the LCP take the postion that this area should have it's view improved this will certainly not do that. Staff
says that the facility and power lines cannot be seen from very far and that the only area impacted is the
State Park which does not provide for public access. It is untrue that these will not be seen from a
distance. Given their height and bulk they will be seen throughout the area and if there is no easy access
to the park at this point one would hope there will be in the future

ESHA- Staff avoids the issue as to whether this is ESHA or not. They admit this is southern dune scrub
habitat although degraded, which everywhere else is considered ESHA. They do not explain why this is
not ESHA.

Date: 7/27/08

Commissioner’s Signature



SOUTHERS CALIFDRNEA

EDISON

By RIS TR AT GG G
May 2, 2008

Chairman Kruer and Honorable Commissioncrs
California Coastal Commission

45 Fremont, Suitc 2000

San Francisco, CA

94105-5200

Agenda Item Th12c¢

Re:  Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096 (Southern California Edison Company, Oxnard
“Peaker” Power Plant)

Dear Chairman Kruer and Honorable Commissioners:

We are writing in responsc to the Staff Report regarding the application by Southern
California Edison (“SCE”) for the above-referenced Coastal Development Permit (“CDP”) for
the Oxnard Pcaker Project (“Project™), which is scheduled to be considered by the Coastal
Commission (the “Commission”) at its May 8, 2008 meeting.

The Project will provide an urgently needed and environmentally responsible solution to
reliability issucs facing California’s clectric generation and transmission infrastructure. It is
consistent with and will further Coastal Act and Local Coastal Program (“LCP”) policies, in
addition to providing significant public and environmental benefits. Sct forth below is a brief
discussion of the Project’s background and an explanation of why it is urgently nceded and
environmentally and operationally superior to altcrnative sites, along with an analysis of the
Project’s consistency with the City of Oxnard’s LCP — including LCP policies concerning
biological resourccs and sensitive habitat arcas — and its consistency with climate change
policies.

We appreciate Staff’s hard work in analyzing the issues involved in the CDP application
and agree with Staff’s conclusions regarding the Project’s consistency with the City of Oxnard’s
certificd LCP and its recommendation that the Commission grant the CDP.! We thercfore

" SCE and Commission Staff have been in discussion regarding minor modifications to the
Special Conditions contained in the Staff Report. Any such modified Special Conditions will be
contained in the Revised Staff Report. However, it SCE and Staff are unable to resolve their
differences, SCE rcserves its right to raisc its concerns and/or issues with the Commissioncrs at
the May 8, 2008 hearing.

1

These materials have been provided to Coastal Commission Staff Agenda Item 12¢



respectfully request that the Commission accept Staff’s recommendation and approve a CDP for
SCE’s much-needcd Project.

L PROJECT BACKGROUND

SCE proposes to build a 45-MW, natural gas-fircd electrical gencration facility, 1o be
located on a 16-acre, SCE-owned vacant sitc adjacent to (and within the same Energy Coastal
(“EC”) subzone as) the existing, Recliant Energy’s Mandalay Generating Station, The site was
formerly occupied by oil storage tanks, and is separated from the ocean by the Mandalay plant to
the west and northwest and by the DCOR oil processing facilitics to the southwest. The Project
is expected to cost more than $50 million to build, and is thercfore a “major energy facility.” 14
Cal. Codc Regs. § 13012.

The SCE facility would be a “pcaker” plant, meaning that it would be capable of being
started up and fully dispatched on very short notice (approximately 10 minutes) and would
operate primarily at times of peak electricity demand or during other system strains when a
major power plant or transmission line becomes suddenly unavailable. The peaker will also have
“black start” capability, meaning it will have the ability to start up without any external power
sourcc. It thus will be able to provide the power nceded to restart other power plants and restore
electrical scrvice during arca-wide power outages, as well as provide some power for esscntial
services whilce the larger, slower-starting plants come back on-line.

SCE undertook the development of this facility in response to the Assigned
Commissioner’s Ruling Addressing Electric Reliability Needs in Southern California for Summer
2007 (“ACR”), issued by CPUC President Michacl Peevey on August 15, 2006, The ACR
directed SCE to pursue, among other things, the immediate development of up to five SCE-
owned, black-start capable peaker facilitics (totaling up to 250-MW), which could be on-line by
the Summer of 2007. Four of the requcsted pcaker plants (located in the cities of Norwalk,
Ontario, Rancho Cucamonga and Stanton) were granted mitigated ncgative declarations
(“MNDs”) under CEQA and are now built and operational. This Project is the last of the five.

II. THE PROJECT IS URGENTLY NEEDED

The Project would provide an important and much-needed improvement to California’s
electric generation and transmission infrastructurc. According to the CPUC, the surprising
growth in clectricity demand throughout the state, coupled with the July 2006 heat storm,
exposed certain vulnerabilities in the electric generation and transmission infrastructure that
required immediate attention to assurc futurc reliability. The California Independent System
Operator’s (“CAISO”) asscssment for the Summer of 2006 had indicated that the systecm could
handle a demand in excess of 48,000-MW, with limited or no impact on firm load customers.
However, the pcak demand during the heat wave was 51,000-MW, well above any of thc
scenarios that were assumed in CAISO’s assessment. The Summer 2006 demand was 12%
higher than 2005’s record; 6% higher than the worst case scenario CAISO had analyzed in its
assessment; and 38% higher than the peak demand of the crisis year 2001. Morcover, it
represented a demand that was not forecast to occur for another five years. Across CAISO’s
service arca, weighted average temperaturcs during the heat wave ranged betwecn 106 and 110
degrees Fahrenheit on various days, which is higher than any temperatures recorded in the 30-

2
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year history of temperature models used by CAISO. Even with the additional installed and
anticipated new generating resources that will have come on-line between the summers of 2006
and 2008, CAISO still predicts a 10% risk that operating reserves in Southern California could
be insufficient this summer. Although new resources have been procured and will continuc to
come on-line, SCE predicts that there remains a significant need for additional peaking resources
in the future.

To improve reliability for the Summer of 2007, the ACR directed SCE. to increasc
participation in its Air Conditioning Cycling Program, to pursue accelerated procurcment of
more peak load capacity from independent power plant developers, and to pursuc the
development and installation of up to 250-MW of SCE-owned, black-start, dispatchable
generation capacity within its service territory. After a study of its cntire system, SCE selected
five locations within its system as best suited for siting additional peaker generation to cnhance
reliable operations. The Oxnard/Ventura/Santa Barbara area was identified as having the
greatest need for quick start and black start capability to support local reliability, and the
Mandalay-adjacent property was identified as the optimal peaker site within that region.

Oxnard and the surrounding Ventura County/Santa Barbara arca arc rclatively vulnerable
to prolonged and widespread power outages because that region’s only transmission linkage to
the rest of the state’s power grid is through a single substation and transmission corridor. If that
linkage and the existing Oxnard power plants were to be taken off-line at the same time, for
example by an earthquake, the region would have no other adequate power supply route. By
contrast, most other areas of the power grid, and a// other areas of comparable population sizc on
SCE’s system, are accessible through alternate routes. On top of that region-wide vulnerability,
the Santa Barbara area specifically is doubly vulnerable because its only transmission linkage
with Ventura County is by a single transmission corridor that runs through an historically fire-
pronc, mountainous areas.

The need for the Project is thus critical and continues to grow. The Project would be
used to provide power (i) to SCE’s electric customers in the Oxnard arca during times of peak
power use, (ii) during outages of other gencrating or transmission cquipment that normally
provide power to the area, (iii) to assist in voltage regulation of the SCE electric grid in the area,
(1v) to provide black start assistance to bring the Mandalay Generating Station on-line, and (v)
to supply some emergency power to the Santa Barbara arca, via the local distribution lines along
the coast, if the inland transmission line to Santa Barbara is disabled by fire or any other factor,

The peaking and grid-reliability roles that the Project is intended to serve cannot be met
by solar or other renewable resources, since it is essential that the plant be able to come on-line
very rapidly, at any time of the day or night and regardless of weather conditions. The Project is
not displacing rencwable power plants, or otherwisc inconsistent in any way with the state’s
move towards more use of renewable resources. On the contrary, peaker plants like the Project
are expected to be even more important in the future, since their quick start-up capabilities make
them ideal to supplement and “fill in behind” intermittent renewable sources like wind and solar.

3
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III. THE PROJECT IS CONSISTENT WITH THE CITY OF OXNARD’S
CERTIFIED LCP

The only rationale provided for the City Council’s resolution denying SCE’s CDP
application is that thc Project is not “coastal dependent” and is therefore inconsistent with the
LCP. The City asserts that its coastal zoning ordinance prohibits any non-coastal depcndent
development on the site. But no provision in the zoning ordinance or clsewhere in the LCP
states or can be reasonably construed to imply that an cnergy development must be “coastal
dependent” to be permitted at the proposed site. To the contrary, as Staff concluded, the City’s
coastal zoning ordinance expressly allows encrgy devclopment on the site and does not specify
that it must be coastal dependent. The record clearly supports the Staff Report’s finding that the
Project may be developed at the proposed sitc under the LCP and coastal zoning ordinance.

The proposed development site lies entirely within the EC subzone. Pursuant to Section
17-20 of the City’s coastal zoning ordinance, the EC subzone expressly allows “clectrical power
generating plant and accessory uses normally associated with said power gencrating facility.”
Because the proposed peaker facility is an electrical power gencrating plant, it is unqucstionably
permitted at the proposed development site under the City’s coastal zoning ordinance.

The City’s assertion that energy development facilities must be “coastal dependent” is not
supported. Nowhere docs the zoning ordinance include such a requirement; instead, it merely
states that “coastal dependent encrgy facilities shall be encouraged to locate or cxpand within
existing sites and shall be permitted reasonable long-term growth.” Plainly, Scction 17-20(A)’s
“encouragement” that coastal dependent encrgy facilities locate or expand within cxisting energy
sites, rather than occupying ncw areas of the coast, docs not bar, and is not inconsistent with,
allowing a non-coastal depcndent facility to also locate within a site already specifically zoned
for, and long used for, cnergy facilities. The siting of the peaker at the proposed site is
completely consistent with the goal of concentrating energy facilities in already-used encrgy sites
rather than occupying new arcas.

Moreover, to require energy developments to be coastal dependent in order to be
permitted in the EC zone is inconsistent with the overall policy objectives of the LCP. Indeed,
the Coastal Act mandates that LCPs contain policies that require concentration and consolidation
of industrial developments, including energy facilitics, and maintain and enhancc marinc
reésourcces.

The City’s rationalc for denying the Project’s CDP would bar any futurc, non-coastal
dependent upgrade or addition to the two existing power plants within the City of Oxnard that
require CDPs, and any upgrade or addition to the transmission substations within the City’s
coastal zone that requires a CDP. Rcquiring developments in the EC to be coastal dependent
forces non-coastal dependent energy facilitics to locate along new areas of the coast rather than
locating or expanding within existing cnergy sites. The City’s interpretation of LCP Scction 17-
20 1s inconsistent and at odds with the LCP’s policy of concentrating encrgy facilities.

Further, the City’s interpretation of Section 17-20 conflicts with the LCP’s policy of
maintaining and enhancing maring lifc. Even if the LCP required the Projcct to be coastal
dependent—which it does not, as Staff concluded—such a requirement would directly conflict

4
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with the LCP’s policy of maintaining and enhancing marinc resources becausc the Project would
be required to have seawatcr intake.

IV.  THE PROJECT IS ENVIRONMENTALLY AND OPERATIONALLY SUPERIOR
TO ALTERNATIVE SITES

Bascd on a thorough review of potential peaker sites throughout SCE’s system, SCE
concluded that the Project’s site is optimal for a peaker, from both an environmental and an
operational standpoint. First, as discusscd above, the Ventura County/Santa Barbara region
including Oxnard is in especially dire nced of black start capable peaker generation because of
the serious transmission constraints affccting that region. Siting a pcaker within that general arca
also is desirable because the other four SCE peaker sites arc in inland Los Angeles, Orange and
San Bernardino counties, and it is highly preferable for grid-reliability reasons to spread the
peaker locations out to the cxtent feasible. All of the other four sites werc also selected to
provide black start capability to nearby large plants that could be used to bring power back on
line in their region of the electric grid.

Within the Ventura County/Santa Barbara region, the Project site stands out as superior
for several reasons. Environmentally, it is a brownficld site, formerly occupied by oil tanks, and
located immediately adjacent to (and separated from the ocean by) the much larger Mandalay
power plant and DCOR oil processing facilitics. The site also is almost adjacent to the SCE
substation where the Project will conncet to the grid, minimizing the length of new transmission
lines required. Also, because of the size and configuration of the site and the width of the
adjacent Harbor Boulevard, a peaker at this site can be placed further from the nearest possiblc
residential development than at many other potential sites.

Operationally, the site is at the idcal location on SCE’s electrical system to scrve multiple
important purposcs. Its linc-proximity to thc Mandalay plant makes it the best and most reliablc
location from which to black start Mandalay, and thercby restorc power to the rcgion in the event
of a regional blackout. Tt also is at an cxcellent site on the system for providing cmergency,
interim power to the rcgion’s main population centers of Oxnard and Ventura while the
Mandalay plant and then the Ormond Beach plant return to service. In addition, if thc Ventura
County-to-Santa Barbara transmission link is lost, a peaker at the Project site can feed power into
the local distribution system that runs up the coast, and thereby help to provide emergency power
to Santa Barbara until the transmission linkagce can be restored.

V. THE PROJECT IS CONSISTENT WITH LCP POLICIES REGARDING
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES AND SENSITIVE HABITAT

The proposed site of the Project is an industrial site, next to the Mandalay Bay Power
Plant. The site has becn graded and is devoid of any significant vegetation Not surprisingly,
Staff concluded no portion of the Project site is designated an environmentally sensitive habitat
area (“ESHA”). A biological resources assessment prepared by Keanc Biological Consulting
(“KBC Report”) did not identify any “candidate, sensitive, or special-status species™ on site.

There are areas known to support several special-status biological resources ncar the site,
but none on it. Given the proximity to of the Project sitc to sensitive resources, the Commission

5
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imposed certain Special Conditions designed to protect sensitive species should they appear
during construction. The Staff Report’s conclusion that the Project, as conditioned, is consistent
with applicable LCP policies regarding the protection of biological resourccs and scnsitive
habitat areas is amply supported by the record.

The Project proposes the installation and removal of transmission poles and lines, and the
trenching and placement of an approximately 1,800 foot natural gas pipcline, on a portion of the
Project sitc east of Harbor Boulevard that includes coastal dune serub. This area has not been
designated ESHA and the Staff Report notes that this area is substantially degraded and does not
provide the same level of ecological and habitat value as more intact southern dune scrub areas.
According to the KBC Report, there is a low probability that the Ventura marsh milkvetch could
occur in this area and no milkvetch was observed during field surveys. The Staff Report notes a
potential for certain sensitive plant species to exist in this area because of its proximity to other
more intact dune scrub arcas and rare plant communities. In order to ensure the protection of any
isolated plants of these spccies that might occur, the Commission imposcd Special Condition
4(b), which requires a focused survey for specified sensitive plants to be performed in each
precise location where Project activities will be conducted east of Harbor Boulevard (once they
are identificd). If any such plants are identified within the Project’s disturbance limits, this
condition requires that impact avoidance plans be developed in consultation with the
Commission, California Department of Fish & Game and U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service.

The southern border of the Project site s adjacent to a portion of Mandalay State Beach
Park identified as ESHA in the LCP and designated as a Resource Protection sub-zone in the
City’s Coastal Zoning Ordinance. In compliance with LCP Policy 6, Special Condition 3(c)
requires the Project’s landscaping and construction activities to be separated by at lcast 50 feet
from the cntire southern boundary of the Project site adjacent to the Resource Protection arca.
Staff concluded that a 50 foot buffer is sufficient here given the existing 20 foot wide dirt access
road that currently separates the Project site from the state park and SCE’s commitment to locate
all development and construction activities an additional 30 feet north of this road.

Sensitive nesting habitat for the western snowy plover and California least tern cxists
approximately 1,000 feet to the west and southwest of the Project site. Special Condition 3(a)
requires the replacement of proposcd trees in the landscape plan with native brush and shrub
specics that are not expected to provide nesting habitat for predatory birds of concern.

Although the Project site is not a burrowing owl habitat, historic records show that the
burrowing owl once existed on the Project site. The biological surveys conducted by KBC did
not observe any burrowing owls or any burrows that could feasibly support burrowing owls.
Subsequently, during soil testing, one burrowing owl was secn on the site. In order to ensure that
the Project will not have an adversc impact on this specics, Special Condition 4(c¢) requires a pre-
construction survey for burrowing owls to be undertaken throughout the Project area no more
than 30 days before ground disturbance activities begin, and further requires appropriate impact
avoidance and mitigation plans to be submitted and approved by the Executive Director if any
owls are observed or any burrows are found to be actively used.

6
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SCE has also agreed to implement measurcs identificd in the Project’s MND to minimize
potential adverse effects to biological resources or water quality in the Project area. These
measures include pre-construction surveys of each construction area to identify native birds, and
limitations regarding the type and quantity of hazardous materials that may be storcd on-sitc.

VI. THE PROJECT IS EXPECTED TO RESULT IN A NET DECREASE IN
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS, AND SCE WILL VOLUNTARILY COMPLY
WITH SPECIAL CONDITION 6 REGARDING CLIMATE CHANGE

In concert with the Commission’s authority to protect coastal resources from
development-related impacts, the California Air Resources Board (“CARB”) is the entity
authorized to protect coastal resources from emissions-related impacts, as recognized in the
Coastal Act and as set forth in Assembly Bill 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act
0f 2006. The Commission’s role regarding greenhouse gas cmissions is to minimize cnergy use
and to assure compliance with CARB and air pollution control district requirements. Coastal Act
§§ 30253(4), 30414(a); Cal. Health & Safcty Code §§ 38501(a), 38510.

SCE is decply committed to reducing greenhousc gas emissions. Based on SCE’s
analysis, dated April 9, 2008, the installation of the peaker plant is expected to result in a net
decrease in CO; equivalent emissions across SCE’s gencration portfolio, primarily due to the line
loss benefits—the reduced energy loss from the changed path and distance that clectricity must
travel to reach the customer—created by the Project. Special Condition 72 requires an
independent analysis to be performed at the direction of the Commission and a hecaring on the
results of the study. If the Commission disagrees with the study, it may requirc SCE to submit to
thc Commission a Greenhouse Gas Reduction and Mitigation Plan to address those emissions,
which shall be subject to Commission approval consistent with existing laws, methodologies and
standard practices established by CARB and the California Global Warming Solutions Act.

VII. ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS IMPOSED BY THE COMMISSION ENSURE
CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER APPLICABLE LCP POLICIES

In addition to the Special Conditions discussed above concerning biological resources
and greenhouse gas emissions, the Commission has imposed further requirements on the Project
designed to prevent or minimize potential environmental impacts and cnsure consistency with
the LCP. In this regard, Special Condition 2 provides that the CDP incorporate mitigation
measures identified in the Project MND concerning air quality, biological resources, cultural
resourccs, hazards and hazardous materials, transportation, and traffic.

Special Conditions 3(a) and (b) ensurc consistency with watcr conservation and
municipal services goals in the LCP by requiring the exclusive use of native bush and shrub
specics for Project landscaping (in order to reduce the potentially elevated water requirements of
non-native trees and specics), as well as the installation of an irrigation system that minimizcs
water use.

? Staff had added a new Special Condition 6. Thus, the Greenhouse Gas Emissions Special
Condition is now 7.
7
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Special Conditions 3(e)-(i) address development of the landscaping plan to minimize
impacts to visual resources and ensure consistency with LCP Policy 37. Among other things,
these conditions require periodic monitoring and maintenance for a specified monitoring period,
the development of goals and success criteria, contingency plans, and submission of a final
monitoring report that must be approved by the Executive Director,

Special Condition 5 addresses potential impacts from natural hazards by requiring SCE to
implement all recommendations included in the Project’s Geotechnical Investigation prepared by -
-Kleinfelder, Inc. The recommendations in Kleinfelder’s report are intended to ensure the
structural integrity of the proposed facility in the event of seismic activity, liquefaction or lateral
spreading at the site. Prior to issuance of the CDP, SCE must submit evidence that Kleinfelder
has reviewed and approved all Project plans for consistency with its recommendations.

We appreciate the Commission’s consideration of this appeal, and respectfully request
that the Commission accept the Staff’s recommendation and approve the CDP for the Project.

Sincerely,

Signature on File

David W. Kay
Manager, Environmental Projects

8
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July 29, 2008

Chairman Kruer and Honorable Commissioners
California Coastal Commission

45 Fremont, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA

94105-5200

Agenda Item W7a

Re:  Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096 (Southern California Edison Company, Oxnard
“Peaker” Power Plant)

Dear Chairman Kruer and Honorable Commissioners:

We are writing in response to the July Staff Report regarding the application by Southern
California Edison (“SCE”) for the above-referenced Coastal Development Permit (“CDP”) for
the Oxnard Peaker Project (“Project”), which is scheduled to be considered by the Coastal
Commission (the “Commission”) at its August 6, 2008 meeting,

We appreciate Staff’s hard work in analyzing the issues involved in the CDP application.
We concur with Staff’s conclusions and request the Commission grant the CDP with minor
modifications, as previously discussed with Staff, regarding SCE’s restoration plan. The
proposed modifications to Special Condition 3.b clarify SCE’s restoration obligations and allow
for voluntary restoration to be conducted in connection with California State Parks. Revised
Special Condition 3.b is attached hercto and is discussed in more detail in Section V. We
therefore respectfully request that the Commission accept Staff’s recommendation and approve a
CDP for SCE’s much-needed Project.

The Project will provide an urgently needed and environmentally responsible solution to
reliability issues facing California’s electric generation and transmission infrastructure. It is
consistent with and will further Coastal Act and Local Coastal Program (“LCP”) policies, in
addition to providing significant public and environmental benefits. Set forth below is a brief
discussion of (1) the Project, (2) why the Project is urgently needed, (3) the Project’s
consistency with the City of Oxnard’s LCP, (4) why the Project site is environmentally and
operationally superior to alternative sites, and(5 ) SCE’s habitat restoration program.

L THE PROJECT - A 45 MEGAWATT PEAKER PLANT

SCE proposes to build a 45-MW, natural gas-fired electrical generation facility, to be
located on a 16-acre, SCE-owned vacant site adjacent to (and within the same Energy Coastal
(“EC”) subzone as) the existing, Reliant Energy’s Mandalay Generating Station. The site was



formerly occupied by oil storage tanks, and is separated from the ocean by the Mandalay plant to
the west and northwest and by the DCOR oil processing facilities to the southwest. The Project
is expected to cost more than $50 million to build, and is therefore a “major energy facility.”

The SCE facility would be a “peaker” plant, meaning that it would be capable of being
started up and fully dispatched on very short notice and would operate primarily at times of peak
electricity demand or during other system strains when a major power plant or transmission line
becomes suddenly unavailable. The peaker will also have “black start” capability, meaning it
will have the ability to start up without any external power source. It thus will be able to provide
the power needed to restart other power plants and restore electrical service during area-wide
power outages, as well as provide some power for essential services while the larger, slower-
starting plants come back on-line.

II. THE PROJECT, THE LAST OF 5 CPUC-ORDERED PEAKER PLANTS, IS
URGENTLY NEEDED

To help implement Governor Schwarzenegger’s energy policy, California Public Utilities
Commission (“CPUC”) President Michacl Peevey issued Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling
Addressing Electric Reliability Needs in Southern California for Summer 2007 (“ACR”) on
August 15, 2006. The ACR ordered SCE to pursue the immediate development of up to five
SCE-owned, black-start capable peaker facilities (totaling up to 250-MW), which could be on-
line by the Summer of 2007. Four of the required peaker plants (located in the cities of Norwalk,
Ontario, Rancho Cucamonga and Stanton) were granted mitigated negative declarations
(“MNDs”) under CEQA and are now built and operational. The development of the proposed
Project will further Governor Schwarzenegger’s energy policy regarding electric generation
reliability and comply with the CPUC directive.

The Project would provide an important and much-needed improvement to California’s
electric generation and transmission infrastructure. According to the CPUC, the surprising
growth in electricity demand throughout the state, coupled with the July 2006 heat storm,
exposed certain vulnerabilities in the electric generation and transmission infrastructure that
required immediate attention to assure future reliability. Even with the additional installed and
anticipated new generating resources that will have come on-line between the summers of 2006
and 2008, CAISO still predicts a 10% risk that operating reserves in Southern California could
be insufficient this summer. Thus there remains a significant need for additional peaking
resources in the future, particularly in Oxnard and the surrounding Ventura County/Santa
Barbara area, which is vulnerable to prolonged and widespread power outages because the
region’s only transmission linkage to the rest of the state’s power grid is through a single
substation and transmission corridor.

The need for the Project is thus critical and continues to grow. The Project would be
used to provide power (1) to SCE’s electric customers in the Oxnard area during times of peak
power use, (i1) during outages of other generating or transmission equipment that normally
provide power to the area, (iii) to assist in voltage regulation of the SCE electric grid in the area,
(iv) to provide black start assistance to bring the Mandalay Generating Station on-line, and (v)
to supply some emergency power to the Santa Barbara area, via the local distribution lines along
the coast, if the inland transmission line to Santa Barbara is disabled by fire or any other factor.

%



ITII. THE PROJECT IS CONSISTENT WITH THE CITY OF OXNARD’S
CERTIFIED LCP

The City has attempted to elevate their after-the-fact interpretations of the LCP over the
clear, unambiguous language of the ordinance. To do so is legally improper, as “[CJourts must
presume that a legislature says in a statute what it means and means in a statute what it says
there.” Connecticut Nat'l Bank v. Germain, 502 U.S. 249, 252 (1992). While the City asscrts
that its coastal zoning ordinance prohibits any non-coastal dependent development on the Project
site, as Staff concluded, the City’s coastal zoning ordinance expressly allows energy
development on the site and does not specify that it must be coastal dependent.

The proposed development site lies entirely within the EC subzone. Pursuant to Section
17-20 of the City’s coastal zoning ordinance, the EC subzone expressly allows “clectrical power
generating plant and accessory uses normally associated with said power generating facility.”
Because the proposed peaker facility is an electrical power generating plant, it is unquestionably
permittcd at the proposed development site under the City’s coastal zoning ordinance.

No provision in the zoning ordinance or elsewhere in the LCP states or can be reasonably
construed to imply that an energy development must be “coastal dependent” to be permitted at
the proposed site. The zoning ordinance merely states that “coastal dependent energy facilities
shall be encouraged to locate or expand within existing sites and shall be permitted reasonable
long-term growth.” Plainly, Section 17-20(A)’s “encouragement” that coastal dependent energy
facilities locate or expand within existing energy sites, rather than occupying new areas of the
coast, does not bar, and is not inconsistent with, allowing a non-coastal dependent facility to also

locate within a site already specifically zoned for, and long used for, cnergy facilities.

IV. THE PROJECT SITE IS SUPERIOR AMONG ALTERNATIVES

The Project was initially scheduled to come before the Commission on May 8, 2008.
However, based on comments received concerning the proposed Project’s alternatives analysis,
prior to the hearing the Project was pulled from the May agenda.

The July 2008 Staff Report contains an exhaustive and comprchensive analysis of Project
alternatives. The CPUC’s mandate defined the Project objectives—the immediate construction
of black-start capable generating facilities that offer collateral benefits to SCE’s transmission and
distribution system and the CAISO grid. SCE screened all available SCE-owned property inside
its system and determined that Oxnard and the surrounding Ventura County/Santa Barbara area
have the greatest need for quick start and black start capability to support local reliability.

In February 2007 when it became apparent that the Proposed Project would not be
constructed in time to meet Summer 2007 needs, SCE reassessed the proposed Project to
determine if the peaker would be better placed at a different location on the SCE system. SCE’s
site reassessment demonstrated that no other site could meet all of the objectives set forth in the
CPUC order: (1) the Goleta site failed to provide black start capability; (2) the Santa Clara site
presented significant engineering challenges that made construction of a peaker extremely

I



impracticable (and potentially impossible) and at an unjustifiably greater cost to SCE customers;
and (3) the Moorpark site failed to provide any local reliability benefits.

Based on SCE’s thorough assessment of potential Project sites, the Staff Report
concluded that the Project site is the preferred location. As Commission Staff determined, the
Project site: (1) has the least environmental impacts; (2) best meets the purpose and need of the
proposed Project; and (3) entails the least complicated construction at lowest cost to SCE’s

customers.
V. VOLUNTARY HABITAT RESTORATION

Special Condition 3.b requires SCE to remove all iceplant on SCE’s property east of
Harbor Boulevard, undertake revegetation of disturbed areas, and monitor iceplant removal areas
and native plant revegetation sites. Set forth below are SCE’s proposed modifications to Special
Condition 3.b, clarifying various terms of SCE’s on-site remediation and voluntary restoration,
as previously discussed with Commission staff (attached is a revised Special Condition 3b that
incorporates that set forth below).

For all land disturbed as part of the pipeline corridor, SCE will control invasive plant
growth to ensure they do not re-establish anywhere in the disturbed area. SCE will replant native
plants on the disturbed land north of the canal. On the land south of the canal, SCE will control
invasive plant growth, but will not replant natives so long as paving from planned road-widening
is imminent.

Transmission line work will result in a minor temporary disturbance of 0.4 acres and a
permanent disturbance of 0.002 acres. SCE will remediate this disturbance by adding a border
around the pipeline corridor and removing iceplant to keep it from re-establishing inside the
corridor.

In addition, SCE has voluntarily agreed to either remove invasive ice plant on up to 10
acres of its own land east of Harbor Blvd., or alternatively to work with State Parks to identify
high value State Parks-owned or controlled land from which SCE will remiove iceplant or
participate in some other State Parks-sponsored habitat enhancement project. The final plan will
be approved by the Executive Director.

Should SCE decide to remove iceplant from its own property east of Harbor Blvd., SCE
may execute an open space deed restriction with the Coastal Commission that will (1) preserve
specified acreage from future non-utility development and (2) enable SCE to perform various
future O&M work, facilities expansion or upgrades and new substation, telecommunications or
generation projects on other specified acreage including the lands from which iceplant is
removed.
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We appreciate the Commission’s consideration of this appeal, and respectfully request
that the Commission accept the Staff’s recommendation and approve the CDP for the Project.

Sincerely,

L SIGNATURE ON FILE
- T da

David W. Kay

Manager, Environmental Projects

Attachment



3. Biological Resources.

(b) Prior to the-start-of-constraetionaetivibescommencement of peaker operation SCE shall
submit a Restoration Plan for
Executive Director approval that includes, at minimum,

(1) remoxal-eofalceplantfrom SCE-owned-oropert-te-the-east-ohrbor- Betbevard Ly
revegetation of X acres of those arcas disturbed during placement/removal of transmission poles,
installation of natural gas pipeline and associated staging, construction and access activities with
native plant species representative of the southern dune scrub habitat

commumty and grown flom locally collected seed; and-for all !ggg glggggged as Qgrt of !hg

(3) monitoring of iceplant removal areas and native plant revegetation sites every six months and
annual submittal of monitoring reports for five ycars from the date of issuance of Coastal
Development Permit No. A-4-OXN-07-096.

If after five years the Executive Director determines that iceplant has returned, native plants are
not re-establishing, or restoration and invasive species removal is not in conformance with or has
failed to meet the performance standards specified in the plan, the applicant, or successors in
interest, shall submit a revised or supplemental restoration plan for the review and approval of
the Executive Director within 60 days. The revised restoration plan must be prepared by a
licensed landscape architect or a qualified resource specialist and shall specify measures to
remediate those portions of the original plan that have failed or are not in conformance with the
original approved plan.

I



NOSIAH VINIOATIVI NHAHILNOS

d4¥ TS NOISSIINIWOD TV LSVOD OL AUIAO ' 39 JAVH STVINTLYI ASAILL

(), woy| epusby
960-2L0-NXO-+-V "ON |eaddy
8002 ‘9 1snbny ‘Aepssaupapp

Bbuyenig
108l01d 1a)ead (pieuxQ) yiesnon




NOSIAH VINJOATITVD N¥THINOS -I- ddV.LS

NOISSINIWOD TYISVOD OL AHAIACYd NHAE HAVH STYINALY W ISHHL

Auoedeo Bunyead 10} pesu snouas pPanuUIlUOD)

pieuxQ jo AlD ay) Aq paaosdde
10U Sem UdIym “Yieiow Joj 1dedxa Aepol [euonesedo ale sieyead sAoqe 8y|

‘0D BINJUSA — YIBIDON —

‘00 oulpleuseg ueg — puejedelry —

‘00 se|ebuy soT - Jsjus) —

leplog "0Q oulpieulsg UeS/epISIBAlY — BWOT Bl —

'0) sbuelQ —aleg -

:200g 1snbny Aq ejesado o) sieyesd g pasodold 3OS e

Aujigeiis)
2Insud 0} (Siexead,) uonesauab Bupead Jo pAN 0SzZ 01 dn pling 0} pejosilp sem 39S —

/002 Jewwns Buunp elulojen
Wisyinog ui Ayljigelas o1108fe J8A0 SuIeoUOd 0} anp Bulny JouoISSIWWoN
paubissy ue panss| uoissiwwo) AJnN o1gnd BILIoNED 8y} ‘900z 1snBny Ul e

punoJbyoeg

e e memeemmmmmmee—e




e B A4AVLS
NOSIAA VINJOATTYO NIIHINOS < NOISSIWINOD TVLSVOD OL AFAIAGHd NAAE FAVH STIVIRIFLYIN IS LI

soul| Loissiuisyel) abieg)

Mau Jnoyum Ajligelal [edo) susyibuansg o
sain' "U g} urdnuein e
P T . . )
o - R o N ) -
puno.ib)oeg




. -C - VLS
NOSIQA VINJOATTVD NYAHINOS ¢ NOISSTAINGD TVLSVOD OL AIAIAOUd NHHE9 HAVH STVIIdLYIW HSHHL

Aouablawe ul uoielaushb 20| OPINOIH

uonels bunelsusn
Aefepuel Jo} Alijiqeded ueisyoe|q, apinoid e

19pJ0O DNdD 1ed Ajloeded Bujead opInOIH e

poaN pue asodind 103loid



- b - AdV.LS
NOSIAA VINIOATTVO NYHHLNOS 4 NOISSTAINOD TV.LSVOD OL AIATAQUd NHHE AAVH STVIYd LYW 3SAHL

Auadoud yied ajeis wolj siaung e

QouaJapeluUl Lodily e

sjuein|jod Jle [BUOIJUBAUOY) @ SBSEL) 8SNOYUDDIL)
S109))8 Jajempunolb pue asn Jo1BAA e

sjoedwl [ensiA pue Buideospue] e

1ejigey aAlIsuUsS e

9OUBWIONIOD YT PUe SISAjeuy SaANBUIBYY e

pPassalppy pue pasiey A|SnoiAald SONSS|



-C - H4V.LS
NOSIAHA VINYOATTVD NYAHLNO0S § NOISSININOS TYLSVOD OL d3ATAOYd NAd HAVH STVIIELYIN 9SdH.L

sHHH Buipnjoul ‘'syoedwi Ayenb Jre ueoljiubis oN —
(uodire "joun) syoedwi uoireuodsuel; [eiusiod oy —
sjyoedw |ensia eoyiubis oN -
syoedw Ajddns Jsjem 10 Ajjjenb Jerem ‘AqoB Jaremepn 1o} enusiod oN —
uoljelolsal ‘Buideospue| ‘sisyng {ejoiq aAllSuULS 10910.d seinseaw uonebiiy —
sjoedwi ejoig paisbuepua 10 pauslealy) Jo) [enusiod oN —
aoe|d ul ueld uojrelolsal AleluNn|oA {palonpuod Mmalaai [ed1Bojolq [euolippe ‘YHST 10U S1 8lis 1oolold e

$92.in0osal [e2160j01q Jay1o 40 uone}eban Jo ploasp pue pape.b S| alg —

1109(oid pasodoid wou) sjoedwi [BJUSWIUOIIAUS 8SIOAPE JUBDIHIUBIS ON

aalbe yeis DHn —
uondNpoid Ablau3 10} 47 pJeuxQ ui pejeubissp pue pauoz Si [80.ed

uonels Buneisusy Aejepue juelay ol Jusoelpe Ausdoid [euisnpu| —
S)Ue} jan} AQ paidnooo Aiswio) pue] 39S UO palonIIsuoy)

10V |eiseo) Japun ajelidoiddy si 19yead pieuxp pasodo.d



NOSIAHA VINHOAI'IVD NYAHL10S -9- ddv.LS

NOISSHAWNOD "TVILSVYOD OL JAAIAQYd NFFY AVH STVIN___¥IN ASTHL

—— —— —— —— — — - —— —_—

uoyiels Bunesaualb Bunsixg
, T !

6.6 Ul aus 199loug pasodo.id



-7 - H4VILS
NOSTAA VINYOATTVD NIFHLI0S “ NOISSTIWINOD TYLSYOD OL QIUIAOU NA:E AAVH STIVIATLYIN ASTHL

-, JoNead POStavag

(uompuo) Jussaid) €002 ul aus 109foid pasodo.d



NOSIUA VINIOATI'TVO NYTHINOS Ty ADV.LS

NOISSTININOD TVLS VO OL AFATAONL & 516 TAVH STVINALYIN ASTHL

— —_— - C—— -— ——

UOHEPUSWWODSI Jjeys droidde pue Jelusp pieuxQ Jo AND UINLBAO pjnoys UOISSILILIOY) o

UoBSg puolLQ pue Aejepuepy Juelay e uolelausb [B00| SuUelS yorlg —
a1l pue so1j0d 'steldsoy se yons speoj jeond o} ABious sofiddng -

:Sally/saxenb woly abewep wasAs 91qeqo.d Jo sjoaye selebily e

uotbal einjuspseleqieg ejues uj Ajiqe)a1 ou308|e 0} jueuoduw| e

Jsalajul ou passaidxs AjQ inq sjosloid Asejunjon alqissod |elaass paiayo 308 -
pajueliem si Aejap [BUOIIPPE ON
Juspuadap jejseos, aq jsnw sapoe) ABisus jey) Juswainbai dOIoN -

auozqns [eyseo) ABisuz ul sayiioe; ABisus smoje Aissaidxs 4o -
HIBWINOYIM pue sse|eseq sem Jeluap pleuxQ JO AlIY) e
Aouaisisuoo 4o ‘uoneisuab Jamod 10J pBUOZ 8IS
sjoeduwl [BJUBWILOIIAUG 8SIoApE ueoiubis oN e

Y [e1se0) yim jueldwos ANy .

PelIWIad ag pInoys Jexesd Yyiednop

'l"ll""l'll""|;




NOSIAA VINYHOATTVD NYTHIL1OS "6 - . A4VLS
NOISSININOD “IVLSVOD OL Q' (NAQY4 NITE HAVH § IVINTLYIW TSI 1L

Aunoed palon.. T ) € jenwis [ensiA



- - AIVILS
NOSIAd VINYOAITVO NYAHLNOS o1 NOISSHNINOD TVLEVOD OL AHUTAOUD NIAH TAVIT STV RIALY I 381

Aypioe4 pajoniisuo) jo suonenwis jensip



|1‘

- - ddvIS
NOSIaH VINJOAI'T Vo Zw&mm&bc% {1 NOISSININGD TVILSVOD O, UAAIAON * 139 HAVI| STYINALY A dSUNL

SEdJe mau Jo Juswdolansp Buninbay ueyl Jayrel seus Abious pasn-Apeale
ul seljioe) Abisus Bunenusosuos Jo reob sy} yum jus)sisuos sijoeloud sy -

S8illiIo'} Juspuadep |ejseos-uou Jeq jou
S80p saniioey Ableus Juspuadap |e1se0D JO Juswsabeinoous, s.soueUIpIO ayj] -

Juspuadap |e}se0 8q Jsnw sjuswdojansp
ABJsus 1eY) saidwi Jo salinbal aloymassis Jo ©0UBUIPIO 8y} Ul Buiyion -

suozqns [eyseo) Abloug
9y} ul sjueid Bunelausb Jamod [EILIO8[8 mOjje swie) ssaidxe 5.4 ay| -

solioey Abisus Juspusadap [BlSB02,, a.inbai jou saop 4o ayling o

Juspuadap [ejseoo, aq o) senl1oe) Abious salinbay d07 8yl 1ey)
Wiejo pepoddnsun sy si gqo oy} buifuap Jo} ajeuorne. Aluo s A ay

dO7 PBYILSD 8y} yum Ajwiouos ur s Juswdojansp
pasodo.d ay; ji panssi 94 IleYs Ao e 10y [eiseo) ay; spun e

weibo.d |eyseon [e007] paynian
s AlD ay) yum 1UaISISU0) si Jayead pJeuxQ pasodo.d

[ e




|

NOSIAT VINYOATTVO NYTHINOS “cl -

A4VLS
NOISSININOD TV SY0) OL AIATAON:] NUHE HAVH STV RIELYIN GsTH.

Aliliqedeo peysyor)q 4o+
Julodpue;s joedw) |BIJUSWUONIAUS WOl

SUs palisjeid ay) si alis yresnop ay |

LEIS®OB|q AelepuByy 10} uolEIO) BjqERYS, SR
Sjoedwi aull UOISSIWSURL pue Jo1em ‘Seb ‘Buipe.sy) .
10BdW! [elusWwUOIiAUS IO} [elusiod Jajealn)

O} anp pajosfas salis Bujurewss ¥ jo 921y |

sebus|jeyo ?:nﬂozbmcoo\mc%@@ lueoyiubig
E}OI] ‘Jelqey aAjisuss o} joedwi 10} [ejuajoy
o0eds jusioynsu)

-0} 9Np pajeujwiis sals ¢ Ing 1\

108f0.d s1yy 10} pasepisuos
S0J ElEQIRg BlUBSG/RINJUBA UI SBIMado.d Paumo-39S (95) xis-Ayi4

Uol1edo” paussjald Ajjeuonesadp
pue Ajjejuswuosiaug ay;j je P3lIS sI 1ayead pasodouiy

l'l'l"l'-'-"l'l'l’
S




NOSIAA VINHOATIV) NYTH LI OS

P

w v T

'~~~ opuopa
WS |

JAVILS

NOISSININGD TVYILEVOD OL dFUTAOH] NI TAVH STYIHALYIN ISHHL

[T VIV
- Sug —
E ’ -_—
1
-y b )
- o PUS
ou 1 1T
T it iy
o -
. LETEL - T e
s Ajep i S C L]
, dutmaape As. - —praroy p
- ) "
amgs "
sdo)sy WA A, s
-l-‘i‘_ » -
ELER 7L 483 SIUDY Y VR
L] - = =T e A
_ v : : -
: k : 9
, U o ,
¥ ]
]
- -
v - s .- ia
L.
et ) g ‘ e,
[ JITFL T tdeyorye e
u o - = -
iRue 1 FL Y™ I.ar..!‘ l
——
a8
s (2] L
CanqEpL LT ]
pu

- L
[
P ——— .
U U _fy od
e WX D
ANUGA
—— O B P .
an D
Lo -
o ] r  wgw
tRIEA
- B
1
.i. “u g L.
1
~Am: T 2 ) -
] -
e
- [ ]
R Mo lF.
I . :
- [ Y vqa
_ - = ugde -

]
W
-

P e I 17" Do

RIS T §

S$S900Y aul] uoissiwisueld| Buiwi sialieg

[ednieN pue Saljunoy) einjuaj/eleqlegq ejues jo Aydeiboor)



|‘I

-C ] - dAVIS

NOSIaq T\\CM&QR\‘N VI zkm:rﬁbg_m. NOISSIWINOD TV.LSVOD OL A2AUIAONd NTT3 AAVH STV RIFLYIN S,

— —— — — —_

abejno uoissiwsue; Jofew e JO JuaAa ay} ul
ANngeljal 1o ‘Aypgeded pers XO€|q sepinoid Jun Joyead e

SPUE| 1S810} [eUONEU PUB SUlelUNOW ‘UBBd0 AQ papunog —

PoYWI| SI eale ay) ojul Ss800€ BUI| UOISSILISURS |

BaJe 90IAI8S 3OS 8y} Jo Jed jsow uleisom
O} Ul 818 SBUN0D BINJUSA pue BiRgIRY BIUES

Sjulesisuo) walsAg ouyo9|3 ealy Jeuoibay




I

NOSIAA VINYOAI'TV) NYTHINOS “9f - ddViLS

NOISSIININOD TYISVOD OL GUOHAOH: NAYH TAVH STVIITLYIN STHL

S3Ulj [BOO] 190 ‘YInos pue yuou ‘spaau yjoq aaes o] PaleDo| [jam S| as siy| —

sjue|(d jueiay jo dnuels alell|1oe} o} Ajjigeded
UEJS %OB|q pue $901AI8s [B2))110 10§ Jamod Lejs ¥oInb apiroid pjnom eale ay) urjun Jeyead y -

popssu Ajusbin si ABleus apiroid o) uonessusb uels soe|q pue uejs OIND) o

sabeino papusixe asusiadxs PIN0D PeO| [B10JoWW0D pue
‘sjuawpedap auly pue aoij0d ‘sieydsoy ‘says Ateyjiw se HONS PeO| |eonlId ‘'sjueplsal [eo0T] —

palinbai aq |im Buiddoup peo -
PBO| 8] 8Al19S 0)
SWw8sAs einjusA pue Bleqleg ejueg ayj ul uoelssush [B00] Uo Aja1 0} aney 1M 3OS
S3ull UOISS|LUSUBI) JO SSO| 0} anp JJO paddu sue|d uoneisuab [BOOT —
pabewep SUOMIBISONS ‘S8uj| UOISSIWLSUR) | —
OoLeuads mmmo-um‘_og °
91} BIBQlEg BIUBS GABL AP —
Aluno) eleqleq BlUEG U! 8114 B19|0Y) 8002 AN pue 9ll4 BOBZ /002 Jequaydeag —
S91}1|108.} uoissIwsue.)
12y}0 pue w‘_o“m_zmc_ pue S1010Npuod .w‘_m\so“ uolissiuisuel) _um@mc._m_u SABY SOll4 e
SUOHEISANS dMQAVT PuB 303 pabewep sexenbyueg abpuyuoN vegL pue JewjAg /61 —
sayenbyues Jolep

Olleuads abeino uoissiwsued] Jolepy



R R R

- - H4AV LS
ZQWNQM T\Z%Qh\@fﬂv \/\w_\mm&bc% KN FISSININGD TYLSVOD OL AU AONd NITH HAVH STVINLELYIN 4STHL
_ | %
‘. ‘ ! -_1- ‘ | » 1 i '
o i - l..llll‘ ' i
- r e : -
—~ i = 5
= pabewep sBulysng Jswiosues | —
paAouisep siexealq JNJIIY —
AL = B Algesul
| - | - IS 0} 8NP ||9} SIOMO} UOISSILISUBY | —
B 4 ~ pebewep sBuiysng sayonms J08UU0dSI —
BRI NG L= sbejno papusixe

ul Buninse. uoieisgns ay) o} sbewep lofey e

uoljeisqng sapied o} sbeweq }o juajxy
oqenbyyie abprLiylioN v661



NOSIQH VINYOATTV) NYZHL10S “& -

— e —— — —
—_— -~ — —_—

RELARY

NOISSININOD TVISVED OL UAdIACYd NI TAVH STYRIELYIN AS3H,

—

L

—

S9IIUNO0Y) BINJUBA
; DUE BiBQJEg BJUES 10} |BJUSSSS
SOUI| UOISSIWSURI | 10} pJezey [eudlod e

‘POUIRILOD
ANy sem U jiun pouad syjluow aaiy)

3114 eORZ — Sali4 |edlI0)SIH

9y} Ul pUe| JO SB108 /0Z'0PZ PBWINSUOYD)

—— — S



I

NOSIAA VINYOAITVD NYTHINOS "6/ -

AV LS
NOISSININOD TVLSYOD O AHHAOHd NYUH TAVH §

TV IHHLYIN ASHHL

uonisod 308 yum sINouod yeys 000 Aq pawiopad maina; luspuadsapu|

PEO| 8} 5A19S 01 papaau uoijeloush

JO Junowe ay) Ajusnbesuos pue $8ss0| aul| Buionpa.
Agasay) ‘Waishs UOISSILUISUR)

AM99Q B0} 8y} ojul Aj3osap 1amod SIaAl8p Joxead ay |

SJaWoIsno preuxQ o}
Jamod JaA(lep 0} 150 SI Jey) Al1o1309)9 JO JUNowe mcuwoozvmtmv_mmamc._.

93IN0S JUsIolYe sSB| B URY] pajelsush A1ou108(3 J0 Inoy-pemebaw Jad

0D $S9) NWa pue jan ssg) uing j|im taxead ay ‘sies jeay wsioye a1ow e Sel Il asneoeq

$821N0sa.
|any jisso} Bumiws Jaybiy “sepjo 4o 8oe|d Ul sejesedo seyead ay |

SUlj UO a1k $80IN0Sal 9jqeMBUS) BlqelIBAR |jB Jaue ojeiado AlUO jm saxead ay |

pPaJoNISUoD
B 8Wes ay |

SJawoisno s 30g Ag pasn
Nead yoeeg yreinopy ay
walsAs 308 oy} woly suoissiwe 0D

OSBaI0Ul J0oU |IIm soxead yoeag yieinop ay |

St 1axead ay) jou 10 JaLpaym paresausb 8q 1SnWw AN01109i9 Jo Junow

Ajolo3)9 Jo Junowe ay; 9SB8J0U| JoU S80p Ja

suoiss|wg 09

N



|

NOSIAA VINIOAITV) NYTHLNOS ~0C - d:VIS

NOISSTNIWOD TIVLSYOD OL (IAAQEd NI TAVH STYIMALYIN ISHHL

'Suolje|nbal pue sa|ni [B00| pue ‘sle]S ‘[e4epd} sigeoyidde jje yum
SouBI|dWOod aINsus [IM JBY} PalUSPI USSq 9ABY SUOINPUOD JUlIad

108[oid ay) Jo
leroidde uoissiwwon Buipuad paJedaid usaq sey nwiay yeiqy

ue|d Juswebeuey Alenp aiy
Aluno9 einjusp sy jo SjuswaiInbal ey} yum swioyuod 10sloid ay]

syoedul
Aljenb Jie esianpe 01 81nqLILOD 1O BsNED lou saop 1o08foid ay |

‘SlusWwalinbay
(Lovg) ABojouyos | |0UOD d|qe|ieAy i1seg siesw josloid ay |

1Byl paulwislap
pue sisAjeue Buussuibus sy Pa18|dwod sey qodyoA oyl

LISIg uswabeuepy Auen Jiy Alunon BINUBA 8Y] 0} papiwigns
Us8q sey Jexeed ay) 104 uoneolddy uononsuon o Altoyiny uy

Aljenp iy



DR. THOMAS E. HOLDEN
Mayor

QFFICE OF THE MAYOR
305 Waest Third Street ® Oxnard, CA 93030 » (805) 385-7435 * Fax (805) 385-7595
E-mail: drtomholden@aol.com

July 18, 2008

Mr. Patrick Kruer, Chair
California Coastal Commissioners
c/o California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 941035

RE: Appeal of the City of Oxnard’s Denial of the Edison Peaker Plant Proposal
Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096

Dear Chair Kruer and Commissioners:

On July 24, 2007, the City of Oxnard City Council unanimously denied the Coastal Development
Permit requested by Southern California Edison (SCE) to develop a 45-MW “peaker’ electrical
generation facility on the grounds that the project does not conform to the project site’s Energy
Coastal (EC) zone designation. The Coastal Act defines coastal dependent as a development or
use which requires a site on, or adjacent to, the sea to be able to function at all (PRC §30101).
SCE readily concedes that the proposed peaker project is not coastal dependent, but argues that a
narrow reading of a subsection under the “Energy Coastal” heading within the City’s certified
Local Coastal Plan (LCP) allows a non-coastal dependent energy facility. We were very
disappointed when Commission staff agreed with SCE‘s narrow reading opinion and ignored the
entirety and intent of our certifted LCP, as applied by the City of Oxnard. The entire City
Council requested the appeal be denied in its letter of May 6, 2008, which is included as
Attachment 1.

[ am writing again on behalf of the entire City Council and apologize for not contacting you
carlier as, in the last month, the City Council has dealt with a number of pressing matters. Last
year about this time, our residents were attending the State LLands Commission and Coastal
Commisston hearings to defeat the BHP Billiton Cabrillo Port LNG project. Many of the LNG
opponents also oppose the SCE project and plan to attend the Commission hearing.

1"



Letter to Mr. Patrick Kruer

RE: Edison Peaker Plant Proposal
July 18, 2008

Page 2

Nevertheless, the SCE appeal is before you, and the City of Oxnard urges you to deny the appeal
for the following nine reasons:

1. Not Consistent with the QOxnard Certified LCP

The Mandalay Power Plant was originally developed in the late 1950°s when few people
cared about the then largely empty Oxnard coast. The power plant, now owned by Reliant
Energy, uses ocean water for cooling and discharges directly over the sand into the surf. In
the late 1980’s when the Oxnard Local Coastal Program (LCP) was developed, the peaker
plant site was the oil tank farm for the then SCE-owned power plant. The LCP recognized
what was already there, a coastal dependent power plant that could be expanded as long as it
still needed ocean water for cooling. It is a “necessary evil” coastal land use, along with the
Ormond Beach power plant. There was no anticipation that the SCE power plants would
later be sold off to private companies, the land split into separate parcels, and a non-coastal
power plant developed. The Commission staff cited (page 13) another EC zone that is not on
the coast, the SCE substation at the corner of Victoria Avenue and Hemlock Street, as
rationale supporting their narrow reading conclusion. That substation was built long before
the LCP was developed and is considered legal non-conforming; that argument is irrelevant.
The Oxnard City Council’s longstanding intent is that the EC zone allows only coastal-
dependent energy facilities, and we disagree with the Coastal Commission staff’s
interpretation. We ask that the Coastal Commission defer interpretation of intent to the
legisiative body that originally adopted the coastal program.

2. There does not exist a CPUC Ruling to Install the Fifth Turbine At This Time

The CPUC Assigned Commisioner’s order can not now be used to justify the proposed
peaker plant on an “emcrgency” basis: the emergency need is not in the record. The
Commission staff report is in error on page 54 where it states, “...the CPUC directive
requires 250 MW of new SCE-owned generation.” The CPUC emergency order clearly
states on page 2 “...SCE should pursue the development and installation of up to 250
MW...for summer 2007 operation” and on page 6 “...SCE should pursue development of
no more than five non-RFO generation units” by August 2007 (emphasis added). The
CPUC order has been satisfied as SCE developed four inland peaker plants that are all
operational. SCE is now just enhancing their local network and providing a method of black-
starting the Reliant plant. While that is an understandable goal, they cannot use the
emergency CPUC order which has been satisfied to ignore the comprehensive competitive
procurement practices regulated by the CPUC. There is nothing in the record showing that
the order which has been satisfied to ignore the comprehensive competitive procurement
practices regulated by the CPUC. There is nothing in the record showing that the CPUC
supports/approves the installation of the fifth turbine under the non-emergency conditions
that now exist.

A
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Letter to Mr. Patrick Kruer

RE: Edison Peaker Plant Proposal
July 18, 2008

Page 3

3. There are Other Suitable Sites that Need to Be Evaluated

Even if you assume a continued need to have Edison continue in its effort to site a fifth
turbine now, the SCE analysis of alternative sites is unnecessarily restricted. The restriction
to sites that will allow the black start of Mandalay and that contribute to solving an undefined
future need to re-enforce the local transmission system is inappropriate (see Attachment 2).
Even if the universe of sites evaluated are restricted to those SCE felt appropriate to meet the
2007 emergency, the SCE analysis indicates sites are available that meet all their goals
except the goal of timing. These sites are suitable alternatives to the proposed project site
that eliminate the significant environmental impacts on the coast and preserve the site for
future coastal access, but require some additional site preparation and network enhancements
which SCE claims they cannot do because of the “emergency” nature of the CPUC order.
Since the CPUC order is not relevant, it is not germane that alternative sites require
additional site preparation or development time. On page 52, the staff report states, “...each
of the three customer owned substation sites within the Goleta area appear/[s] to meet most
of SCE’s site selection criteria.” The Commission should not allow SCE to end-run
appropriate and long-established site selection procedures under the cover of a CPUC
emergency order.

4, Prevents Consideration of Expanded Coastal Access and Remediation

Oxnard and Ventura County need more coastal access as our populations grow. After we
complete our 2030 General Plan Update later this year, Oxnard will begin to update the LCP
for the Commission’s consideration. The City is already considering designating the SCE
and Reliant sites for coastal dune preserve and access and recreation, thereby creating a 2.5
mile beach and back dunes resource by connecting the Mandalay Beach back dunes preserve
to the south of the power plant to the remediation area and McGrath State Beach Park to the
north. Staffis considering incentives, such as transferable development rights, that could
lead to the eventual decommissioning of the Reliant plant which is technologically obsolete.
An aerial photo of the surrounding existing dunes preserves parkland and beaches park is
attached (Attachment 3) showing how the power plant is an unfortunate island in what would
otherwise be a unique stretch of natural coastline. By approving the peaker plant, the
Commission effectively prevents Oxnard and the Commission from the opportunity to even
explore the feasibility of this concept. The SCE site could also be earmarked for remediation
credits and eventually purchased by another energy or coastal project that needs to offset loss
of coastal dune habitat.

5. Inadequate Environmental Justice Analysis

The environmental justice (EJ) analysis in the staff report is inadequate. By purposely
choosing a turbine plant that is less than 50MW and restricting the siting to only one turbine
to a site, SCE has bypassed the siting authority of the California Energy Commission’s
(CEC). Although that may be justified for the “emergency” that existed in 2007, it is the
responsibility of the Coastal Commission to follow a similar EJ review process used by the

A
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RE: Edison Peaker Plant Proposal
July 18, 2008

Page 4

CEC that is conforming to the U.S. EPA 1998 Guidance. The geographic extent of the staff
report’s EJ analysis is too small as the Oxnard beaches serve all of Ventura County. Oxnard
is a minority-majority community (68% Hispanic) that already has the largest number of
undesirable land uses than any other city in the area: two power plants, two closed land fills,
and one EPA-superfund site. Approving a third power plant is a potentially discriminatory
action under State and/or Federal Jaw and denies us the opportunity of expanding coastal
access to our growing population, especially our youngest residents who are majority
Hispanic.

6. Inadequate Cumulative Projects Analysis

The staff report’s cumulative project’s analysis is inadequate under CEQA. The analysis
omits the pending Clearwater Port LNG proposal that would bring the LNG offshore
terminal’s gas pipeline on shore at the Reliant and/or SCE power plant sites. Permitting the
SCE plant only encourages the obsolcte Reliant plant to rebuild and encourages LNG
developers to use these two sites for their pipeline landfall. The Clearwater Port LNG
proposal will soon come to the Commission and Oxnard will once again face the possibility
of 30-inch high pressure gas lines running under our streets past high schools and hospitals.
Under CEQA, the Clearwater Port LNG proposal should have been included in the
cumulative analysis as it is a proposed project at this exact location. A map of the proposed
LNG pipeline is attached as Attachment 4.

7. Creates Several Significant Unmitigatable Impacts

The proposed project 80 foot stack will be vistble from many areas along the coast,
especially when it is in operation and creates a large vapor plume which was not addressed in
the impact analysis. The new stack and plume, when combined with the existing and larger
Reliant stack and plume, together will dominate the western horizon of the entire county.
This cumulative impact was not addressed and is considered significant by the City. Special
Condition 6 removes the screening trees that the City had requested along Harbor Boulevard
to screen the peaker plant from the 292-unit Northshore residential development immediately
to the southeast of the projcct site. This is another unmitigated negative impact created by
the project. A photo simulation of the stacks and plumes is attached (Attachment 5).

8. Water Supply is Not Available

On January 15, 2008, the City Council adopted a water supply policy in response to concerns
over the City’s ability to serve planned development and anticipated further reductions in
water supply from the State Water Project due to drought and other restrictions. The policy
basically states that any large water user that was not anticipated in the 2005 Urban Water
Management Plan (UWMP) will have to provide a new source for its water or create water
use credits by offsetting existing water use in a credible permanent manner. The peaker plant
would use an estimated 9.4 million

f-——\
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RE: Edison Peaker Plant Proposal
July 18, 2008

Page 5

gallons per ycar, about 28.8 acre feet, or roughly the equivalent of 50 single-family homes.
Unless SCE provides verifiable permanent offsets to existing water users, the City Council’s
policy precludes providing City water to the facility. This topic was not addressed in the
staff report, and SCE should be required to arrange for the offset water credits before the

project is even considered for approval.

9, Located in the Preliminary FEMA 100-Year Flood Zone

The preliminary FEMA flood zone map shows the peaker site in the 100-year flood zone (see
Attachment 6). In 1969, the Reliant plant was flooded and out of operation for several days.
This topic was not addressed in the staff report.

In the alternative, should the Commission elect to override the City’s action and grant the appeal,
we ask that you instead postpone your action until the October meeting in the Los Angeles/
Orange County area so that more of our residents will have an opportunity to be heard, the
several omitted issues raised above can be addressed by Commission staff, and we can meet with
SCE to discuss mitigations. City-requested mitigations could include, but are not limited to, the

following:

1. Prevent the possible future expansion of energy facility uses on the site by creating a
larger buffer to the adjoining residential and park sites and parceling off the unused
southernmost portion of their parcel and dedicating it to the City.

2. Contribute towards the planning and deveclopment of coastal access and back dunes
preservation at the Mandalay Beach park site that orientates the park use away from the
SCE facility and implements the LCP for that area.

3. Identify verifiable and permanent water use offsets equal to the anticipated water demand
of the peaker plant.

Although we fully support SCE’s efforts to meet current and future electricity demand and are
more than willing to work with them in many ways, the City continues to oppose this particular
project on this particular coastal site. If it does not need to be on the coast, it should not be on
the coast. We are on the front lines — literally on the beach in a manner of speaking - in trying to
keep land uses that do not need to be on the coast, off the coast.
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Once more, we urge the Commission to affirm the City Council’s denial of this permuit.

Very truly yours,

-

R SIGNATURE ON FILE P

7

Dr. Thomas E. Holden
Mayor

Attachments:
1. City Council Letter, May 6, 2008

2. Expert Rebuttal to SCE Technical Siting Criteria and Conclusions
3. Potential Coastal Access and Dunes Preservation Expansion
4. Clearwater Port Proposed Landfall and Pipeline Routes
5. Simulation of the Two Stacks and Plumes
6. FEMA Flood Map, March 2008
ce: Dianne Feinstein, United States Senator

Barbara Boxer, United States Senator

Lois Capps, Member of Congress, 23" District

Joe Coto, California State Assembly

Sheila Kuehl, California State Senator, 23" District

Fran Pavley, California Assembly Member, 41* District
Pedro Nava, Califormia Assembly Member, 35 District
Members of the Ventura County Board of Supervisors
Edmund F. Sotelo, Oxnard City Manager

Marty Robinson, Ventura County Chief Executive QOfficer
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CITY COUNCIL .

CITY COUNCIL OFFICE
305 West Third Street » Oxnard, CA 93030 = {805) 385-7428 » Fax (805) 385-7595

May 6, 2008

Mr. Patrick Kruer, Chair
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105

RE: Appeal of the City of Oxnard’s Denial of the Edison Peaker Plant Proposal
Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096

Dear Chair Kruer and Commissioners:

On July 24, 2007, the City of Oxnard City Council unanimously denied the permit
requested by Southern California Edison (SCE) to develop a 45-MW “peaker’ electrical
generation facility on the grounds that the project does not conform to the site’s Energy
Coastal (EC) coastal zone designation. The SCE appeal is before you, and the City of
Oxnard urges you to deny the appeal for the following reasons:

The Coastal Act defines coastal dependent as a development or use which requires a site
on, or adjacent to, the sea to be able to function at all (PRC §30101). SCE confirmed that
the proposed project is not coastal dependent and could be situated in non-coastal
locations. In fact, four identical facilities are located in inland cities. The Oxnard City
Council’s longstanding intent is that the EC zone allows only coastal-dependent energy
facilities, and we disagree with the Coastal Commission staff’s interpretation of the EC
zone. We ask that the Coastal Commission defer interpretation of intent to the legislative
body that originally adopted the coastal program.

By overturning the City’s denial and approving this facility, the Commission will inhibit
the City’s ability to consider long-range plans to restore the entire coastline. Oxnard
considers the SCE peaker plant as not one small power plant, but an open door to the
rebuilding of the adjacent obsolete Reliant Power Plant and continuing offshore Liguified
Natural Gas (LNG) proposals that bring their pipeline ashore in this EC area. The
Commiission’s approval of this project will encourage the development of potentially three
permanent energy facilities at this site, in addition to the Ormond Beach power plant.
Enough is enough!

The environmental analyses and mitigations are seriously deficient and leave the City with
unmitigated significant adverse impacts in several areas, including: 1) cumulative impacts,
2) land use compatibility, and 3) aesthetic impacts. The staff environmental report and
mitigations do not meet the requirements of Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA which
prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are feasible alternative
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California Coastal Commission
Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096
May 6, 2008

Page 2

sites and/or technology, or feasible mitigation measures available which would
substantially lessen any significant adverse effect that the activity may have on the
environment.

Although we support SCE’s efforts to meet current and future electricity demand, we
oppose this project on this coastal site. There is no PUC requirement for the peaker plant
to be located on this particular site. Despite SCE’s arguments, it is more likely to be
harmful to Oxnard, the California coast, and it directly contradicts the Coastal
Commission’s mission to “Protect, conserve, restore, and enhance environmental and
human-based resources of the California coast and ocean for environmentally sustainable
and prudent use by current and future generations” At the very least, we encourage the
Commissioners to recommend that Edison look at alternative sites and/or alternative
technology before making this decision.

In the alternative, if the Commissioners elect to overrule Oxnard’s City Council decision
to deny this permit, we request that the following mitigations measures be added:

1. To prevent possible future expansion and create a buffer to the adjoining
residential and park sites, SCE should carve off the unused southernmost portion
of their parcel, restore it to a natural habitat, and dedicate the new parcel to the

City.

2. Contribute $500,000 for the planning and development of coastal access and
recreational facilities at the Fifth Street park site that orientate the park use away
from the SCE facility.

Thank you again for the consideration you have provided to the Oxnard community.
Once more, we urge the Commission to affirm the City Council’s denial of this permit.

R A

Dr. Thomas E. Holden

7 Mayor
il — %@ G
hn
embée

Very truly yours,

Dean Maulhardt C. Zavago
Mayor Pro Tem Counci
Ty
.
€s era Timothy B. Flynn
Counciimember Councilman
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FLYNN RCI

Flynn Rescurce Consultants inc.

July 19,2008

Comments on Need for SCE Installation of Fifth Turbine

Original justification of technology (less than SOMW gas turbine) and restriction to only
SCE site appears driven by need to install by August 2007.

Unlikely that this technology installed by SCE would have been selected without time
constraints of “emergency.”

CPUC favors a “competitive procurement process” and places restrictions on utilities
selecting their own projects.

SCE defined needs going forward should be met by a competitive process whereby SCE
defines its needs in a Request for Offers (RFO).

Comments on Black Start Requirement

Black start is a reliability requirement that must be met, but there are many ways to meet
it.

CAISO has historically obtained most of its black start requirement through RMR
agreements.

CAISO is attempting to find a methodology to competitively procure black start needs.
SCE never explained the need to start Mandalay power plant being a critical part of its
black start plan.

A more direct and reliable way to black start Mandalay power plant would install a small
generator to start the existing turbine — eliminates need for complicated and time
consuming switching schemes- should be investigated.

Comments on Need to Support Local Distribution Network

Oxnard is located within the Big Creek/Ventura local area.

The need for generation within a local area is based upon technical studies completed by
the CAISO and adopted by the CPUC.

The 2009 Local Capacity Requirement (L.CR) for the Big Creek/Ventura area, where
Oxnard is located is 3,178MW. The dependable local area generation is 5,132MW. [f the
Mandalay (Oxnard) peaker was installed by 2009 summer, the available supply would
increase to 5,177MW.
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Potential Coastal Access and Dunes Preservation Expansion

McGrath State Park
and
McGrath Lake
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Clearwater Port Proposed Landfall and Pipeline Routes
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Simulation of the Two Stacks and Plumes
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FEMA Flood Map, March 2008

Ventura County, CA
Santa Clara River
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Mr, Pattick Kruer, Chair {[% h—'—‘ CEIV = D

California Coastal Commissioners
¢/o California Coastal Cﬁmlmission
45 Fremont Styeet, Suite

EEIRERTIN

2000 CURSTAL COMMISSION

AUG 0 62008

San Francisco CA 941 OJ; SOUTH GENTRAL GOAST DISTRICT
2

Re: Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096 Southern California Edison “peaker” plant in City of
Oxnard -- OPPOSE

Dear Chair Kruer and Commussioners:

I am writing to express my concern regarding the granting of a coastal development permit to
Southern California Edison’s “Peaker” Plant. As a former member of the Califuinia Coastal
Commission, current member of the Qcean Protection Council and an Assembly representaijve
of the Oxnard area, I am concerned that the City of Oxnard will be forced to accummodate 2
peaker plant whose benefits have been put in doubt by the very agency that commissioned i,

According to the Califorpia Public Utilities Commission, their Advanced Metering :nd Demand
Response programs will moderate peak demand growth and allow the state to reduce
infrastructure investments that would otherwise have to be made. The PUC further states,

““... the PUC recently dizected Edison to expand their AC Cycling program by 225 MW at a cost
of $18 million dollars. THis avoids the need to build new peaker plants.”

Furthermore, a study commissioned for the Ocean Protection Council on electric grid reliability
impacts of once-through |cooling plants in California states that proper planning and timing for
retrofitting, upgrading, or repowering cleaner and more efficient power generating plants is the
key to handle California’s short term energy needs. The use of peaker plants was not mentioned
as a solution. '

Lastly, a major study is now underway at the California Independent System Operator, with full
participation by the statels water agencies, the energy industry, nongovernmental o-ganizations,
and individuals. The goal| of the study is to develop plans that take into consideratior a variaty of
scepatios to facilitate retjirement and replacement of these aging power generating facilities as
well as alternative solutions such as transmission, distributed generation, and load management
programs. This study will question whether peaker plants are part of California’s energy future.

Page 1 of 2
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Thete are too many questions that need to be answered before a project of this magnitude is
permitted.

Thank you for your consjderation.

Sincerely,

PEDRO NAVA
Assemblymember, 35" District

PN:jt
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Parrick Kruer, Chair CALIFORNIA

Members of the Commission
e . OASTAL COMMISSION

California Coastal Comemission ©

45 Fremont Streer, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105

August 5, 2008

Re: Commission Appeal No, A-4-OXN-07-096 pertaining to Southern California Edison's peaker plant in the
Clry of Oxnard

Dear Chair Kruer and Members of the Commission;

I am writing 10 stroagly urge denial of Southern California Edison’s (SCE) appeal concerning its request for a
permit to locate a peaker plant in the City of Oxnard. As the State Seaator for the City of Oxnard, I am exiremely
concerned that permiming the fasility would disrupt the City and the State's long range goal of restoring the coast.

Please continue to protect our valuable resources along the coast by denying SCE a permit Lo develop the peaker
plant Iocated on [arbor Boulevard in Oxnard. The City of Oxnard, the State Coastal Conservancy, the Nature
Conservancy and local community members are currently involved in long-term planning for the restoration of the
Oxnard coast by preserving its salt marshes, sand dunas and beaches 1o provide an cnvironment [or many species of
birds and coastal habitat, 1n addition, the Oxnard coastline and wetlands are home 10 @ number of endangered
species, including, but not limited to, the Western Snowy Plover, the Tidewater Goby and the California Least Tern,

The State of California is commined to restoring the coast and irs dependent habitat. Ar this juncture, locating a
power plant adjacent 1o the coast does not make sense. Oxnard has had more than their share of dirty industrial
facilities that have hurt our natura) resources and deprived the public of a healthy and clean environmenr. [fa
peaker plant is, indeed, needed, let’s find a location that does not damage our precious coastal resources.

1f you disagree with me and believe that the plant should be located along the Oxnard coast, please, at the very least.
require a full EIR to be done before the project moves forward. This is an environmentally sensitive location and
the project’s impacts include moving large amounts of dirt, using millions of gallons of groundwater and the
construction of ransmission lines, pipelines and humerous buildings,

Thank you very much for your consideration.

Sincerely,

AV

Signature on File

-

SHEILA JAMES KUEHL
Senator, 23rd District

Representing the cities of Agoura Mills, Beverly rllls, Calabasas, Hiaden Hills, Malibu, Oxnard, Port Hueneme. $anta Monica, Wust Hollywood and westiake village
and the communizies of Bel Alr, Brentwand, Canoga Park, Encino, Holiywead, Mt. Olympus, Poft Huengme, Pacific Pallsades,
sherman Qaks, Studio Clry, Tarzana, Topanga, West Los Angeles, West Hllls, Westwood and Woodiand Hilts.
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MEMBERS OF THE BOARD
PETER C. FOY

Chair

STEVE BENNETT

LINDA PARKS

KATHY LONG

JOHN K. FLYNN

KATHY I LONG

"BOARD OF SUPERVISORS SUPERVISOR, THIRD DISTRICT

(805) 654.2276

COUNTY OF VENTURA FAX: (805) 654-2226

‘GOVERNMENT CENTER, HALL OF ADMINISTRATION (800) 660-5474 EXT. 6542276

800 SOUTH VICTORIA AVENUE, VENTURA, CALIFORNIA 83009 E-mail: kathy.long@ventura.org
May 5, 2008

~California Coastal Commission
-45 Fremont, suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

Re: Commission Appeal No.: A-4-OXN-07-096
- Dear Honorable Chair and Commissioners;

To protect valuable resources along our Ventura County coastline, | urge the Coastal Commission to

- deny the permit to develop the proposed “peaker” electrical generation facility plant located 251 N.
Harbor Boulevard. As the Counfy Supervisor whose District includes the Ormond Beach wetlands, |
work to protect and advocaie for environmental sustainability in our County. Our community takes
pride in Ventura County's diverse public recreational and environmental resources ranging from the
Pacific Ocean to the Los Padres National Forest. The Oxnard coastline and the wetlands are home to
several endangered and threatened species such as the Western Snowy Plover, Tidewater Goby,
‘California Least Tern and rare dune species, and must be a priority,

The Ventura County coastline is a unique scenic benefit for the community. The City of Oxnard's
adoption of the Coastal Land Use Plan takes seriously the opportunity to enhance the visual
character, protect sensitive sites and quality of the coastline. The City of Oxnard has expressed that
by overturning their denial and approving the facility, long range plans to restore the coastline will be
inhibited. There are many peaker plants located throughout the state in non-coastal areas and an
evaluation of alternative sites should be done.

The project site is bounded on the north by the existing Mandalay facility and channel; on the west by
an existing oil processing facility, coastal dunes, and the Mandalay State Beach and Pagific Ocean;
on the east are agriculture fields and on the southeast is the 292-unit Northshore at Mandalay Bay
residential development. Industrial development does not completely surround the site. The addition
of an energy facility will only perpetuate facilities to continue to exist along the coast, just when these
non-coastal dependent facilities are moving toward being decommissioned.

I urge the Coastal Commission to continue the priority of protecting the future of our coastland and
- sensitive resources and deny the permit to develop the proposed “peaker’ electrical generation
facility. ’ '

| Sincerely,

Signature on File
" Kakhy Lgng
Superyigor Third District
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”~ X\ State of Callfornia « The Resources Agency Amold Schwarzenegger, Govermnor
) OEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION Ruth Goleman, Director

811 San Pedr Street

Ventura, CA 93003
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h

May 2, 2008

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont, Suite 2000
San Francisco CA 94105

Subject: A-4-OXN-07-096 - Edison Peaker Plant
Dear Commissioners:

As part of the action proposed in the above referenced De Novo Review the
Commission will be asked to find that the documents submitted by Southern California
Edison meet the requirements of CEQA. As an adjacent property owner having
stewardship responsibility for a variety of sensitive natural resources we have found that
the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed Edisan Peaker Plant, 251 N.
Harbor Blvd, is deficient. The following items detail those deficiencies:

» In describing the project’s location it should be noted that Mandalay State
Beach is to the southeast of the proposed plant site and McGrath State Beach
is to the northwest of the site and the Reliant Energy Plant.

= When evaluating visual impacts of the proposed project it should be noted that,
“the intervening land between Mandalay State Beach and the proposed project
site” is NOT “dotted with existing oil processing structures that are approximately
70 feet high, and the stacks of the Mandalay Power Generation Facility which is
203 feet high". All that separates Mandalay State Beach from the proposed
Peaker plant site is a six foot chain link fence on the Edison property. The
existing road is only a service access not formal road within the Master Plan for
the Park unit and no assumption should be made that that a road will always be
at that location.

» Given all projects in the immediate area (Northshore at Mandalay Development)
the environmental review document fails to evaluate cumulative impacts to
natural resources at Mandalay State Beach and adequate mitigations have not
been addressed considered.

» The extent of the project area has not been adequately defined for pre-
construction biolagical survey purposes.

» Given extensive restoration activities undertaken at Mandalay State Beach, a
native plant palette using locally collected seed should be required for
landscaping.



Page 2
A-4-OXN-07-096

« The acreage of both Mandalay and McGrath State Beaches parks what remains
of these habitat types and as such are protected from urban development.
Construction and intensification of use in the coastal area immediately adjacent
to these two State Park properties does not appear to be adequately evaluated.
The MND appears to look only at the proposed site and adjacent dunes. Limited
investigation of impacts to the backdune or wetland sites has been considered.

Given the vanishing open spaces and the need for coastal recreation opportunities

. along our southern Califomnia Coast one would like to think that there is a more
appropriate location outside of the coastal zone for this propased facility. An adequate
review of alternate sites must be addressed in the environmental document.

We do not support any action on this project until an adequate environmental review
has been completed. Please feel free to contact me regarding additional information at
(805) 585-1848 or at bfosb@parks.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

_ Signature on File
Barbara Fosbrink

California State Parks
Channel Coast District

c¢. Chris Williamson, Senior Planner, City of Oxnard
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Alison Dettmer

From: pilawgqueen@aol.com

Sent:  Tuesday, April 29, 2008 1:22 PM

To: Alison Dettmer _

Subject: TH May 8 ltem 12-¢ Appeal No.: A-4-OXN 09-096

There is significant opposition to this project at this location. Contrary to the staff report, the area is not
primarily industrial. While there is some oil drilling taking place and the existing power plant (which is
very old and rumored to be slated for decommissioning), the surrounding area is State Campground,
State Beach, Agriculture and directly across the street, approximately 290 homes are being built. Harbor
Blvd is going to be expanded to 4 lanes in the exact area where this plant would be placed. None of this
is mentioned in staff's report. To assert that because there is some industrial there already so that it is
appropriate to place more is poor planning.

I understand the start up noise is significant and consideration should be given to that effect on birds and
wildlife.

When considering this project and the MND, I was convinced that nothing could be done to mitigate
the visual effect of this plant. I questioned the need for the coastal location. And, although there was
some ambiguity in the LCP, it seemed clear to me that the intent was to preserve coastal energy
locations for those dependent on coastal resources.

I think Oxnard has made it clear that we do not want this plant on our coastal shores. We ar¢ doing what
we can to clean up the messes left by prior generations of poor decisions.

Iurge ano vote.
Thank you.
Deirdre Frank

Vice Chair
Oxnard Planning Commission

4/29/2008 5t
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@ California ISO

Your Link to Power California Independent System Operator Corporation

Yakout Mansour
President & Chief Exacutive Officar

March 10, 2009

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, California 94105-2219

RE:  Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096 (So. California Edison Co., Oxnard)

Dear Members of the Commission:

The California Independent System Operator Corporation (“ISO”) would like to express its support
for Southern California Edison’s Oxnard peaker project.

The ISO is a not-for-profit public-benefit corporation charged with operating the majority of
California’s high-voltage wholesale power grid. We are responsible for maintaining electric system
reliability in compliance with applicable reliability standards and are the impartial link between
power plants and the utilities that serve more than 30 million consumers.

In 2006, the ISO urged the California Public Utilities Commission to direct the state’s investor-
owned utilities to procure additional quick start generation to increase peak energy supplies and
enhance grid refiability, Although new peaking resources have been procured and constructed
during the'last three years, Southern California has a continuing strong need for additional quick
start peakers. In addition to providing peak power during times of high electricity demand, plants
such as the Oxnard peaker provide the quick-start and power-ramping capabilities that are needed
to maintain transmission system stability while integrating additional renewable resources into the
transmission system.

In closing, we urge the Commission to approve the Oxnard peaker project as a necessary and
important addition to the California electric system.

gincerely,

Signature on File

Yakout Mansour
President & Chief Executive Officer

&7
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= California ISO

Your Link to Pawer California independent System Operator Corporation

Yakout Mansour
President & Chief Executive Officer
Agenda ltem 12(c)

Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096

Yakout Mansour, President & CEO
California Independent System Operator
(CAISO)

Position - In Favor

May 2, 2008

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, California 941052219

RE: Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096 (So. California Edison Co., Oxnard), ltem 12-c

Dear Members of the Commission:

The California Independent Systemn Operator Corporation (“ISQ”) supports the California
Coastal Commission staff's recommendation to approve a Coastal Development Permit for
Southern California Edison’s Oxnard peaker. project.

The 180 is a not-for-profit public-benefit corporation charged with operating the majority of
California’s high-voltage wholesale power grid. We are responsible for maintaining electric
system reliability in compliance with applicable reliability standards and are the impartial link
between power plants and the utilities that serve more than 30 million consumers.

The California 1SO relies heavily on imports to meet electricity demand, especially on hot
summer days when consumer demand exceeds what in-state generators can supply. Because
of supply challenges associated with the extreme heat wave in August 2006, the California 1ISO
urged the California Public Utilities Commission to direct the state’s investor-owned utilities to
procure additional quick start generation and demand respense opportunities in order to
increase peak supplies and enhance grid reliability. The Oxnard peaker project is one of the

resulting projects.

Today, additional peaking resources are still needed. Demand growth and limitations on power
plant operations in neighboring states may reduce the capacity available to California and
increase the vulnerability of the power supply at critical times. The urgency of the situation post
the summer of 2006 continues to demand close attention, especially in southern California.

In closing, we urge the Commission to approve the Oxnard peaker project as a necessary
addition to the California electric system.

Sincerely yours,

__Signature on File

Yakout Mansour
President & Chief Executive Officer -

.



Sierra Club Los Padres Chapter Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties

Arguello Group Conejo Group Santa Barbara Group See.pe Cm A@'
7" CE, Iy

Alan Sanders

Conservation Chair A U Q E /j
232 N. Third St. 4 0 {
Port Hueneme Ca. 93041 LOH "J
alancatdaddyal @aol.com WM CUAC?%’,%'W

Aug 2, 2008 WED. 7a

Peter Douglas, Director

California Coastal Commission

45 FREMONT STREET, SUITE 2000, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219
ATTN: Cassidy Teufel cteufel@coastal.ca.gov

RE: Appeal No. A-4-0XN-07-096 (Southern California Edison,
Oxnard) Appeal by Southern California Edison from decision of
City of Oxnard denying permit to construct and operate 45
megawatt “peaker” power plant, at 251 N. Harbor Blvd, Oxnard,
Ventura County. (CT-SF)

Dear Mr. Douglas, Chairman Kruer and Commissioners;

The Los Padres Chapter, ("LLPC") of the Sierra Club, (the "Club") recommends denial of
the appeal for the above referenced project. The Commission is being asked to take two
inappropriate actions regarding the Peaker Plant Project, ("Project”). First, is a determination
that the City of Oxnard's ("City") certified Coastal Land Use Plan is not clearly restrictive of non
Coastal Dependent uses rendering the City's project denials as nonconforming with the Coastal
Act. The second action is to reach a conclusion that if the City erred, then both the City, and
more importantly the public trust, have together forfeited all rights to pursue all other aspects of
the lawful decision making process.

Southern California Edison, ("SCE") appealed the City denial of the project solely on the
basis of the City's interpretation relating to non Coastal Dependent uses. The Club disagrees
with staffs interpretation of the language in the City's CLUP. However, the appeal did not apply
to other reasons that the City used in making its determination. Therefore, for all of those other
applicable reasons that were relevant to the City's decision, the appeal must be denied. SCE
did not appeal on the basis of other Article3 policies nor did it appeal on the basis of the
California Environmental Quality Act, ("CEQA") determinations for which the statutes of
limitations have now expired.

- The Club believes that at this time the Commission should only be determining if the
City's interpretation relative to citing non coastal dependent uses is applicable. But the
Commission should not be deciding on the validity of all of the other relevant Coastal Act issues
because they were not included in the appeal, nor were issues relating to CEQA compliance.
The Club disagrees with the determination by the Commission’s staff that the actions taken by
the Commission, for the above referenced project are sufficient to comply with provisions of
CEQA. If the Commission is to rule on the project without remanding the CEQA issues back to
the City, the public wiil lose its lawful role in bringing forth relevant information.

59
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The Commission has failed to engage in meaningful impact analysis or to consider
alternatives and cumulative impacts. Commission staff has not provided the considered analysis
or public participation consistent with CEQA. Instead, it has merely outlined some of the issues
without allowing the public an opportunity to rebut as would be expected in a legal
environmental review. In this instance, Commission's staff is not using its CEQA equivalence to
supplement holes in the City's environmental review, but to replace it entirely, without public
participation. Because of this, the public is being denied the procedural requirements for notice
and participation normally found in an environmental review. The Commission’s staff must
consider the whole of all impacts associated with this project as well as all alternatives and
reasonably foreseeable projects within the vicinity.

The City did not act to certify an environmental document. Therefore, it is still unknown
whether a full Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") would be required by the City. The staff
report doesn't even come close to discussion on the diversity of issues that would be expected
to be considered within a full EIR.

Additionally, Coastal Act Guidelines that require protection of sensitive biological
resources, coastal views and access at Mandalay Beach will also be violated if the Commission
approves the Project appeal.

The staff Report assumes that the only reasons for rejecting the project are based upon
the City Council's interpretation of the provisions for non coastal dependent land uses.
However, the City was presented with evidence critical of the project on many topics. For
example, the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California State Parks provided information
regarding sensitive habitat areas and wildlife. Therefore, any part of the derisian to reiect the
project based upon resource issues is not affected by the issue of land use designation. In the
same way, the City Council had the discretion to deny the project for any of the other issues
presented at the Council hearing, including everything contained within the public record at that
time. It is entirely possible that even if the City agreed that non coastal dependent uses are
permitted it could still reject this same project for impacts on biological resources, coastal views,
coastal access, recreation, environmental justice or failure to conform with other provisions of
the policy on coastal energy facilities. _

The LPC does not support staff recommendations to vote yes on the appeal to the
Peaker Plant project as amended. Furthermore, we believe that even if the Commission finds
that the project is consistent with the City of Oxnard's language on non coastal dependent uses,
it must still allow the City to rule on the other Article 3 policies that apply to this project. The City
must also be allowed to determine whether the project complies with all 6 major policy divisions.

Lastly, the Commission must allow the City to determine the level of appropriate
environmental review that is adequate for this project. The City Planning Commission refused
to certify the project's mitigated negative declaration. Had they voted to certify the MND the
Club would have had a right of appeal. The process whereby Commission staff attempts to
remold AN MND as if it could possibly substitute for a full EIR has usurped that right.

OXNARD'S CLUP

Staff has failed to provide the Commission with several passages within the City CLUP
that support the City's decision. Section 1.2 lists six broad Coastal Act policies. Staff is
recommending that the Commission sacrifice the objectives of four of these policies, (public
access, recreation, sensitive habitats and commercial developments) because of the policy
relating to energy facilities. However, the Report substantially misinterprets and under
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estimates negative impacts upon the energy facility elements within the CLUP. The present
Mandalay Generating Station may soon lose its permitting, thereby forcing its closure. That
would leave the Peaker plant as a stand-alone facility, violating the policy on consolidation of
energy developments. The latest staff report denies that any agency is considering cessation of
operating permits. But it is known that the Mandalay plant will soon have to renew its permits to
discharge into near shore waters.

Regardiess, when conflicts arise, "the most protective policy shall prevail," (CLUP page I-
2).

Section 3.1 Local Coastal Policy 1. States: "If policies of this plan overlap or conflict, the
most protective policy of coastal resources shall prevail.”

The Project substantially violates provisions of Section 30240 (a) and (b).
(a). Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant
disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on such resources shall be allowed within
such areas.

Because the project is not coastal dependent the areas considered to be ESHAs must be
protected from the project. Substantial evidence from USFWS and State Parks show that listed
species may be placed in jeopardy.

Staff notes: "The key subsection of the Coastal Energy Facility Sub-zone (Coastal Zoning
Ordinance Section 17-20), states that “coastal dependent energy facilities shall be encouraged
to locate or expand within existing sites and shall be permitted reasonable long-term growth,
where consistent with this article.” This subsection is the only one that specifically refers to
“coastal-dependent” facilities, and it only “encourages” such facilities to locate within this zoning
designation and does not prohibit non-coastal dependent facilities;" However the staff
interpretation that the use of "shall" merely "encourages” rather than "prohibits” does not
conform with the City's intention in using that language. Throughout the relevant documents the
differentiation between "may" and "shall" is the definitive use of language to separate
"encourages” from "mandatory".

Additionally, the Report fails to elaborate on the most important clause in the subsection:
" where consistent with this article." Clearly, the project is inconsistent with 30240 and other
Sections of Article 3.

In another passage staff offered "Other subsections of Coastal Zoning Ordinance Section
17-20 apply generally to “energy related developments,” not exclusively to “coastal-dependent”
developments. Additionally, these subsections are all subject to the overarching provision of
Section 17-20(A), which states that this zoning designation allows, “power generating facilities
and electrical substations” and is therefore not limited to “coastal-dependent” facilities."
However, at the time the Zoning Ordinance was written most electrical substations in Ventura
County were essentially Coastal Dependent due to their locations and cooling systems.
Therefore the language here is consistent with that understanding. Peaker plants had not been
invented, so decision makers could not have been envisioning such projects.

The following passage suffers from the same mistake: "One of the four types of
developments that can be conditionally permitted within the Coastal Energy Facility Sub-zone is
an 'Electrical power generating plant and accessory uses normally associated with said power
generating facility,' such as the project proposed by SCE." Again, in speaking about "electrical
power generating plant” it was understood that they must be coastal dependent.
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(b). Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks and
recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly
degrade such areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas.
Clearly, the siting of this project conflicts with ESHA and with the McGrath State Park.

ALTERNATIVES

The staff reports still fails to provide an adequate alternatives analysis. New information
provided in the report is derived almost exclusively from information provided by SCE. SCE in
turn has clearly shown that it is unwilling to consider alternative sites. The result is that SCE
has combined its own criteria with the directive from the CPUC so that the goals of the project
are so narrowly defined so as to preclude consideration of any other site. This use of circular
logic leads to a scenario where only the preferred project can meet the stated goals. Therefore,
the information in the staff report never meets the purpose of a true alternatives analysis.

The lack of alternatives information from neutral parties in the staff report may be due, in
part, from the deviation from normal notification procedures that would be contained in the
CEQA process.

This omission prevents the decision makers from seeing options that would minimize
impacts by avoidance. Those alternatives that avoid impacts to coastal resources would
deserve to be considered as environmentally superior alternatives.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

An adequate analysis of cumulative impacts, growth inducing impacts, environmental
justice and a thorough impact analysis are not contained in the Report. Therefore the Report
cannot meet the basic requirements of a CEQA equivalence.

CEQA EQUIVELANCE

"Section 13096(a) of the Commission's administrative regulations requires Commission
approval of coastal development permit applications to be supported by a finding showing the
application, as conditioned by any conditions of approval, to be consistent with any applicable
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of
CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives
or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant
adverse effect which the activity may have on the environment. The Commission finds that, the
proposed project, as conditioned, will not have significant adverse effects on the environment,
within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970. Therefore, the proposed
project, as conditioned, has been adequately mitigated and is determined to be consistent with
CEQA and the policies of the Coastal Act."

- The finding is not supported by substantial evidence. In fact, Staff does not answer the
comments made by the public to the City on the Mitigated Negative Declaration. Instead all that
is offered is a general statement that no impacts exist. This violates Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A)
because feasible alternatives exist, including those listed in this letter.

Club comments to the City during its Project review included comments that the MND
must be replaced with an EIR. These comments were supported by substantial evidence,
including comments made by other witnesses. The Report fails to consider our comments and
asks the Commission to circumvent the lawful CEQA process that has not been allowed to
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reach its logical conclusion. The Commission must, therefore, allow the City to pursue its lawful
role in the CEQA process.

IMPACTS ON HABITATS AND WILDLIFE

The Club disagrees with the Report's conclusions regarding biological resources.
Urbanization next to coastal habitats results in a degradation of habitat values for many species.
The buffers mentioned in the report are all too small to eliminate significant impacts. Even
indirect impacts are significant if wildlife alter their normal patterns of behavior in any way. This
project will allow an increased urban barrier to movement of wildlife. Lighting, noise and
presence of humans also degrades adjoining habitat areas.

The special condition for burrowing owls is a good example. The mitigation proposed
allows for degradation of the area as habitat and merely provides that someone watch the
process of chasing any owls to wards another location.

The report fails to include a description of the location for transfer of soils excavated from
the project or the impacts associated with the movement of soils.

VISUAL RESOURCES

Degradation of coastal view corridors due to the project remains significant and
unmitigated. The plan to build a 6-foot berm does not diminish the impact on public viewsheds
but simply adds a second visual blight to the area. From harbor boulevard a significantly larger
area of public views would be blocked. The loss of view corridors is as significant as the
placement of a visual blight upon the coastal landscape.

The project is also visible from the beach area and both ends of McGrath State Park. No
mitigation for disturbance of those view corridors is contemplated.

Additionally, the presence of other visual impacts in the area does not lessen the impacts
of new projects.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

The LPC cannot support the staff recommendation for approval of the Project because
the conditions required to mitigate specific impacts are either missing or inadequate. The
constant use of the uncertified MND .as a basis for the conditions is inappropriate because the
MND cannot be considered without certification.

SUMMARY

The Public Utilities Commission does not have the authority to suspend CEQA or the
Coastal Act. Your staff has failed to support the public trust by using a possible error on the part
of the City of Oxnard, (which we dispute) to suspend other, more important provisions of the
Coastal Act and CEQA.

We recommend that the Commission support the City's decision to deny the project.

The Club hereby incorporates by reference all comments made by all other parties and
adopt them as our own.
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Sincegely,

Signature on File
AT >anaers —

" Alan Sanders
Conservation Chair
Sierra Club, Los Padres Chapter

LI 1

cc. adettmer@coastal.ca.gov, cteufele@coastal.ca.gov,
chris.williamson@ci.oxnard.ca.us
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Sierra Club Los Padres Chapter Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties

Arguello Group Conejo Group Santa Barbara Group Sespe Group

Alan Sanders
Conservation Chair

232 N. Third St.

Port Hueneme Ca. 83041

805-488-7988 &
alancatdaddyal@aol.com & QE'
Ve
Feb. 6, 2008 Th12c - ‘M 0., V&‘O
. 004879 44//:-0 200(5‘
Peter Douglas, Director "Acoﬁm,,,
California Coastal Commission 8810y

South Central Coast Area
89 South California Street, Suite 200
Ventura, Ca 93001

RE: A-4-OXN-07-096; Southern California Edison

Dear Mr. Douglas and Commissioners;

The L.os Padres Chapter, ("LPC") of the Sierra Club, (the "Club") recommends denial of
approvals for the above referenced project. The Commission, is being asked to take two
actions regarding the Peaker Plant Project, ("Project”). First, is a determination on the City of
Oxnard's ("City") conclusion that the Project is not Coastal Dependent rendering it an
inappropriate use within the Coastal Zone. The second action is to reach a decision that if the
City erred, then it, and more importantly the public trust, has forfeited all rights to pursue all
other aspects of the lawfui decision making process. _

Southern California Edison, ("SCE") appealed the City denial on the basis of the City's
interpretation relating to Coastal Dependent uses. However, the appeal did not apply to other
reasons that the City used in making its determination. Therefore, for all of those other
applicable reasons that were relevant to the City's decision, the appeal must be denied. SCE
did not appeal on the basis of other Article3 policies nor did it appeal on the basis of the
California Environmental Quality Act, ("CEQA") determinations for which the statutes of
limitations may now be tolled.

The Club believes that at this time the Commission should only be determining if the
City's interpretation relative to citing coastal dependent uses is applicable. But the Commission
should not be deciding on the validity of all of the other relevant issues including CEQA
compliance . The Club disagrees with the determination by the Commission’s staff that the
actions taken by the Commission, for the above referenced project are sufficient to comply with
provisions of the CEQA. If the Commission is to rule on the project without remanding the
CEQA issues back to the City the public will lose its lawful role in bringing forth relevant
information.

The Commission has failed to engage in meaningful impact analysis or to consider
alternatives and cumulative impacts. Commission staff has not provided the considered
analysis or public participation consistent with CEQA. Instead, it has merely outlined some of
the issues without allowing the public an opportunity to rebut as would be expected in a legal
environmental review. In this instance, Commission's staff is not using its CEQA equivelance to
supplement holes in the City's environmental review, but to replace it entirely, without public
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participation. Because of this, the public is being denied the procedural requirements for notice
and participation normaliy found in an environmental review. The Commission’s staff must
consider the whole of all impacts associated with this project as well as all alternatives and
reasonably foreseeable projects within the vicinity.

The City did not act to ceriify an environmental document. Therefore, it is still unknown
whether a full Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") would be sufficient. The staff report doesn't
even come close to discussion on the diversity of issues that would be expected to be

considered within a full EIR.

Additionally, Coastal Act Guidelines that require protection of sensitive biological
resources, coastal views and access at Mandalay Beach will also be violated if the Project is
approved by the Commission.

The staff Report assumes that the only reasons for rejecting the project are based upon
the City Council's interpretation of the provisions for coastal dependent land uses. However, the
City was presented with evidence critical of the project on many topics. For example, the U. S.
Fish and Wildlife Service and California State Parks provided information regarding sensitive
habitat areas and wildlife. Therefore, any part of the decision to reject the project based upon
resource issues is not affected by the issue of land use designation. In the same way, the City
Council had the discretion to deny the project for any of the other issues presented at the
Council hearing, including everything contained within the public record at that time. Itis
entirely possible that even if the City agreed that non coastal dependent uses are permitted it
could still reject this same project for impacts on biological resources, coastal views, coastal
access, recreation, environmental justice or failure to conform with other provisions of the policy
on coastal energy facilities.

The LPC does not support staff recommendations to vote yes on the appeal to the
Peaker Plant project as amended. Furthermore, we believe that even if the Commission finds
that the project is consistent with the City of Oxnard's language on coastal dependent uses, it
must allow the City to rule on the other Article 3 policies that apply to this project. The City must
be allowed to determine whether the project complies with all 6 major policy divisions. The City
must also be allowed to comply with the project's CEQA requirements.

Oxnard's CLUP

Staff has failed to provide the Commission with several passages within the City CLUP
that support the City's decision. Section 1.2 lists six broad Coastal Act policies. Staff is
recommending that the Commission sacrifice the objectives of four of these policies, (public
access, recreation, sensitive habitats and commercial developments) because of the policy
relating to energy facilities. However, the Report substantially misinterprets and under
estimates negative impacts upon the energy facility elements within the CLUP. The present
Mandalay Generating Station may soon losg its permitting, thereby forcing its closure. That
would leave the Peaker plant as a stand alone facility, violating the policy on consolidation of
energy developments.

Regardless, when conflicts arise, "the most protective policy shall prevail," (CLUP page
1-2).

Section 3.1 Local Coastal Policy 1. States: "If policies of this plan overlap or conflict, the
most protective policy of coastal resources shall prevail."
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The Project substantially violates provisions of Section 30240 (a) and (b).
(@). Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant
disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on such resources shall be allowed within
such areas.
Because the project is not coastal dependent the areas considered to be ESHAs must be
protected from the project. Substantial evidence from USFWS and State Parks show that listed

species may be placed in jeopardy.

Staff notes : "The key subsection of the Coastal Energy Facility Sub-zone (Coastal
Zoning Ordinance Section 17-20), states that “coastal dependent energy facilities shall be
encouraged to locate or expand within existing sites and shall be permitted reasonable long-
term growth, where consistent with this article.” This subsection is the only one that specifically
refers to “coastal-dependent” facilities, and it only “encourages” such facilities to locate within
this zoning designation and does not prohibit non-coastal dependent facilities;..." However the
staff interpretation that the use of "shall" merely "encourages” rather than "prohibits” does not
conform with the City's intention in using that language. Throughout the relevant documents the
differentiation between "may” and "shall" is the definitive use of language to separate
"encourages” from "mandatory".

Additionally, the Report fails to elaborate on the most important clause in the subsection:
" where consistent with this article." Clearly, the project is inconsistent with 30240 and other
Sections of Article 3.

In another passage staff offered "Other subsections of Coastal Zoning Ordinance Section
17-20 apply generally to “energy related developments,” not exclusively to “coastal-dependent”
developments. Additionally, these subsections are all subject to the overarching provision of
Section 17-20(A), which states that this zoning designation allows “power generating facilities
and electrical substations” and is therefore not limited to “coastal-dependent” facilities."
However, at the time the Zoning Ordinance was written most electrical substations in Ventura
County were essentially Coastal Dependent due to their locations and cooling systems.
Therefore the language here is consistent with that understanding. Peaker plants had not heen
invented, so decision makers could not have been invisioning such projects.

The following passage suffers from the same mistake: "One of the four types of
developments that can be conditionally permitted within the Coastal Energy Facility Sub-zone is
an 'Electrical power generating plant and accessory uses normally associated with said power
generating facility,' such as the project proposed by SCE." Again, in speaking about "electrical
power generating plant” it was understood that they must be coastal dependent.

(b). Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks and

recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly

degrade such areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas.
Clearly, the siting of this project conflicts with ESHA and with the McGrath State Park.

Alternatives

The staff report fails to contain an alternatives analysis. [nstead it makes a claim that is
not supported by substantial evidence that no impacts exist that are not adequately mitigated.
Therefore, alternatives, cumulative impacts, growth inducing impacts, environmental justice and
a thorough impact analysis are not contained in the Report.
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This omission prevents the decision makers from seeing options that would minimize
impacts more efficiently than the policy of allowing impacts and attaching mitigation measures.

Southern California Edison has just announced a new energy project documented in the
Ventura County Star on May 1. The article, EDISON IS PROPOSING SOLAR POWER
PROGRAM by Alison Bruce documents how the Utility would install 250 megawatts of solar
panels in 1 and 2 megawatt increments.

This is a viable alternative to the proposed Project.

Additionally, an Oxnard company EF Oxnard Inc. volunteered to provide a site within the
City of Oxnard to locate the proposed Project adjacent to its own energy producing facility. Use
of that location would prevent impacts associated with the coastal zone.

Many other alternatives were not discussed by the staff report in violation of CEQA and
the Coastal Act.

SECTION J

Section J states that: "Section 13096(a) of the Commission's administrative regulations
requires Commission approval of coastal development permit applications to be supported by a
finding showing the application, as conditioned by any conditions of approval, to be consistent
with any applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section
21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are
feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen
any significant adverse effect which the activity may have on the environment. The
Commission finds that, the proposed project, as conditioned, will not have significant adverse
effects on the environment, within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act of
1970. Therefore, the proposed project, as conditioned, has been adequately mitigated and is
determined to be consistent with CEQA and the policies of the Coastal Act.”

The finding is not supported by substantial evidence. In fact the comments made by the
public on the Mitigated Negative Declaration are not answered by Staff. Instead all that is
offered is a general statement that no impacts exist. This violates Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A)
because feasible alternatives exist, including those listed in this letter.

Club comments to the City during its Project review included comments that the MND
must be replaced with an EIR. These comments were supported by substantial evidence,
including comments made by other withesses. The Report fails to consider our comments and
asks the Commission to circumvent the lawful CEQA process that has not been allowed to
reach its logical conclusicn. The Commlssuon must, therefore, allow the City to pursue its lawful
role in the CEQA process.

IMPACTS HABITATS AND WILDLIFE

The Club disagrees with the Report's conclusions regarding biological resources. Please
refer to our comments to the City. We hereby incorporate by reference all comments made by
all other parties and adopt them as our own.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

The LPC cannot support the staff recommendation for approval of the Project because
the conditions required to mitigate specific impacts are either missing or inadequate.
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SUMMARY

The Public Utilities Commission does not have the authority to suspend CEQA or the
Coastal Act. Your staff has failed to support the public trust by using a possible error on the part
of the City of Oxnard, (which we dispute) to suspend other, more important provisions of the
Coastal Act and CEQA.

We recommend that the Commission support the City's decision to deny the project.

Sincerely,
Signature on File
Alan Sanders

Alan Sanders

Conservation Chair

Sierra Club, Los Padres Chapter

cc. adettmer@coastal.ca.gov, cteufel@coastal.ca.gov,
chris.williamson@ci.oxnard.ca.us
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Edison is proposing solar power program

By Allison Bruce
Thursday, May 1, 2008

Southern California Edison Co. is pushing a proposal that would expand its reach into solar power,
which has put some in the solar industry on the defensive.

The utility company has put forth a program that would install at least 250 megawatts of solar panels in
the next five years. The company would own these panels and the 1 to 2 megawatts of power generated
by each installation, which would feed directly into the power "grid" that the utility's customers draw
from.

A 2 megawatt installation generates enough power for 1,300 homes, said Gil Alexander, a spokesman
for Southern California Edison. Alexander said the project makes use of a lot of unused real estate —
large rooftops.

The company would install panels on roofs that typically would not be used for private solar panel
systems, such as Jarge warehouses. Still, it notes it would not stick exclusively to such sites.

That has independent solar companies worried.

Every time a utility-owned system goes up on a roof, that takes away the possibility of private panels in
that location — and can mean a Joss of business for companies that sell and install those private systems.
They argue it would effectively kill the solar industry, creating a monopoly for Edison and making it
impossible for them to compete.

The program also would let Southern California Edison instal] systems that are bigger than what the
California Solar Initiative offers incentives to build — that program stops at 1 megawatt.

Sue Kateley, executive director for the California Solar Energy Industry Association, said the Edison
application validates what solar businesses have been saying — that there is a demand for larger systems
and there should be a program in place to encourage those systems.

She said she worries that private solar businesses will be shut out if the Edison program is approved.

A protest letter from Cooperative Community Energy Corp. in San Rafael notes: "They would own the
equipment, provide the installations, own the electricity, be subsidized by Ratepayer Public Goods
Charges, and then sell the electricity back to the ratepayers in their utility district at full price, while not

using any of the electricity to reduce on-site demand and relieve pressure from the grid."

Alexander said Southem California Edison felt the project would benefit all aspects of the solar
industry, including boosting business for independent companies.

"We have hoped this project would bring renewed attention to the potential of rooftop solar to
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homeowners and business owners who might have given up on the idea," he said.

The program would accelerate the amount of solar energy installed in the state and could bring in more
solar manufacturing and jobs, he said.

The company argues that the large scale of the project would be good for consumers because it would
bring down installation costs and improve technology and pricing. The electricity generated should cost
less than current solar power, Alexander said.

The program would create new power generation in areas of growing demand. It also would generate
more power at peak demand times and offer clean, renewable energy.

That's a bonus for the state as well because it invests in renewable energy without carbon emissions,
Alexander said.

Edison would raise the $875 million for the project from investors and then increase its rates less than 1
percent to help pay back that investment over time. The rate change must be approved by the state
Public Utilities Commission, or PUC.

Alexander said customers are willing to pay a little more to support renewable energy, but independent
solar businesses say that burden should not be placed on ratepayers.

The California Solar Energy Industries Association commends Southern California Edison's interest in
advancing solar power in the state, but raises the concern that the plan could put additional strain on
supply, making it harder for the private solar sector to compete.

Kateley said that could translate into increased costs for someone who wants to install a solar energy
system at their home or business.

The association also suggested that Edison's initial project be carefully evaluated through an
independent review before the program is approved in its entirety. The review would include close
inspection of costs.

Another suggestion is a parallel private sector project that would be used as a point of comparison.

"We're hopeful that when the PUC looks at the comments, they will recognize there's an effect on the
private sector that needs to be considered," she said.

Southern California Edison announced its plan in March. Those with concerns about the program can
file complaints with the PUC.

The next step is for Edison to file its response to the comments, which it will do May 8.

After that, hearings will be held, additional filings will follow and the PUC will eventually make a
decision. A deadline for a decision has not been set, according to a PUC spokeswoman.

Alexander said Southern California Edison is not waiting on that decision to move ahead with its solar
project. It plans to have the first panels generating power by August.

The company is willing to take that risk because it believes in the value of the project, he said.
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"The more we looked at it, the more we came to believe this was a very special and significant project,"
he said.

On the Net:

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov

http://www.sce.com

http;//www.calseia.org

e

© 2008 Ventura County Star
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b Robert Finkelstein, Legal Director
711 Van Ncss Ave,, #350
\ . San Francisco. CA 94102
affordable utitities Tol 415/929.8876, x. 307

livable communities bfinkelstcin@turn.org
March 19, 2009
Bonnie Neely, Chair Dr. William Burke, Vice Chair
Khatchik Achadjian Steve Blank
Larry Clark Ben Hucso . _
Steven Kram Patrick Kruer RECEIVED
Ross Mirkarimi Davc Pottcr

MAR 1 9 2009

CALIFORNIA.
COASTAL COMMISSION

Mary Shallenberger Sara Wan

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Strect, Suitc 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105

Re: SCE’s Proposal for a Peaker Generation Plant in Oxnard
(Coastal Development Permit Appcal A-4-OXN-07-096;
Item 15.b. on 4/9/09 Agcnda)

Dear Members of the Coastal Commission:

The agenda for your upcoming April meeting includcs the appeal of Southern California
Edison Company (SCE) seeking to overturn the City of Oxnard’s denial of the utility’s
coastal development permit application. The Utility Reform Network (TURN)' and the
Los Padres Chapter of the Sierra Club urge you to either deny the appcal or further
postpone its consideration until the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has
considered the SCE’s current claims that this area of its service territory faces specific
scrvice reliability challenges, and that the proposed peaker is the most appropriate
solution to thosc challenges.’

SCE continugs to seek to install a 45-megawatt “peaker” power plant as the last of the
“up to five” peakers called for in the “Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling Addressing
Elcctric Reliability Needs In Southern Cdllforma For Summer 2007” (ACR Ruling)
issued August 15, 2006, in a CPUC procccdmg As the discussion in the ruling makes
clear, adding peakers within a ycar was intended to address a potential mismatch of
supply and demand, particularly if parts of the statc cxpcrienced another hcat wave

' TURN is a non-profit corporation based in San Francisco, with approximatcly 20,000 members
throughout California. For morc than three decades, TURN has represented the interests of residential and
small-busincss customers of California’s large, investor-owned utilitics before the PUC and in other fora.
If SCE is permitted to construct the McGrath Pcaker, SCE will likely scck to recover the associated costs
through its regulated rates.

> This letter is being simultaneously forwarded to the Coastal Commission’s staff assigned to this matter.

* The August 15, 2006 ruling may be accessed at http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/efile/RULINGS/58906.pdf.
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similar to the onc that struck California in thc summer of 2006. Having SCE install up to
five pcaker plants was intended to be a near-term responsc to ensure southern California
had sufficicnt gencration supply to weather the summer of 2007. SCE selected five
peaker locations; each of the four that did not present coastal dcvelopment issues was
successfully installed and operational by the end of August 2007, thus mecting the goals
of the ACR Ruling.

The most recent findings of the CPUC and the California Independent System Operator
(CAISO) both cast serious doubt on whether the McGrath Beach Pcaker is needed to
mcet system loads. For example, in December 2007, the CPUC found that resourccs
would be adcquatc in the broader Southern California region (“SP26”) until 2013 — even
considering the possiblc retircment of over 5,000 MW of cxisting resources.* And the
CAISO has also stated that resources well in excess of need existed as of last summer.”
Thercfore, whether or not one agrees with the analysis in the original 2006 ruling, today
the McGrath Pcaker is no longer part of the solution to the problem it was originally
intended to help address.

This change may explain why SCE has more recently becn touting the purported local
rcliability bencfits that would be achieved werce the McGrath Peaker to go forward. As
the utility laid out in general terms during an informal workshop held on March 2, 2009
at the CPUC, the configuration of the utility’s transmission and distribution system and
the geography of Ventura and Santa Barbara counties make that portion of SCE’s service
territory particularly vulnerable to transmission disruptions. According to SCE, adding
“black start” capability would enablc the utility to re-start existing generating units in the
area (in particular, the Mandalay plant owncd by Reliant), and then serve the arca with
this local gencration cven if an earthquake or wildfire or other disruption cut it off from
the rest of SCE’s grid. By SCE’s logic, since the McGrath Peaker would have such
“black start” capability, it’s a natural choice to solve this local reliability issue.

The problem with trcating the McGrath Peakcr as a solution to these purported local
reliability issues is that SCE has never sought to have these issues considcred or
addressed by the CPUC, the state agency with the expcrtisc and cxpericnce to fully vet
such claims. Indced, the question about whether there is any continuing need for the
McGrath Peaker plant has only been raised at the CPUC in recent months, and then only
in informal scttings. A more appropriate process would requirc the utility to demonstrate
the purported local reliability problem cxists, and to make that demonstration in a manner
that would permit a full rangc of potential solutions to be identificd and considered. Even

* Sec Decision (D.)07-12-052, Table SCE-1 (at p. 117), lines 4, 5 and 22 in particular, dated December 20,
2007. D.07-12-052 is available at http://docs cpuc.ca gov/word pdl/FINAL DECISION/76979.pdf.

> See California Independent System Operator, 2008 Summer Loads and Resources Operations
Preparedness Assessment, p. 3, dated April 28, 2008, as cited at the CAISO’s *“Phase II Comments™ in
CPUC Rulemaking 08-01-025, p. 35, filed February 17, 2009, Assessment available at
http:/Awww.caiso.com/1fb7/1{b7855eed50.pdf and Comments available at
htip://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/efilc/CM/97507 .pdf.
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if we were to agree with SCE that there is a local reliability problem, potential solutions
might include maximizing the use of existing resources (such as restoring “black start™
capability to the Mandalay plant, which had such capability in the relatively recent past),
installing a peaker plant in a different location, or pursuing different additional resources
(such as bolstering or adding transmission facilities, or putting any need for generation
resources out to bid).

There is some skepticism about the legitimacy of the local reliability needs SCE has now
identified, given that their identification coincided so closely with the utility’s desire to
obtain approval of the McGrath Peaker. However, even if onc were to assume that there
are indeed such local reliability needs, this should be the beginning of the analysis, rather
than its conclusion. Before moving forward with consideration or approval of the
McGrath Peaker there should be a fuller consideration of the nature of those needs and
the options available to satisfy them. There is no imminent reliability threat that warrants
compromising a reasoned and methodical analysis of the newly-disclosed electric utility
service problem and the most appropriate solution given the important environmental,
community, and economic issues associated with this matter.

For all of these reasons, TURN and the Los Padres Chapter of the Sierra Club urge the
Coastal Commission to either deny SCE’s appeal of the City of Oxnard’s decision, or to
postpone taking any action until after the CPUC has considered both the need for the
McGrath Peaker and other potential ways for addressing that need.

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. Please contact mc if you have any

questions about this letter

Yours truly,

Slgnatu{'?on File . Signature on File
Bob Finkelstein / g e (}\

Legal Director

For TURN and the Los Padres Chapterlof the Sierra Club

cc:  Peter Douglas, California Coastal Commission
Cassidy Teufel, California Coastal Comunission
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10 March 2009

Peter Douglas, Executive Director
Cdifornia State Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, Cdifornia 94105-2219

Subject: SCE sMandalay Beach Property Biological Resources (Appeal File No. A-4-OXN-07-096)

Dear Mr. Douglas:

David Magney Environmental Consulting (DMEC) was retained by the Sierra Club, Los Padres Chapter, to
identify and assess the biological resources present at the SCE property a Mandalay Beach. DMEC
concentrated assessment efforts to the parcds east of Harbor Boulevard, north and south of the Edison Canal.
Oil extraction facilities are located immediatdy north and east of the SCE propety. The North Shore
devd opment islocated immediatdy south of the SCE property.

Another parcd located between the Mandalay Generating Station and Mandalay Beach Park, west of Harbor
Boulevard, currently occupied ruderal vegetation being recolonized by coastal dune scrub vegetation after SCE's
fud storage tank farm was removed over five years ago. This parcd is where SCE proposes to build the new

pesker plant.

The parcd between the cana and the transmission lines consists primarily of natural coastal dune scrub and
backdune swale vegdation. Small portions of the site have been significantly disturbed in the past for ail
devdopment and activities associated with dectrical generation and transmission.  Oil extraction facilities occur
immediatdly to the east and north of the property.

Debris is found at scattered locations of the site and some areas have been graded and filled, primarily in the
western portion adjacent to Harbor Boulevard. Debris observed onsite includes concrete rubble, rusted pipes,
sted cables, strands of barbed wire, and other trash. Regardless, much of the dite is in rdatively pristine
condition.

The previoudy disturbed aress dther are dominated by invasive exotic plant species or represent a large
component of the vegetation. The dominant invasive exatic plant on the parcd is Hottentot Fig (Carpobrotus
edulis), a common mat-forming shrub in the Ice Plant family (Aizoaceag). This invasive exatic plant has also
invaded surrounding habitat, often competing with native plants. Tree Tobacco (Nicotiana glauca) is another
invasive exatic plant onsite, but of only limited quantities and not highly competitive

The sité's soils are primarily aeolian sands that have formed a dune-swale complex running parald to the
coastline. The vegetation on these sands consists of Coastal Dune Scrub and Backdune Swale Wetland, both of
which are extremdy rare in southern California. Historically, the entire Ventura County coastline from Ventura
to Point Mugu contained these habitat types; however, today only a few isolated remnants remain, such as at the
SCE propety. Nearly al the remaining habitat properties have been disturbed in the past by agriculture oil
development, dumping, and/or unmanaged recreation.

The dominant plants observed during the fidd visits consist of Carpobrotus edulis, Ericameria ericoides, Rhus
integrifolia, Artemisia californica, Toxicodendron diversilobum, Phacdia ramosissma, Opuntia littoralis,
Dudleya lanceolata, and Salix lasiolepis. The flora of the SCE parcds (excluding the parce west of Harbor

Y \DMEC\Jobs\V enturaS erraCl ub\M andal ayBeach\ SCE-M andd ayBi oResources.doc
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Boulevard — not surveyed) appeared to be rdativey rich with over 30 taxa observed, primarily shrubs and
perennial herbs, during the brief site vidits, conducted on 13 February 2000, 26 September 2008, 17 October
2008, and 19 November 2008. A list of the plants observed onsiteis included as an attachment to this Ietter.

Severa species of lichens were observed ongite, primarily corticolous (bark-inhabiting) taxa such as: Cladonia
cf. chlorophaea, Evernia prunastri, Flavoparmelia, Lecidea, Ramalina canarienss, Parmotrema, and
Xanthoria. Many of the older shrubs in the eastern portion of the parcd support several species of lichens. The
Site could support one or morerare species of lichen.

North-facing slopes of the dunes provide habitat for ephemera green algae and mosses, which is an uncommon to
rare Situation in southern California since most extant dune systems areregularly disturbed by recreationists. The
most abundant moss observed ongite (rdative, since only the stabilized soils contain mosses) includes Syntrichia
cf. montana, which may actually be an undescribed species’. Based on the devation range for this species as
described in the Flora of North America North of Mexico, the occurrence at Mandalay Beach represents an
extra-devational population, sinceit is typically found at mid- to high-elevation sites”. This situation has led Mr.
Wishner and Dr. Mishler to bdieve that the Syntrichia | collected onsite actually represents an undescribed
Species of moss.

The property supports a number of wildlife, including birds, invertebrates, mammals, and reptiles. Sinceit was
raining during the cursory fidd vist, wildlife observations were few. Wildlife observed included Mockingbird,
White-crowned Sparrow, Northern Harrier, California Towhee, California Ground Squirrd, Coyote, Longtail
Weasd, and Audubon Cottontail Rabbit.

DMEC mapped all the vegetation onsite according to the California Native Plant Society vegetation classification
system®, which has been adopted by California and federal resource agencies, indluding the California
Department of Fish and Game. Georectified high-resolution aerial photography dated September 2007 was used
as a base and air photo interpretation methods were applied systematically to the project site to map and classify
the plant communities (alliances) present onsite, as wel as non-vegetation land cover types.

DMEC mapped 293 polygons consisting of 35 alliances in 18 broader groups (based on the primary dominant
plant), plus four other land cover types (water, roads, ruderal, and developed), on 53+ acres of land east of
Harbor Boulevard and north and south of the Edison Canal. This area extended a little beyond the SCE parcds;
therefore, the extra area was clipped using a boundary that included only the SCE parcels plus the Edison Candl,
which is illustrated on Figure 1, Map of Plant Communities of the SCE Mandalay Property. The clipped
vegetation areas included only 274 polygons on 48.6 acres. Thesearelisted in Table 2, Plant Communities of the
SCE Mandalay Beach Property, which aso includes the acreage values for each type. The resulting map of plant
communities is provided as Figure 1. Figure 1 also illustrates the general location of the footprints of the peaker
plant and landscaping/revegetation and the proposed power line poles, placed as accuratdy as possible while
lacking rectified maps of the project components.

DMEC’s mapping found that the two SCE parcds contained 15 alliances, which consist of 29 mapable plant
associations (plant communities).  This represents a high degree of habitat diversity for a 49-acre area of the

! Personal communication, Brent Mishler, Curator, University of California, Berkdey, Jepson Herbarium, email dated 9 March 2009 regarding identification of
gecimen collected on 19 November 2008 from the SCE property by Mr. Magney and tentatively identified by bryologig, Mr. Carl Wishner.
bmishler@camail.berkeley.edu

2 Floraof North America, destription for Syntrichia montana. http:/mww.eflorasorg/florataxon.agoxlora id=1&taxon id=250075543
3 Sawyer, JO.,and T. Keder-Wolf. 1995. AManual of California Vegetation. CdiforniaNative Plant Society, Sacramento, Cdifornia

4 peridl photography obtained from CIRGIS, Inc., 1-foot resolution color aerid photography flown in September 2007.
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Oxnard Plain. Table 2 provides an accounting of what was found and how much area each plant community
occupies. Severa of these alliances are considered sensitive habitats by the CNDDB and should be considered as
ESHA by the Coastal Commission, particularly since they contain rare species, including the Shoulderband snail
(Helminthoglypta) and the undescribed species of moss (Syntrichia).

This property represents an important remnant of southern California coastal dune habitats, which has been
amost entirdly diminated by human development and activities. While much of the siteis in rdatively good and
natural condition, restoration activities need to be performed to return disturbed portions of these habitats to
hedlthy and diverse conditions. DMEC mapped the vegetation of the two SCE parces east of Harbor Boulevard
to be able to understand what is present, how much of each plant aliance is present, and what types of plant
communities would likely be impacted by the proposed project. Theresults are summarized beow and illustrated
inamap of the vegetation provided as an attachment to this letter.

Debris should be removed from the entire property. An extensive invasive exatic eradication program, followed
by restoration planting with native species, should be implemented.

DMEC finds this property to be an important remnant of southern California Coastal Dune Scrub, which should
be protected from devdopment. Development pressures are extremdy high on the Oxnard Plain, especially on
the coast. For example, the City of Oxnard recently approved a 350+-unit housing devdopment on a 91-acre
parcd immediately south of the SCE property, which contained disturbed Coastal Dune Scrub and Backdune
Swale Wetland Scrub habitats in spite of the rarity of these habitats in southern California. Mitigation required
for that project is in jeopardy now since the developer (Trimark-Pacific) is now in recaivership after defaulting on
their bank loan.

DMEC encourages the Coastal Commission to protect the undeveloped portions of the SCE property east of
Harbor Boulevard since the plant communities onsite qualify as Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area.

Please contact me by phone at (805) 646-6045 or by mail at the address above if you have any questions
regarding this Ietter.

Sincerdy,

David L. Magney
President

Attachmentss  Table 1, Checklist of Plants Observed at the SCE Mandalay Property
Table 2, Plant Communities of the SCE Mandalay Beach Property
Figure 1, Map of Plant Communities of the SCE Mandalay Property (east of Harbor Blvd. only)

cc: Jon Ziv, Sierra Club, Los Padres Chapter
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Tablel. Plants Observed on the SCE Mandalay Property
Scientific Name Common Name Habit WIS Family
Abronia umbellata Beach Sand-verbena PH Nyctaginacese
Ambrosia chamisonis Beach Bur S Adteracese
Ambroga psilogtachya var. californica Western Ragweed BH FAC Aderacese
Ammophila arenaria* European Beachgrass PG  FACU Poacese
Artemida californica California Sagebrush S . Aderacese
Baccharis pilularis sg. consanguinea Coyote Brush S (FACU) Aderacese
Baccharis salicifolia Mulefat S FACW Aderacese
Bromus diandrus* Ripgut Grass AG (FACU) Poacese
Bromus madritenss var. rubens* Red Brome AG Poaceae
Camissonia cheiranthifolia ssp. suffruticosa Beach Primrose S Onagracese
Carpobrotus edulis* Hottentot Fig S Aizoaceee
Cirsum . (occidentale?) Thigle BH Aderacese
Corethrogyne [Lessingia] filaginifolia California Cudweed-aster PH . Aderacese
Cortaderia jubata* Pampas Grass PG FAC Poacese
Crassula connata Pygmy Sand-crop AH FAC Crassulacese
Croton californicus var. californicus California Croton PH Euphorbiacese
Cuscuta cf. californica California Dodder AV . Cuscutacese
Cynodon dactylon* Bermuda Grass PG FAC Poacese
Descurainia pinnata ssp. menziesi Menzies Tansy Mugtard AH . Brassicacese
Didichlis spicata Sdltgrass PG FACW Poacese
Dudleya lanceolata Lanceledf Live-forever PH Crassulacese
Encelia californica California Bush Sunflower S Adteracese
Ericameria ericoides sp. ericoides Hestherleaf Goldenbush S Aderacese
Eriogonum parvifolium var. parvifolium Dune Buckwhest S Polygonacese
Erodium cicutariun Redstem Filaree AH Geraniacese
Pseudognaphalium leucocephalum White Everlasting BH Aderacese
Heterotheca grandiflora Telegraph Wed BH Aderacese
Heterotheca sessiliflora sp. ? Hairy Golden-aster BH Aderacese
Hirschfeldia incana* Summer Mugtard BH . Brasscaceae
Juncustextilis Basket Rush PG OBL  Juncacese
Keckiella ternata var. ? Ternate Penstemon S . Veronicaceae
Leymus condensatus Giant Ryegrass PG  FACU Poacese
Lotus scoparius var. scoparius Deer Weed PH Fabacese
Lupinus arboreus Yedlow Bush Lupine S Fabacese
Malosma laurina Laurelleaf Sumac S Anacardiacese
Marah sp. Man-root PV Convolvulacese
Marrubium vulgare* White Horehound PH FAC Lamiacese
Myoporum laetunt Myoporum S (FAC) Myoporacese
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Scientific Name Common Name Habit WIS Family
Tropaeolum majus* Garden Nagturtium PH (FACW) Tropaeolacese

Nicotiana glauca*

Opuntia littoralisvar. littoralis
Phaceliaramosissmavar. ?
Plantago erecta
Pseudognaphalium microcephalum
Rhusintegrifolia

Ricinus communis®

Rubus ursinus

Salix exigua

Salix lasolepisvar. lasolepis
Salviamdllifera

Sarcocornia pacifica

Senecio flaccidus var. dougladi
Suaeda taxifolia
Toxicodendron diversilobum

Tree Tobacco
Coastd Prickly Pear
Branching Phacdia
CdliforniaPlantain
White Everlagting
Lemonadeberry
Cadtor Bean

Pacific Blackberry
Narrow-leaved Willow
Arroyo Willow
Black Sage

Pacific Swampfire
Shrubby Butterweed
Wooally Seablite
Western Poison Oak

T FAC Solanacese

S . Cactaceae

S . Boraginacese
AH . Pantaginacese
BH . Aderaceae

S Anacardiacese
S FACU Euphorbiacese
PV  FACW* Rosacese

S OBL Sdlicacese

S FACW Sdlicacese

S Lamiacese

S OBL  Chenopodiacese
S Aderaceae

S FACW+ Chenopodiacese
PV (FACU) Anacardiacese

Notes: Scientific nomenclature follows Fora of North America Committee (1993-2007 - Flora of North America) or
Hickman (1993 - The Jepson Manual: Higher Plants of California).
Common names follow Abrams and Ferris (1960), Neihaus and Ripper (1976), and DeGarmo (1980).

Bold typeface indicates specia-gatus species.

An "*" indicates non-native species that have become naturaized or persst without cultivation.
An "+" indicates non-native species that where cultivated & /or perdst without active cultivation after planting.

Habit definitions:
AF =annual fern or fern aly.
AG = annual grassor graminoid.
AH = annual herb.
BH = biennial herb.
PF = perennia fern or fern aly.

Wetland indicator satus[WIS] (Reed 1988):

PG = perennia grassor graminoid.

PH = perennia herb.
PV = perennia vine.
S=sghrub.
T =tree.

OBL = obligate wetland species, occurs almost always in wetlands (>99% probahility)

FACW = facultative wetland species, usualy found in wetlands (67-99% probahility).

FAC = facultative species, equaly likdy to occur in wetlands or nonwetlands (34-67% probability).
FACU = facultative upland species, usually occur in nonwetlands (67-99% probability).

+ or - symbols are modifiers that indicate greater or lesser affinity for wetland habitats.

NI = no indicator has been assigned dueto alack of information to determine indicator status.

* = atentative assgnment to that indicator status by Reed (1988).
A period "." indicates that no wetland indicator status has been given in Reed (1988).
Parentheses around an indicator statusindicates the wetland status as suggested by the author.
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Table2. Plant Communities of the SCE Mandalay Beach Property
Plant Community Dominant Alliance Name Total Area (Acres)
/Ambroda chamissonis /Ambrosia chamissonis-Camissonia cheiranthifolia 0.219
Artemisa californica Artemisa californica 0.189
Artemida californica-Ericameria ericoides 2.908
Artemida californica-Opuntia littoralis 0.026
Community Area: 4544 acres  |Artemisia californica-Rhusintegrifolia 1421
Baccharis pilularis Baccharis pilularis 0.079
Baccharis pilularis-Artemisa californica 0.105
Community Arear 1.051 acres Baccharis pilularis-Carpobrotus edulis 0.867
Camissonia cheiranthifolia Camissonia cheiranthifolia 0.012
Community Area: 0.184 acres Camissonia cheiranthifolia-Ericameria ericoides 0.172
Carpobrotus edulis Carpobrotusedulis 4.06
Community Aree: 4.43 acres (Carpobrotus edulis-Toxicodendron diversilobum 0.37
Ericameria ericoides Ericameria ericoides 6.671
Ericameria ericoides-Baccharis pilularis 1.246
Community Area: 16.494 acres  |Ericameria ericoides-Carpobrotus edulis 8577
Heterotheca sessliflora Heterotheca sessliflora 0.085
Hirschfeldia incana Hirschfddiaincana 0.114
Malosma laurina Malosma laurina 0.047
Myoporum laetum Myoporum lagtum 0.067
Opuntia littoralis Opuntia littoralis 0.022
Rhusintegrifolia Rhusintegrifolia 0.145
Rubus ursinus Rubus ursinus-Toxicodendron diversilobum 0.647
Slix lasolepis Salix lasiolepis 8.546
Community Areat 10.472801€s | |asiolepis Artemisia californica 0.621
Salix lasiolepis-Baccharis salicifolia 112
Salix lasiolepis-Rhusintegrifolia 0.145
Salix |asiolepis-Toxicodendron diversilobum 0.04
Quaeda taxifolia Quaeda taxifolia 1.013
'Toxicodendron diversilobum 'Toxicodendron diversilobum 1.736
Other \Water 3.873
Road 144
Ruderal 0.57
Devel oped 1.041
Edge of canal 0.183
Total: 48.377

Y \DMEC\Jobs\V entura\S erraCl ub\M andal ayBeach\ SCE-M andd ayBi oResources.doc



Peter Douglas, California Coastal Commission 'l 4
DMEC Project No. 08-0181
10 March 2009

Page7

Figure1l. Map of Vegetation on the SCE Mandalay Property
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Oxnard

Chamber of Commerce

April 28, 2008 REC

: . Mar (g (Ul
M. Patrick Kruer, Chair May 8, 2008 Agenda Item 12.c.
California Coastal Commission Appeal No, A@4OXN=07-096
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 Nancy Lindholm
San Francisco, California 94105 In Favor of Project

RE: Southern California Edison Peaker Project

Chairman Kruer and California Coastal Commissioners:

The Oxnard Chamber of Commerce supports the proposed peaker project in Oxnard. We
believe Edison's proposal incorporates the best available and cleanest burning technology
that will have minimal impacts to our environment and greatly improve the view corridor
along Harbor Boulevard.

The Chamber is pleased with the fact that the peaker plant's electricity will be tied into
the local system for use by Oxnard customers. Many local businesses have equipment
that is sensitive to fluctuations in voltage. The peaker plant will help avoid interruptions
to businesses and provide power to residences during high demand periods, when
existing plants may go off-line, and in the case of natural disasters such as fires, floods
and earthquakes.

Unlike some public comments we have heard regarding Oxnard being forced to
accommodate facilities such as the peaker plant, we believe it is prudent of the city to
embrace the technology that will assure a more dependable supply of electricity for its
residents and businesses.

For these reasons, we encourage the California Coastal Commission to approve the
project.

(____Sinegrely, e—— ’

Signature on File ~ “™

Nancy Lifidholm
President/CEO

<y

400 E. Esplanade Drive, Suite 302 Oxnard, CA 83036 Phone (B03) 883-6118 Fax (B05) 604-7331  QxnardChamber.org
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Oxnard

Chamber of Commerce

RECEIVED

JuL 31 2008
GALIFORNIA

COASTALCOMMISSION
July 31, 2008
Mr. Patrick Kruer, Chair August 6, 2008 Agenda Item 7.a..
California Coastal Commission Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 Nancy Lindholm
San Francisco, California 94105 In Favor of Project

RE: Southern California Edison Peaker Project

Chairman Kruer and California Coastal Commissioners:

The Oxnard Chamber of Commerce supports the proposed peaker project in Oxnard. We
believe Edison's proposal incorporates the best available and cleanest burning technology
that will have minimal impacts to our environment and greatly improve the view corridor
along Harbor Boulevard.

The Chamber is pleased with the fact that the peaker plant's electricity will be tied into
the local system for use by Oxnard customers. Many local businesses have equipment
that is sensitive to fluctuations in voltage. The peaker plant will help avoid interruptions
to businesses and provide power to residences during high demand periods, when
existing plants may go off-line, and in the case of natural disasters such as fires, floods
and earthquakes,

Unlike some public comments we have heard regarding Oxnard being forced to
accommodate facilities such as the peaker plant, we believe it is prudent of the city to
embrace the technology that will assure a more dependable supply of electricity for its
residents and businesses.

For these reasons, we encourage the California Coastal Commission to approve the
project.

LfSin rely, L—% .

SIGNATURE ON FILE

PresidentfCEQ

-
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CONGRESS OF CALIFORNIA SENIORS

Board of Directors

State President
Henry L. "Hank" Lacayo

Vice Presidents North
Leemon Brown

Eva Mclain

Joseph A. Rao

Vice Presidents South
Alicia Flores

Margaret Sowma
Carolyn Tate

Secretary
Carmen Wagner

Treasurer
Alice Ramirez

Trustees

Pearl Caldwell
Ben Espinoza
Socorro Franco
Rolland Hamiiton
Marie A. Taylor

Members at Large
Watie Anthney
Arlen Banks

Gus Billy

Louie Duran
Norma Harvey
Carl Joaguin
Henderson Jones
Joanna Kim-Seiby
Al Perisho

Chan Ramirez
FPaul Ramirez

Bill Regis

Frank Souza
Estelia “ET" Thomas
Alynn B. Wilson

Regionai Chairs
Marion Faustman
Sharon Hillbrant
Chuck Holt
Chuck Latimer
Anne M. Mack
Carolyn Tate

Regional Vice Chairs
Ronnie Kinney
Estellz "ET” Thomas

Regional Alternate
Robert Lindiey
Barbara Lundeen

. Executive Assistant
to the State President
Gary Passmore

1230 “N" STREET. SUITE 201, SACRAMENTOQ, CA 95814 + (916) 442-4474 + (800) 543-3352 » FAX (916) 442-1877 » www.Seniors.org

April 29. 2008

Mr. Patrick Kruer, Chair
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105

- Dear Commission Chair Kruer,

I’'m writing to you as a resident of Ventura County and the State President for
the Congress of California Seniors, a non-partisan broad based coalition of
senior groups, whose primary responsibility is to speak out, pro-or con, on issues
impacting the economic interest and well being of senior citizens in the
community.

We have been following closely Southern California Edison’s peaker plant
proposal within the confines of the City of Oxnard and want you know of our
support for this project.

We urge the Commission to recognize the importance of a stable electrical
source which is essential not only to our senior citizens but to the rest of the
community including corresponding business concerns. The SCE Peaker Plant
proposal addresses those needs and in addition will provide necessary insurance
to reduce power outages and brown outs for all residents of the Oxnard plain.

We are pleased to voice support for this project and respectfully urge the
California Coastal Commission to consider the need for a stable supply of
energy in this community and approve Southern California Edison’s peaker

plant proposal.

Sipcerelv -

Signature on File
Henty L. "Hank" facayo
State President
3403 Bear Creek Drive
Newbury Park, CA 91320
805-498-7679
HankLacavoaol.com

&6

The Congress of California Seniors is a broad-hased coalition of senior centers and residential facilities, women’s clubs,
tenant and homeowner associations, faith-based organizations, community service groups, trade union retirees, retired

federal/state/local government and public school employee organizations, and other advocacy groups.
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COAS
Patrick Kruer TAL COMM!SS]ON

Chair California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 200
San Francisco, CA 940015

Dear Mr. Kruer:

The Ventura County Taxpayers Association is in support of the proposed Southern
California Edison Peaker Plant near the Mandalay Generating Plant.

We are concerned that demand is outpacing new generation, especially with new local
approved growth, on the books. -

Look at the past history of rotating outages, during the energy crises and transmission
line problems.

Couple that with the expected hot summer usage [expected fire dangers], again the
increased demand. We are looking at a potential disaster.

There is mis-information out there. The Peaker is tied into the local distribution system
and can only be used by the local community.

The proposed Peaker Plants are the best available cleanest burning technology and will
have minimal impacts to the environment and costs.

The Ventura County Taxpayers Association recommends the California Coastal
Commission approve the Peaker Plant that will help maintain quality electric service to
Oxnard residents and business.

——r

Sincerely;
..,

Signature on File
Don Facciano

President

Ventura County Taxpayers Association
5156 McGrath Street .
Ventura, CA 93003

805.644.3291
fax: 805.644.9208
email: veta @jetlink.net g1
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OCTAVIO R. ELIAS
1080 MANDALAY BEACH ROAD « OXNARD SHORES « CALIFORNIA 93035

July 31, 2008

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

Att: Cassidy Teufel
Appeal No. A-4-07-096 So Cal Edison

My husband and I strongly oppose the Peaker Plant Project on Harbor Bl, Oxnard California.
The Commission’s purpose is to protect and enhance the shoreline and the coastal ecosystem
for the public.

With the obsolete, existing Reliant power plant adjacent to this site certain to be :
decommissioned, it is a perfect opportunity for the Commission to restore this beach site. The
work has already begun with the preservation of the near extinct milkvetch that is planted
nearby. Installing a new plant will be a tremendous setback.and doom future generations.

As far as we can tell, there is no reason for it to be located on the shoreline since it is not water
dependent. And the peak power usage is inland from the coast where the climate is hot and
there is widespread air conditioner use.  Rather than further degrade the shore, a plant
should be built where it will have the least affect on the environment, where land is more
plentiful and where the ecosystem not so fragile. The beach is a limited and irreplaceable
commodity.

We hope that the Commissioners will reject this application. Thanking you in advance.

o |

.

’:7 P : : b — g
_ Signature on File 7, Signature on File
Octavio and RoseMarie Elias o

1080 Mandalay Beach Road
Oxnard Shores Beach

Sincerely,

T
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July 29, 2008

Met. Patrick Kruer, Chair
California Coastal Commission
AS Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105

RE: SCE Peaker Project Proposal

Dear M. Patrick Kruer,

The board of El Concilio del Condado de Ventura has reviewed Southern
California Edison’s peaker proposal and has taken a position to SUPPORT the

project.
Electricity is essential to the constituents we serve and to our own daily operations.
The proposed plant will provide additional local resources that are needed as the

community of Oxnard continues to grow. It will provide added insurance that our
city will not have to expericnce rotating outages.

We respectfully request that the California Coastal Commission APPROVE
Southern Califorria Edison’s peaker project.

Sincerelw

Signature on File

B d President
El Loncilio del Condadao de Ventura

301 South “C" Street, Oxpard, CA 93030
PH. B05.486-9777 * Fax 805.486-9881 * www.clconcilioventurn.org
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PATRICK LAVIN RON DELGADO

Busincss Manager ) President
Financial Secretary International Brotherhood
of Electrical Workers
600 N. Diamond Bar Blvd, Diamond Bar, CA 91765 Dispatch Office:
(909) 860 -IBEW (4239) Fax: (909) 860-2136 1405 Spruce 5t., Suite H, Riverside, CA, 92507
Web Page: www.ibew47.0rg (951) 784-7507 Fax: (951) 784-4818
August 6, 2008

Chairman Kruer and Honorable Commissioners
California Coastal Commission

45 Fremont, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA

94105-5200

Agenda Item W7a

Re:  Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096 (Southern California Edison Company, Oxnard “Peaker”
Power Plant)

Dear Chairman Kruer and Honorable Commissioners:

On behalf of the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Local 47, 1 am writing to lend our
support for Southern California Edison’s application for the Oxnard Peaker. We urge the California
Coastal Commission to adopt Staff’s recommendation to grant the appeal and issue the Coastal
Development Permit.

Our members are the ones called upon in the middle of the night, or on a weekend, or during a holiday,
when the lights go out. When necessary, the men and women of IBEW Local 47 work 24 hours a day in
order to restore service, oftentimes in hostile and harsh weather conditions. We are driven by the fact that
we provide an essential public service, and the health and safety of our communities depend upon it.

Pending before the commission is a vote on a peaker plant that will not only help keep the lights on, but
allow us to restore service quickly in the Oxnard/Ventura/ Santa Barbara area after disaster strikes. The
California Public Utilities Commission ordered SCE to build this peaker (and four others) to meet encrgy
demand needs and to improve clectricity reliability in these areas. Thus, there is no question that this
peaker is needed - and the need still exists, particularly because no new generation has been added to the
Oxnard/Ventura/Santa Barbara arca and this Project will allow for the start up of local power plants in the
event of an emergency.

The peaker provides needed black start and quick start capabilities to restart the other, larger plants in the
area in the event of an emergency and will provide interim power to key resources. Furthermore, because
if its unique location on the edge of two distribution systems, the unit can be used to respond to
cmergency situations such as fires and earthquakes that can affect Ventura County, as well as emergencies
that affect Santa Barbara County.

q0



We understand the City of Oxnard is asking the Commission postpone its action until the October
meeting. The nced for this Project is now. The Project is already significantly behind schedule and the
critical need for the Project continues to grow as the region’s population and electricity demands grow.
The Staff Report thoroughly evaluated the Project and concluded that the Project, as conditioned, will not
cause any significant adverse impacts. The project should be approved.

Please help us do our job in providing reliable and safe electricity service. We respectfully request that the
Commission accept the Staft’s recommendation and approve the permit for the Project.

Should you have any questions regarding this communication, please feel free to contact me.

Yours truly,

Patrick Lavin
Business Manager / Financial Secretary

PLmb
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California Coastal Commission

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 gwﬂi FowA
San Francisco, Ca. 94105 Oumcc T COMS Sy
an Francisco, Ca. G

RE: Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096
SCE “peaker” plant in City of Oxnard — OPPOSE

Dear Chair Kruer and Commissioners:

My wife and | are writing to express our opposition to SCE's appeal of the City of
Oxnard’s denial of the coastal development permit for the proposed “peaker “
plant at North Harbor Boulevard.

My wife and | are biologists and are very familiar with the project area through
both our consulting practice and our work on the Flora of Ventura County.
Drawing on our biological experience in the area, we do not feel that the
biological surveys of the site do an adequate job of characterizing the sensitive
species that may be impacted by the project. Of primary concern are the months
of the year in which the biological surveys were undertaken. The months of
September and February are times during which many of the sensitive species
would be dormant or otherwise unobservable, and while the report indicates that
additional surveys were undertaken in May and June of this year, this happens to
be one of the driest springs on record, again making the results of surveys rather
dubious. As a case in point, aithough the biological report indicates that silvery
legless lizards (Anniella pulchra ssp pulchra) may be present on the site, my wife
has actually found them on the subject property. However, even people familiar
with the species have trouble locating them, particularly in a dry year. In
addition, horned lizards have been found by Fish and Game personell at
McGrath Lake adjacent to the site.

Our principal concern is with the work anticipated east of Harbor Boulevard. This
area suppnrts a Southern Coastal Dune Scrub plant community with moderate
species diversity according to the Biological Survey. Approximately 2 acres of
this area will be disrupted through trenching, grading and project staging. As
noted in the report, Southern Coastal Dune Scrub is of critical conservation
concern due to its destruction and displacement through development throughout
the coastal zone. The biological report seems to imply that because of the
presence of Carpobrotus, this area is not particularly significant, however, all of
the nearby sites that are undergoing restoration, have had to have Carpobrotus
removed. When Carpobrotus is removed the native species quickly recolonize
the area.

While 2 acres of Southern Coastal Dune Scrub may not seem like very much, it

is typical of the “creeping incrementalism” which has allowed so much significant
habitat to be destroyed. The proposed “peaker” plant is not coastal dependent

q\



and could be easily located elsewhere, rather than in an area typified by sensitive
habitats and rare and endangered species. We urge you to protect Oxnard’s
wonderful coastline and reject SCE's appeal.

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns.
Sincerely,

Richard A. Burgess

Patricia K. Munro

221 Juneau Place
Oxnard, Ca. 93036

qv
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DMppeal #A-4-0nx-07-096 HmﬁcguLwa%mﬂ
Applicant: Southern California Edison Company N =4mﬂcmm@5mm7

Project Location: 251 North Harbor Blvd., Ventura County
Atten: Casgidy Teufel @ California Coastal Commission

Dear Sirs:

I am a resident of Mandalay Shores, a beach front community adjacent to
proposed Peaker Plant location. As many Oxnard residents I am concerned with
improving the quality of life and economic vitality of our city. Protecting
the Coastal area on the west and south side of Oxnard is a very integral
part of this goal. )

T urge the Coastal Commissiion to deny Southern California Edison Company's
appeal. It has been publicly stated py Edison officials, that Oxnard is
their preferred site and that there are alternative locations. Since, the
proposed development is not Coastal dependent, why not consider inland areas
that will most benefit from the Peaker Plants energy production.

In the 1940's and 50's, Oxnard was primarily an agriculture area. Thus,
Coastal land was not considered as valueable as it is today, in the 21st
century. Let's move forward and be good stewards of our Coastal land.
Respectfully

Julie Pena

Mandalay Shores Resident
805-582-4165

45
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Cassidy Teufel

From: Miele, Mildred [Mildred. Miele@wellpoint.com]

Sent:  Monday, August 04, 2008 8:48 AM

To: Cassidy Teufel

Subject: Edison's Proposed McGrath Beach Peaker Plant Project in Oxnard

California Coastal Commission

The California Coastal Commission’s responsibility is to protect California’s Coast and the citizens who live on
that Coast. Why is it that the Commission and

its Staff are being pawns of Southern California Edison? Oxnard City Officials and Ventura County Officials voted
down the McGrath Beach Peaker Plant Project

knowing it wouid have a negative impact on Oxnard’s environment. Why is it that the Commission’s Staff is voting
in favor of t? Why are alternatives sources

of energy not being considered such as Wind Energy?

The citizens of Oxnard have had a history of being exposed to dangerous pollutants. At present we have Reliant
Energy dirtying our air right next to

the proposed sight of the peaker project. We don't need more pollutants along with dangerous chemicals being
stored on the proposed peaker sight. The

proposed peaker plant smoke stack with be in the path of Oxnard Airport — another negative. Planes will be
forced to fly over a residential area to avoid that

smoke stack.

The energy will not even be used for Oxnard’s continually growing population. Why not locate such a plant in an
unpopulated area?

It is time the Coastal Commission considered all the negatives of this project on the citizen’s of Oxnard instead of
trying to please Southern California

Edison. Think about how you would feel if your local environment was on the attack yet again. And shame on
you if you make this decision without that

consideration.

Mildred Miele
3107 So. Harbor Blvd.
Oxnard, CA 93035

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of
the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information or otherwise protected
by law. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original
message.

8/4/2008
Fmyya
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Cassidy Teufel

From: Roger Pariseau [rpariseau@roadrunner.com)
Sent:  Sunday, August 03, 2008 3:25 PM

To: Cassidy Teufel

Subject: Proposed Edison Peaker Plant in Oxnard

Agenda Number: 7a
Appeal Number: A-
4-OXN-07-096
Roger G. Pariseau,
Ir.

Dear Ms. Teufel:

| and many other Oxnardians are strongly opposed to the proposed Edison peaker plant to be located at
Oxnard's Mandalay Beach arca. A letter you received from Assemblymember Julia Brownley touches

on one point that [ was preparing to send to you: That point is that the Coastal and Nature Conservancies
are striving to get both coastal power plants removed for the reasons Ms. Brownley explained so well.

As a life-long avian behaviorist, I have long noted the 1ll effects on our birds as development encroaches
on their native arcas. I'm not referring to the birds you see in your neighborhood, rather the species that
require particular plants, insects, fishes and crustaceans found only along undeveloped shorelines.

Further, Mother Nature designed things to protect other things. Believe it or not river water was once
potable! The Native Americans noticed this and did not interfere. It took Western insurgents to
accomplish all the damage to our oceans, lakes, rivers and streams we are now experiencing.

[ implore the Coastal Commission to rectify these problems by denying this and all other coastal
developments. I would prefer that all permanent structures within three miles of our waters be eventually
removed by prohibiting construction along those lines. By doing this we might be able to save our planet
and, incidentally, our own species.

Sincerely,

Roger G. Pariseau, Jr.
1410 Junewood Way
Oxnard, CA 93030-3334
(805) 377-8879

http://fanc.org

e
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HONORABLE ANTHONY C. VOLANTE
2534 OCEANMIST COURT
PORT HUENEME, CALIFORNIA 93041

May 5, 2008

Patrick Kruer, Chaur

Califormia Coastal Comumission
45 Fremont St., Ste. 2000

San Francisco, California 94105

Re: Southem California Edison Peaker Project Support Letter
Honorable Chairman Kruer and California Coastal Commissioners;

1 am writing to you as a resident of Ventura County and a former three term Mayor for
the City Of Port Hueneme strongly supporting and urging you and the Commission to

recognize the importance of a stable electrical source which is essential not only to the
residents of Port Hueneme but to the rest of Ventura County, Santa Barbara and to our
businesses. '

I and my neighbors have been following closely Southern California Edison’s peaker
plant proposal within the confines of the City of Oxnard and want you to know of our
support for this project.

My support is based on the fact that this facility is proposed for a site that is designated
for energy production and supports the existing Reliant encrgy generating facility, which
is a coastal dependent industrial use.

The proposed peaker plant complies with the adopted local Coastal Plan for the Oxpard
area. Itis a highly beneficial use for Ventura County’s and Santa Barbara County’s
coastal and inland communities. Southern California Edison’s proposal addresses many
of the concerns of the community, and I know addresses them appropniately. They have
worked hard to reduce the environmental and social impact of building and maintaining
the plant while striving to provide the highest quality service possible.

I am pleased to voice without reservation my strong support for this project and
respectfully urge the California Coastal Commission to adopt this proposal,

Sinpmlu iy

? Signature on File  Signature on File
onorable Anthofty C. Volante '
805-984-8066, E-mail volantet@aol.com
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BY FAX 415.904.5400 California Coastal Commission Hearing - May 8, 2008
Agendn Number 12.a Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096
SCE Peaker Praject
J.R & Leslle M. Braun - Qualified Support of Project
4 May 2008 :

California Coastal Commission
RE: SCE Mandalay Peaker Project

Honorable Commission Members:

We live within 2 miles of the proposed project. We w;ould like Southern California Edison (SCE)
to improve their canal area for pedestrian access and'more importantly convert the SCE weir
adjacent To Westport to a pedestrian bridge, either row or in the immediate future.

We believe a unique opportunity now exists for our city to work with Southern California Edison
(5CE) to provide additional community benefits as well as supplementary power during periods
of high demand. Now that the Westport & Seabridge: areas have become a reglity, we think it
to be a relatively simple matter to connect their pedestmcm walks & paths to that of Mandalay
Bay & Oxnard Beach Park areas.

We are suggesting o pedestrian path along the west side of the Edison Canal from Eastbourne
ta the Edison weir, modifying the weir for pedestrians and tying into the Westport park at the
corner of Chesapeake Dr. If necessary, we would suggest constructing a new small footbridge
to connect both sides of the channel. This could provide greatly enhanced pedestrian trails
with access all the way from Oxnard Beach Park (including Embassy Suites, Hollywood Beach &
Oxnard Shores) to the shopping & dining at Seabridge on Victoria and beyond. Although
pedestrians should be the highest priority, the path should accommodate bicycle traffic. This
fype of alternative travel opportunity can help mmgm‘e local area growth, previde economic
benefits and enhance community character.

We are surprised that the City of Oxnard has not already made this an objective, as
pedestrian/bike paths seem o be an important part of community planning in many areas. We
believe them to be a goal of the General Plan Circulation Element as well as mentioned by SCAG
and national planning standards. Nevertheless, this would be a perfect time for all parties to
wark together to provide this tremendous benefit. If desirable, we are happy to meet with
representatives to loek at the proposed route from land and/or water side.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We would:support the Peaker project with the trail
improvements noted. .

Jay & Leslie Braun
4563 Gateshead Bay
Oxnard CA 93035

irlmb.ci@gmail.com
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Alison Dettmer

From: shorebreak50@aol.com

Sent:  Sunday, April 27, 2008 12:57 PM
To: Alison Dettmer

Subject: Peaker Plant

Dear Coastal Commission,

I cannot believe your commission is supporting installing a Peaker Power plant here at Mandalay
Beach in Oxnard. As a resident living in Oxnard for the last 30 years I have witnessed one battle after
another as industry continues to push these ugly, unneeded utilities on our waters and

beaches. Protecting our environment is what I admired and thought the job of the Coastal
Commission was always about.

Not only is this proposed project right in the path of an airport runway and nesting grounds of many
local birds, it will be unsightly and noisy when in constant use to cool not the people in our communities
but inland areas. Why put it here at our bcautiful coastline? It does not need ocean water to exist. I also
feel it will open up the door to installing the LNG plant off our coast. Here in Oxnard, they have enough
of these types of industries in our backyards. Enough 1s enough; we have pulled our weight over the
years, establishing Oxnard and Port Hueneme as almost a dumping ground. I know many Californians
think Oxnard people do not care and will put up less of a fight. This is the mentality of many
Californians. They are wrong: Oxnard is changing; we do care about our local environment.

Why is the Coastal Commission taking a stand against our Oxnard City Council and Planning
Commission? Explain it to me please, I just do not understand. I have always felt the Coastal
Commission was on the side of what is best for the cnvironment.

Sincerely,
Phyllis Singer

¥

4/28/2008



Alison Dettmer

From: Michelle Smith [Michelle.Smith@ventura.org]

Sent: Monday, April 28, 2008 9:44 AM

To: Alison Dettmer

Subject: Comments - ITEM 12-c Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096 (Southern California Edison, Oxnard)

In regards to the subject item scheduled to be heard by Coastal Commissioners on May 8,
2008.

It is my understanding that Coastal Commission staff plans to recommend approval of this
project regardless of the fact that the City of Oxmard City Council and the Oxnard City
Planning Commigsion denied the project and strong opposition from residents. I would like
to remind the Commission and their staff of the following concerns:

1. Oxnard is already is home to 2 full scale power plants, 1 at Ormond Beach and the
Mandalay Beach plant, which are both operated by Reliant Energy. There is also 1 co-
generation power generator operating in Central Oxnard that is owned by Sithe Energies.

1. Endangered birds (Snowy Plover) have nesting sights at the property commonly known and
referred to as Mandalay Beach, which is located only several hundred feet from the
proposed Peaker Plant site. Mandalay Beach is an undeveloped State owned property that the
Ventura County Parks Department oversees on their behalf. Construction and operation of
another power generator at Mandalay Beach will surely impact the environment and would be
a detriment to the Snowy Plover and all birds and wildlife in the area.

3. In the future, it is expected that the two existing Reliant plants will soon be
decommigsioned. They are old, inefficient, and do not need to be located on the cecast. The
Reliant plants were previously owned by Southern California Edison (SCE) prior to
deregulation, and it is likely that SCE will attempt to build a large new power plant on
the site when the Reliant Mandalay plant is decommissioned. Approval of the Peaker plant
at this site would set a precedent. Oxnard has been a "dumping ground" for undesirable
projects that are harmful to the natural environment for many years now. Residents and
concerned others geek to change that.

5. A peaker power plant is basically a natural gas-fired jet engine generator that does
not use seawater for cooling and does not need to be located on the coast.

6. The peaker would be lcocated in the Coastal Zone. The City of Oxnard's position is that
the Local Coastal Plan does not allow non-coastal dependent energy facilities in the
Coastal Zone.

7. The City of Oxnard has played host to power generators on our coastline for the last 40
+ years. It's time for another city to be selected for these type of environmentally
~disturbing projects.

8. SCE representatives claim that Michael Peevey, president of the California Public
Utilities Commission, is requiring them to build peaker plants, but there is no
requirement that one be located in Oxnard, or in the coastal zone.

I urge the Coastal Commission to deny this project wholeheartedly. Please consider the
lives of coastal animals and the residents of Oxnard and Port Hueneme when making this
most important decision.

Submitted respectfully.
Michelle J. Smith
801 Trinidad Way

Oxnard, CA 93033
Homeowner and 40 year resident of Oxnard

49



Alison Dettmer

From: Glen Aalbers [glend2@roadrunner.com)]
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2008 5:07 PM

To: Alison Dettmer

Subject: Peaker Plant Oxnard

I am a resident of Oxnard Shores Mobile Home Park and I am in . favor of the Peaker Plant.
It will be a big assist for our power supply.

Glen L. Aalbers

5540 West 5th Street -

Unit 134

Oxnard Shores, CaA

805-815-0151

Livin at and enjoy'n the beach!

[ov



Page 1 of 1

Alison Dettmer

From: Oxnardbutterfly@aol.com

Sent:  Sunday, April 27, 2008 10:17 PM

To: Alison Dettmer

Subject: Peaker Plant at SCE in Oxnard: Appeal of Denial

Agenda ltem: 12-C Appeal No. A-4-Oxn-07-096
(Southern California Edison, Oxnard)
Nancy Pedersen

| am opposed to the Peaker Plant because Oxnard already has two electric plants on its
coastline. Other cities in Ventura County have beaches without power plants, why has
Oxnard been blighted with not just the two plants (at Ormond Beach and this one off Harbor
Blvd) but also a Super Fund site at Halaco. Environmental Justice would demand that
Oxnard not be targeted for yet another unsightly blight on its coastline.

Many businesses in Oxnard have their own peaker plants. More are being built so there is
obviously another solution to the need for more power. With all these peaker plants there is
even less need for this one to be built on the Oxnard coast.

This peaker plant is not coastal dependent. If it is needed, which is doubtful, it could just as
easily be built inland where the demand for new power is greater. Why not build it in a
community that has no power plants?

| urge you to deny this appeal and stop this peaker plant from being foisted upon a
community that is united against it.

Sincerely,
Nancy Pedersen

514 East Kamala Street
Oxnard, CA 93033

Need a new ride? Check out the largest site for U.S. used car listings at AQOL Autos.

4/28/2008 (6]
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Cassidy Teufel

From: Norman Eagle [greeneagle2@verizon.net]

Sent:  Tuesday, April 29, 2008 1:34 PM

To: Cassidy Teufel

Cc: bterry@webtv.net

Subject: Southern Califorania Edison Appeal A-4-OXN-07-096

Dear Mr./ Ms. Teufel:

We urge you to reject the Southern California Edison Company appeal A-4-OXN-07-096, on the following
grounds:;

The location for the peaker plant is inimical to population health

It is expected that thousands of tons of CO2 will be emitted from the plant which is
exactly what is NOT needed at this perilous time of encroaching global warming,

The SCEC should be encouraged to use this investment to explore less dangerous
approaches to energy production.

Is the Commission aware that work has just begun on the construction of a residential development of OVER 200
UKNITS — JUST ACROSS THE STREET from the proposed
Plant. | repeat. JUST ACROSS THE STREET. This alone should disqualify the proposal.

We trust the Commission will do the right thing for our people, and our planet.
Norman and Betty Eagle
2037 Majorca Dr

Oxnard, 93035
(805) 382-0969.

4/29/2008 (v



May 8, 2008 Agenda Item 12-c
Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096
Opposed

Shirley Godwin

3830 San Simeon Ave,
Oxnard, CA 93033
April 28, 2008

Attn: Alison Dettmer
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont St., Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

RE: Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096 (So. California Edison Co.. Oxnard) Item 12-¢
Members of the Commission:

I am writing on behalf of the Oxnard community group, the Saviers Road Design Team. The
name of our group comes from the name of a major road in Oxnard. We are all local
volunteers in our community who are working to revitalize and improve our City. Because
Oxnard is bordered by the ocean on both the south and west, one of our major focuses is the
coast. We see our coastal areas as key to improving our quality of life and economic vitality.

We urge the Coastal Commission to deny the appeal. Members of our group attended the
Southern California Edison Open House, the Oxnard community meeting, the Oxnard
Planning Commission and the Oxnard City Council hearings on this Peaker project. Edison
officials also made a special presentation to our group, and we asked them many questions.

The written and oral staff reports at the Oxnard hearings were extensive and discussed at
length. We do not believe that any substantial issues remain that were not already thoroughly
covered at the Oxnard hearings regarding the relevant Local Coastal Plan sections and the
definition of "coastal-dependent energy facility." Certainly Oxnard officials would be the most
knowledgeable about the intent of the language in the LCP.

The ruling by PUC President Michael Peevey, the assigned commissioner, states "... SCE
should pursue the development and installation of up to 250 MW of black-start, dispatchable
generation capacity within its service territory for summer 2007 operation.” The ruling does
not require a peaker plant specifically in Oxnard, and it definitely does not require a peaker in
the coastal zone.

oD



It is important to note that there was no action taken on the MND by the Oxnard
Planning Commission or the Oxnard City Council and that a number of speakers at the
Oxnard hearings addressed the inadequacy of the MND and the need for a full EIR. The
speakers stated that any industrial facility, especially a power generating facility, located
in the fragile and sensitive coastal zone, must have full environmental review.

o Alternative sites must be evaluated in an EIR. Edison officials have stated in public

meetings that the Mandalay Beach site was their preferred site but not the only alternative,
For example, since the Peaker is not coastal dependent, the SCE substation in Moorpark,
and other inland alternatives that are not in the Coastal Zone, must be evaluated.

Peaker plant emissions must be accurately evaluated in an EIR. SCE's statement that the
Peaker will result in a slight decrease in emissions because of a local source must be
questioned, because the electricity will first be transmitted to the Santa Clara Station in
Ventura, CA before any distribution to the Oxnard area or to other local areas. SCE's
emissions projections are calculated and averaged on a yearly basis rather than a daily
basis of actual days of Peaker use, which understates the emissions during actual use.

The Mandalay Beach site cannot be presumed to be an expansion within an existing site
because this site and the neighboring Reliant Generating Station site are under separate
ownership. In addition, the Independent System Operator is studying the Reliant Mandalay
Generating Station as not essential to the grid and not suitable for repowering, and it is
anticipated that it will be decommissioned. |

Environmental Justice must be addressed in an EIR. Oxnard has a significant minority
population. Oxnard is already home to two power generation plants at Mandalay Beach
and Ormond Beach as well as several cogeneration plants operated by private companies.
The Halaco metals recycling Superfund Priority listed site is.also in Oxnard.

Sincerely,

Signature on File

Shirley Godwin, Chairperson _
Saviers Road Design Team - Oxnard, CA

jol
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ECEIVE

MAY 0 5 2008

COASTAL COMMISSION

May 3, 2008

Re: Commission Appeal A-4-OXN-07-096

To Whom It May Concemn:

I am asking you to not approve the above appeal to construct and
operate a larger power plant. I do not believe the environmental concerns
have been adequately addressed as far as the effect on water quality,
wetlands destruction and most importantly the air quality for the nearby
population.

Once this project is approved, there is no turning back and the damage
can be irreversible.  We and the commission have an obligation to help
protect this valuable area for future generations and to protect the public
health.

Please do not approve the above appéal.

Thank vou,

Signature on File

Lloyd Pilch
5207 Whitecap St.
Oxnard, CA

(0§

SQUTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT
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COASTAL COMMISSION
SOUTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT

Angela Slaff
5131 Wavecrest Way
Oxnard, CA 93035

May 4, 2008

California Coastal Commission
South Central Coast District

89 South California Street, Suite 200
Ventura, CA 93001-2801

What a disappointment to read in the Ventura County Star newspaper that the California Coastal
Commission is recommending approval of a 45-megawatt “peaker” power plant at 251 North
Harbor Boulevard, Oxnard, CA.

Please consider all of the hazzards that such a plant would bring to our neighborhoods.

Not only is the tower that is included in the building plans right in the flight path of Oxnard
Airport, but more importantly the pollutants put out by this plant will add substantially to our
already overburdened atmosphere.

We already have Reliant Energy next door to this proposed plant. One can see the steady stream
of pollutants streaming out of it’s smoke stack daily.

It is my understanding that most of the energy this plant will provide is not for Oxnard area, but
for cities quite a ways away from here. Why not build plant in not so populated area.

In closing, let me ask you this; If you lived within a few blocks of this proposed “Peaker” plant,
would you approve this plant in your back vard?

Sincerely,

Signature on File

Angela Slaff

j0¢
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\FORNIA
QDASCT%'. COMMISSION

May 1, 2008

Mr. Patrick Kruer, Chair
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Ste. 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Chairman Kruer and Commissioners,

The hospitality industry within the Oxnard and Ventura County is a major contributor to
the economic vitality of our community. Our guests expect the comforts of home as well
as not experiencing down time to their business day or their recreational time.

As our community grows the demand for electrical power will continue to increase and
the loss of power due to over extending usage. Natural disasters are always another
possibility for curtailing our electrical power availability. We believe the approval and
construction of the Oxnard Peaker Plant will prov1de the backup power needed in the
eveni these two situations arise. :

Oxnard tourism continues to grow as we hecome a destination for our beaches, sporting
activities and weather. We believe the proposed site along Harbor Blvd. is an ideal
location as it has an established Southem California Edison plant already in place.

We sincerely hope a solution is reached to expedlfe the current proposal of the Oxnard
Peaker Plant. :

sm

Signature on File .
/Patrick L. Mullin, CHA

General Manager

Courtyard by Marriott . \
Oxnard Ventura [ 0 7
600 E. Esplanade Drive, Oxnard, CA 93036

Telephone (805) 988 3600 Facsimile (B05) 485 2061
Marriott.com/OXRVO

Cperated under a lisense aarsemant froe Marriott imernations! ine
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EL CONCILIO

de| Condadn de Ventura

TO: Patrick Kruer, Chair
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Sujte 2000

Oxnard, CA 94105
Fax (415) 804-5400
FROM: Guadalupe Gonzalez

Executive Director
El Concilio del Condado de Ventura
Phone; (805) 486-9777 X 228

PAGE Bl1/82

Fuadalupe Gongalez Ph.D,, M.r_H.
Executive Director

RECEIVED
“MAY 0 6 2008

ALIFORNIA
cQAsgrAL COMMISSION

Attached please find letter of support. If you need any additional information, please contact me at

805486-9777 X228.

Thank you.

o f

301 South “C” Street, Oxnard, CA 93030
. PH. 805.486-9777 * Fax 805.486-9881
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EL CONCILIO

del Condado de Ventura

* Board Officers and Direcrors

* Armando Lopes May 3, 2008

Board President
Plnza Development Partners, 1,1C, .
‘T\;lnrin de Ia Lz Flares M. Patrick Kruer, Chair

ice President California Coastal Commission
Cal $tatc Channel Istand i . '
. - 45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
Tom Cady San Francisco, CA 94105

Trensnrer
Oxmnard Police Department- Retired

RE: SCE Peaker Project Proposal

Yirginia Esplner

Secretary .

Bank of America Dear Mz. Patrick Kruer,

Dr. Jose Marichal

Eﬁ"?ﬂiﬂé‘%’{?ﬁim The board of E| Coneilio d2] Condado de Ventura has reviewed Southern California
Edison’s pcaker proposal and has taken a position to SUPPORT the project.

Eduzrde Mirands _ .

Latina Posec Officers Electricity is essential to the constituents we serve and to our own daily operations.

Frank Moraga The proposed plant will provide additional local resources that are needed as the

Venturm County Star community of Oxnard continues to grow. It will provide added insurance that our

Gloriz Chinen city will not have to expetience rotating outages.

St. Johtt's Medlesl Center
We respectfully request that the California Coastal Commission APPROVE Southemn

Maricela Marnles

‘Central Const All{ance _ fornia Rdi * i
United for Sustainsblc California Edison’s peaker project.
Economy
Oliviz Obrepon : .
Laer Brondcasting Sincerely,
P T
Michele Pones
The Gas Company Signature on File
Maria L. Pelaya = - - .
Citibank Guadalupe Gonzélez, Ph.D., M.P.H
Rudy Gonzales Executn‘ze‘ Director
Southern California Edison El Concilio del Condado de Ventura

{24

307 South “C Street. Oxnard. CA Y3U30
PFL. 805.486-9777 * Fax 805.486-9881 * www.clconcilioventura.ory

{ tlea Inr Tdentlfica tlon
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Tom Waddell, CLU

State Farm: Providing Insurance and Financial Services

License #0452893 RECE IVED
1851 N Lombard St Ste 203

Oxnard, Ca 93030 MAY ¢ 6 2008
Office: 805-604-1800 or 800-326-2033 R

Fax: 805-604-1877 GOASTAL COMMISSION
May 2, 2008

Mr. Patrick Kruer, Chair
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105

RE: SCE Proposed Peaker Power Plant

‘Dear Mr. Kruer:

I support the construction of the proposed peaker power plant by Southern California Edison.
I am dismayed by the negative reception this project has incurred.

The plant will generate electricity that is tied into the local electrical system and used in
Oxnard and Ventura County. As a business person in Oxnard, ] have had too many
occasions where our power has either gone down during office hours or over the weekend.
The problems associated with these power outages for a business that relies heavily on
electronic data and systems are many. The rotating power outages that we have all faced in
the past will grow as the demand increases. We have also experienced many power outages

" in our home in Camarillo. In addition to providing the necessary electricity at peak times, the

plant would utilize the cleanest burning technology and would bave minimal impacts to the
environment.

I believe that there are little or no alternatives to provide the necessary power to Ventura
County and Oxnard other than the proposed plant. As we continue to grow, the importance
of reliable, safe, and clean energy is paramount. My local State Farm associates and business
colleagues will be very unhappy if this project is rejected. We hope and trust that you and
your colleagues will agree with our viewpoint and approve the construction of this power
plant. Ibelieve the failure to take advantage of this opportunity would be a mistake.

Thank you for this opportunity to share my views.

Sincerely,
1

Signature on File

Tom Waddell

Ce: Rudy Gonzales, SCE

x4



May 3, 2007 \'D E@EHVEQ
lAY 05 2008

ChurGRiig
COASTAL GOMMISSION
. ) .. SOUTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT
California Coastal Commission

South Central Coast District
89 South California St., Suite 200
Ventura, CA 93001-2801

Ladies ahd Gentlemen:

I am writing to express my discontent with the proposed Peaker Power Plant.
I fail to understand why this plant needs to be put in this area!! The plant
should be put in the area where the power 1s needed—somewhere where the
air conditioners are running day and night!

We have bought expensive property in this area because we need the cool
breezes and clean air for our health. Many of the homeowners in this area
moved here because they wanted out of the hot, smog-infested valleys. This
plant will affect our air quality negatively. Even the Edison literature states
that there are emissions of nitrogen oxide, volatile organic compounds,
ammonia, and carbon monoxide! Do we want this in our pristine beach
community??

The city of Oxnard denied the construction of this “peaker” plant, and I fail
to understand why the Coastal Commission recommends its approval. 1
thought the Coastal Commission was all about preserving the beauty,
accessibility, and pristine condition of our coastline. What are you
thinking? Obviously, you’re not!!!

Sincerely,

I

Signature on File

Art & Janice Serote
5020 Amalfi Way
Oxnard, CA 93035

o
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Mildrad A. Miele
3107 South Harbor Blvd,
Oxnard, CA 93035

May 5, 2008 _
California Coastal Commission RECEIVED
45 Fremont, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 MAY 0 5 2008
RE: Peaker Power Plant, Harbor Blvd, Oxnard coAs?'AAtggamsnon

Commission Appeal No: A-4-OXN-07-096

It is time the California Coastal Commission begins considering the welfare of the citizens of
Oxnard and not special interest groups. Several years ago T attended a Coastal Commission
meeting where members extended the Ventura County dump which was located in Oxnard, far
beyond the timeframe it should have been in operation. No congideration was given the ¢itizens
of Oxnard who were affected by the pollution from the dump. Now the California Coastal
Commission is again using Oxnard as a dumping ground overturning the decision of the City of
Oxnard to deny the construction and operation of a 45-megawatt “peaker” power plant on our
beautiful coastline.

Following are somc of the many reasons this plant should NOT be built:

1. Volatile chemicals will be stored at the Edison sight at close proximity to residences.
2. Exhaust release stack will be high enough to affect the flight plan of planes flying
to/from Oxnard Airport.

a. Will planes be dangerously redirected to fly over homes? Several small planes with
engine problems have already made emergency landings on our streets,

3. Oxnard citizens have had more than their share of polluting operations in our arca:
a. When Raytheon’s Oxnard location was closed, pollutants were left in the
ground.
b. A business on 5™ Street between Harbor and Victoria left contaminated
soil when it closed its® operations,
c. Oxnard is the home of the Ventura County Naval Base and Point Mugu

which are penerators of pollutants. I was employed for 2 government contractor
and was appalled when T worked on documents for testing missiles on the bases
which included nuclear energy and its hazardous waste,

4. The Ventura County dump was located in Oxnard, polluting our air and soil-much
longer than should have been allowed thanks to the California Coastal Commission.

5. Thereis a Reliant Energy Plant operating right next to the proposed site of the peaker
power plant. There are already enough chemicals and pollutants involved in this
operation,

6. There is a marine sanctuary right off our coast. Oxnard is home to many species of wild
life. Their safety should also be taken into consideration.

7. THE ENERGY WILL NOT EVEN BE USED FOR OXNARD. Why not locate the plant
away from homes and in the area where the encrgy will be used.

Would me_mbers of the California Coastal Commission care to live so close to this plant??? I think
NOTI! Tt is time Oxnard is considered more than just a dumping ground for pollutants.

Mildred A. Miele
Hv
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Robert L. Duarte ' L
2081 N. Oxnard Blvd #191 €n
Oxnard, CA 93036 1y, o b
— : 2 I @o
Patrick Kruer, Chair %51, 200
California Coastal Commission o, 9
45 Fremont St, Stc 2000 = "S5,

San Francisco, CA 94105
RE: Oxnard Peaker Plant

Honorablc Chair Kruer,

This letter is written in support of the Coastal Commission’s staff
recommendation that you overturn the City of Oxnard and issue a Coastal Development
Permit for this electrical generation facility. '

My support is based on the fact that this facility is proposed for a site that is
designated for energy production the approved Oxnard Local Coastal Plan and supports
the existing Reliant energy gencrating facility, which is a coastal dependent industrial
use. Ifthis facility cannot be sited at a location already designated for such use under the
Coastal plan — where can it be sited? \

My support is also based on the fact that this peaker plant is needed to protect
coastal communicates from Southermn Ventura County to through Santa Barbara County
from brownouts, blackouts & thc risk of long term power outages. Whether such
occurrences are the result of natural disasters or excess demand on a region-wide or state-
widc basis, they represent real threats to the health (especially the health of the infirm),
welfare (especially the welfare of the most needy) and the economy of our community.
By supplanting the coastal energy supply and providing & means of quick startup for the
reliant Energy facility, the peaker plant can moderate, if not prevent, these occurrences.

[ am a resident of Oxnard & the individuals who have spoken in opposition of the
peaker ;’)lant do not speak for me. I find it presumptuous that these individuals purport to
speak on behalf of persons like me — who they have never consulted.

- Sincerely,

Robert Duarte



Haas Automation, Inc.

May 1, 2008

Mr. Patrick Kruer, Chair
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont St., Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Chairman Kruer:

Haas Automation, an Oxnard-based employer of 1500 people strongly supports Edison’s
proposed peaker power plant. Our future growth is dependent on this project.

Over the past 10 years in which Haas Automation has been an Oxnard resident, we have suffered
hundreds of thousands of dollars in downtime and damaged equipment due to interruptions in
electricity. This is an unnecessary burden on our company. We are already under great pressure
to improve efficiency and better compete with offshore competitors.

While alternative sources of power are preferred and supported by Haas, the fact is that those
alternative sources do not exist today and without them we are being unnecessarily penalized. I
urge you to consider Southern California Edison’s peaker project. This immediate and relatively
clean source of power is needed today.

Sincerely,

-

Signature on File

Peter Zierhut
Director of Corporate Relations
Haas Automation, Inc.

(44
Headquarters: 2800 Sturgis Road, Oxnard, California 93030
Telephone: 805-278-1800 ¢« Fax: 805-278-2255 www. HaasCNC.corm



Thomas C. Nielsen
994 East Collins Street
Oxnard, CA 93036

May 1, 2008

Patrick Kruer, Chair

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Ste. 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105

Re: Oxnard (McGrath Beach) Peaker Plant

Honorable Chair Kruer:

This letter is written in support of the Coastal Commission’s staff recommendation that you
overturn the decision of the City of Oxnard and issue a Coastal Development Permit for this electrical
generation facility.

My support is based upon my understanding of the function of the proposed facility and the need
for its energy production to be included in the state’s power grid. The site that is proposed is currently
designated to be used for the production of electrical power and has done so in its past. The need for this
facility to be located at McGrath Beach is well founded due to location of this county in relation to the
overall power grid, we have found ourselves near the “end” of the power grid.

My support is also based upon my understanding of the duty cycle (of power energy production)
that this facility will be asked to undertake during its operational life, and this understanding is critical for
the local residents to comprehend. The complex function and operation of the current grid is based on
interdependent power generation facilities and the supported population centers, in order for the
population centers to be assured of an adequate supply of un-interrupted power, the utility has to have
energy plants it can call upon in times of extreme need. This means that old facilities need to be replaced
by modern and more efficient ones. This modular facility is an example of a new generation plant being
placed next to old technology, for the purpose of start up, support and one day replacement of that older
equipment.

In closing, as a long time resident of Oxnard, I would like to point out that the general community
is under the misconception that our two old existing power plants (within the Oxnard sphere of influence)
are fully operational and are generating at their full power capacity for the grid, this could not be further
from the truth, the technology they currently have (as you are aware) does not allow them to do so, as the
local air quality would then be seriously degraded and the lawsuits to shut them down would follow. The
belief that this peaker plant is an unnecessary addition to an already plentiful energy supply is false, and
arguments made to this point are also false. We are in need of this upgrade (as well as many others) to our
states electrical grid. We will be the recipients of this improvement, so I ask that the commissioners act
for the good of the state as well as the residents of Ventura County. I urge you to issue a Coastal
Development Permit for this facility.

Sincerely,
’

d
/ B Sign_ature_qn File Lo
Thomas C. Nielsen

(5



} ENTERPRISES, INC. - .

LIC. NO. 314058 P.O. BOX 802, CAMARILLO; CA.BSU‘H mms 1-—43 12

SOEYENTERN BENEERAROTIC
62? Graves Avenue, Oxnazd, CA 93030

. July 30, 2008

Mr. Patrick Kruer, Choir’
California Coastal Commission
.45 Fremont Street, Suite 200 -

* San Frantisco, CA 94105

RE; SCEProposedPeakerPowerPlant S
""Deaer Kruer. S

DED E.nterpnses, Inc. has been in the Oxnard plain for many, meny years. _We have ' "

experienced several elecmcal outages and hrown outs especially during the summer -~

months, We rccogmze the importance of stable electricity to the residents and the

B busmcss commumty Stable electricity i 1s crucial to the overall operatmn of o_’ur busmess

: To tlus end DFD Enterprises, Inc. strongly- supports ‘Southern Cahfomm Edjson’s Peaker

Project at 251 N, Harbor Blvd. This project is located on SCE land adjacent to genefating - -

station formerly. occupied by station fuel tanks. The area isparcel zoned and designated
+ for Ener, 8Y Production in Oxnard. We feel the City Oxnard shiould do exerything within™ - o
" its powers to prevent power interruptions as'a result of any unforeseen natyral dxsas’ccr, a
such as earthquakes, ﬁres, etc. Quick start generanon to provide em:rgy 1s urgently
necded o . , )

The busmess community, the Cxty of Oxnard and its tesidents all nee.d banlmp sources of
electnc:ty now. We ufge you to support thls most lmportant pro_]ebt o _

- Sincerely; -

.'(_\SIGNATUREONFILE Lt | o S -
— . . T . . . . - R

Florence LaManno
President/CEQ
DFD Enterpnses, Ine.’

ce: Rudy Gonzalcs. SCE -

('.'l [/
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May 5, 2008

Mr. Patrick Kruer RECEIVED
Chairman- Cal. Co?sml Comnussmnv MAY 0 5 2008
45 Freroont St. Suite 2000 ,

San Francisco, Ca. 94105 COASTAL Commabsion
Dear Chairman Kruer;

As the Public Relations Director for six large automobile dealerships, we are
always looking for ways to conserve energy and electricity. Currently we
operate three dealerships in the city of Oxnard, Ca.

From everything I’ve heard and read about Southern California Edison’s
proposal to build a peaker plant here, it seems to be a win-win for local
business who strives to rnaintain a profit in these tough challenging times.

There have been cases in the past when, during particular busy selling
weekends, we have lost power and consequently lost business due to
inability to process much needed paperwork.

As T understand it, the proposed peaker plant would provide added power
direcily to Oxnard.

And with much of the needed infrastructure already in place, I urge you and
the commission to look favorably on this project.

{-ﬁtreﬁards, ./

_ Signature on File
_ SHatie Morger { “
PR Director
Burmin Automotive Group

BUICK = PONTIAC = GMC : CADILLAC
1501 Venturz Blvd. Oxnard, CA 93036 www.bunningmsupercenter.com 1600 Auto Center Drive, Oxnard, CA 93036
P. 805-829-2200 F 805-983-1215 P. 805-988-2200 F. 805-988-4600
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RIE R Associoles

loe Ruiz

Blue Cross ol Colfornia

Dove Smith

United Way of Yenture Covnly

Yo Sundiing

ITS Comoration

Amthony J. Tzarming

Oragrd Hoshor Distric)

Zoe Toylr

Fodarored Chombars of Venturs County

Dirk Thorsan

Fracter & Gomble Poper Products

Rob Westherg

Amygen, Inc.

Dave White

VCEDA's Mission Statement: To advocate for policies, legislation and programs thot stimulate husiness
and o vitol economy os the foundation for a vibrant quality of life in Ventura County.

€

O
May 2, 2008 %/, @"p
Q &
0’7@4\137(400 f?g& @o
Mr. Patrick Kruer, Chair o%zfzz, 2
California Coastal Commission "9%4’

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 941056

Re: SCE Proposed Peaker Plant in Oxnard

Dear Chairman Kruer:

The VCEDA Board of Directors is in support of Southermn California
Edison’s proposed Peaker Plant near the Mandalay Generating Station in

Oxnard.

VCEDA recognizes the importance of stable electricity to residents and
businesses in Ventura County. We believe this peaker plant will help
ensure that outages and brown outs will be reduced this summer and

beyond.

Also, the peaker plant will help provide higher quality electricity to local
companies with equipment sensitive to voltage fluctuations.

We urge the California Coastal Commission to approve this application
that will help maintain quality electric service to Oxnard residents and

businesses.

Respectfully,

Sig__t}_el_tir_ga on File
Bill Buratto
President/CEO

ng

VENTURA COUNTY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION
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May 2, 2008

Mr. Patrick Kruer, Chair
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont St., Ste 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105
Dear Chair Kruer.

AG RX is an Oxnard based employer with 125 employees.We have been headquartered in Oxnard for
over 50 years. We strangly support Edison’s application for the proposed peaker plant.

AG RX cannot be exposed to grayouts or blackouts caused by a lack of available electricity. This peaker
plant will be at the end of a transmission line and would directly benefit our community when the need
arises. Their proposal is to construct It next to an existing and operating facility and would be on
property desighated for this type of use for over 35 years

Please give Edison’s application favorable consideration.

ﬁnc'é?am/%

-~

/

f Signature on File
’ %ﬂph £ Airaunfs

CFO, AG RX

: OFFICES -
OXNARD: 751 South Rose Avenue » PO, Box 2008, Oxnard, California 93034 + Phone (803) 487-0696  Fax (805) 483-6146
FILLMORE: 186 East Telegraph Road, Fillmore, California 93015 « Phone (805) 524-2687 Fax (803) 524-1412
SOMIS: 3250 Somis Road, Soniis, California 93066 » Phone (805) 386-2674 Fax (803) 386-1234
GOLETA: 6150 Francis Botello Road, Goleta, California 93117 = Phone (805) 681-1686 Fax (805) 681-1689

s
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May 1 2008
1917 N Dwight Av
Camarillo CA
93010-3852
(805) 482-5282
Ry

. . Cr
Mr. Patrick Kruer, Chair gy Ty,
California Coastal Commission Yo, &p
45 Fremont St. Suite 20000 Cous S, <l
San Francisco, CA 94105 og%,,q
Fax (415) 904-5400 oo
Subject: So. CA Edison’s Oxnard peaker project
Chairman Kruer and Commissioners:
I am associated with Calleguas Municipal Water Distict.

Calleguas M W D serves approximately 550,000 people in the cities of Sirni Valley, Moorpark,
Thousand Qaks, Camarillo, Port Hueneme, both Navy bases and Oxnard.

Water is the life blood of all communities.
Electricity is necessary for pumping, purifying and distribution of potable water.

The proposed peaking generation plant at Oxnard will assure that Calleguas” water will be
delivered to our customers.

I encourage the California Coastal Commission to approve the peaker project in Oxnard.
Sipnnwa‘\l
7 _Signature on File

Don Hauser
Calif.C E 20406

| 3%
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May 1,2008 L sy, Uy
M. Patrick Kruer, Chair f ' 004,4’1‘;?%4/

California Coastal Cormnmission
45 Fremont Street, Ste. 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Chairman Kruer and Commissioners, ,
The hospitality industry within the Oxnard and Ventura County is a major contributor to
the economie vitality of our community. Our guests expect the comforts of home as well

as not experiencing down time to their business day or their recreational time.

As our community grows the demand for electrical power will continue to increase and

- the loss of power due to over extending usage. Natural disasters are always another

possibility for curtailing our electrical power availability. We believe the approva) and
construction of the Oxuard Peaker Plant will prov1de the backup power needed in the
event these two situations arise.

Oxnard tourism continues to grow as we. becorne a destination for our beaches, sporting
activities and weather. We believe the proposed site along Harbor Blvd., is an jdeal
lacation as it has an established Southern California Edison plant already in place.

We sinccrely hope a solution is reached to expedlte ‘the current proposal of the Oxnard
Peaker Plant. : . .

s;@z s

Signature on File
Patrick L. Mullin, CHA
Gencral Manager

Courtyard by Mariott

Oxnard Vertura

600 E, Esplanade Drive, Oxnard, CA 93035

Telephone (805) 888 3600 Facsimile (805) 485 2061 LA
Martriott.eom/OXRVO

ni/yl



Commission Appeal No. A~4—OXN 07 -096

Nancy Symons
i) -1

MAY 0 1 2008

Coastal Commission COASfXMU\mW
South Central Coast District Office S0UTH cmmﬁf%%é%s,‘]%‘} .
89 South California Street, Ste 200 i
Ventura CA 93001

April 29, 2008

Re: Commission Appeal No. A —4 - OXN - 07 — 096

Dear Commissioners:

I have lived in the coastal area of Oxnard for over 7 years. I do not believe the proposed
Edison Peaker Plant is an appropriate use for the coastal region of Oxnard. There will be
negative visual, noise and biological environmental impacts to this proposed plant that
will not be able to satisfactorily be mitigated.

Please protect our precious coastal area from further negative impact.

Thank you.

MECEDVED
MAY (= 2008

; Signaturc on File :

Nancy Symons

5222 Sandpiper Way
Oxnard, CA 93035
805-985-1177
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SuemAN N, MULLIN ECEIVE

B
]
;‘ \
665 MANDALAY BEACH ROAD L. . MAY 0 1 7008

OXNARD, CALIFORNIA 93035-1051
CALIFORMIA

TEL. 805-985-1413 COASTAR G@RMMISEIEN
EMAIL: MOON1@ROADRUNNER.COM

April 28, 2008
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

Reference: Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096
Ladies and Gentlemen:

We strongly oppose the proposed Southern California Edison peaker power
plant at 251 N. Harbor Boulevard, Oxnard, CA, for the many reasons which
follow.

The proposed plant does not require cooling water, as does the adjacent
Reliant Energy power plant, so it need not be ocean adjacent.

The proposed site is surrounded by pristine prime state owned coastal land,
to which the proposed plant would be a permanent eye sore.

The site is in an area where a major remediation effort has been made to
restore land to it natural state. This is true of land across the street and also
of many acres to the north. The proposed plant would be a blatant reversal of
this major initiative.

The current Reliant Energy plant is fully capable of supplymg electrical
power on a peaking basis.

In summary, allowing an electrical power plant to be established in
this prime coastal location would an outrageous reversal of the fundamental
stated objectives of the California Coastal Commission. Please live up to
your sober obligations to the people of California and reject Southern

California Edison's appeal. ﬁ4

Yours truly, :
< ] Slgnature on File t  Signature on File
Judia B. Mullin Sherman N. Mullin

23
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RECEIVED " Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096
MAY 0 B 2008 Opposed
_ aepgqatltg?}wl*ﬁm Pahicié Einstein
_ 2014 Long Cove Dr.
Oxnard, CA 93036

April 29, 2008
At Alison Dettmer .
California Coastal Comniission
45 Fremont St., Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

RE: Appeat No. A-4-OXN-07-096 (So. California Edison Co., Oxnard) Item 12-¢

Membeis of the CommisSion:

I am writing on bebalf of the children of Oxnard. I am a teacher and resident in Oxnard. I
teach my second grade students numerous Califomia teaching standards as well as the
difference between right and wrong behavior.

One thmg they are reminded of daily is the fact that I am here to help them and protect them.
1f T have any reason to believe someone is doing harm to them, 1 am required by law to report
" it to the proper channels to be investigated, -

Today [ am here to report to you that these children have a right to go the beach and enjoy its’
natural beauty. Oddly, that is not so in Oxnard. Oxnard has been a victim of coastal neglect
and abuse since before the Coastal Act was established. The majority of its residents are lower
class Hispanics and the city is seen as prey to big business. '

The city of Oxnard’s Plasning Commission and City Council said no to this peaker plant!

Cansider this analogy:

A small child isn’t sure how to stop an adult from abusing it, but the child does its” best to say
no! Can the aduli go around another way and get permission to abuse the child?

In my beok, NO means No. Don’t assist Edison and allow the molestation of the Oxnard coast
e continue, : :

Luckily, the Coastal Act was established. I’m positive that the members of the Califomia
Coastal Commission are familiar with the reasons it was established. Let’s just look at
portions it. ' '

30001.5, The Legislature further Finds and declares that the basic
goals of the state for the coastal zone are to:(a) Protest,
maintain, and, where feasiblae, snhance and rastore the overall
quality of the coastal rone snvironment and its natural

and artificial resdurces.

30001.2. The Legislature further finds and denlares that,
notwithstanding the fact electrical generating facilities,
refineries, and coastal-dependant developments, including ports
and commercial fishing facilities, offshore petrolewd and gas
development, and liquefied natural gas facilities, may have
significant adverse effects on coastal resources or coastal access,
it may be necessary to locate such developments in the coastal zone
in order to ensure that inland as well as coastal resources are

preserved and that orderly economic development proceeds within the
state,
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30260. Coaatal-dependent industrial facilities shall be encouraged
to locate or expand within existing sites and shall be permitted
reasonable long-term growth where consistent with this division,
However, where new or expanded coastal-dependent industrial
facilities cannot feasibly be accommodated ceonaistent with cother
policies of this division, they may nonetheless be permitted in
accordance with this section and Sections 30261 and 30262 if (1)
alternative locations are infeasible or more environmentally
damagings; (2) to do otherwise would adversely affect the public
welfare; and (3) adverse environmantal effects are mitigated to the
maximum extent feasible.

30264. Norwithatanding any other provision of this division except
subdivisions (b) and {(c) of Section 30413, new or expanded thermal
slectric generating plants may be constructed in the cosstal gone if
tha proposed coastal site has besn detsrmined by tha Stats BEnergy
Resources Conservation and Development Commisaion to have greater
relative merit pursuant to the provisions of Section 25516.1 than
available altarnative sites and related facilities for an
applicant’'s service araa which have been determined to ba acceptable
pursuant tothe provisions of Section 25516. .

The Edison Company wmis to put a peaker plant in the coastal zone when it is not a coastal-
dependent development.

1 could not find any reference in the Coastal Act (o & new non-coastal dependent energy
development. This peaker plant does not need to be placed here. There are alternative sites.
Edison is in process of building peaker plants in Norwalk, Ontario, Rancho Cucamonga, and
Stanton, Please don’t think T am just being another N.LM.B.Y. Here in Oxmnard we have two
other power plants in our back yard and feel we have our share of coastal eyesores.

I truly have faith that the commission is here to protect the coast and will not favor Edison
because they were smarter and found a loophole.

Environmental Justice should be addressed in an EIR. Oxnard has a significant minority
population. Qxnard is already home to ftwo power generation plants at Mandalay Beach and
Ormond Beach as well as several cogeneration plants operated by private companies. The
Halaco metals recycling Superfund Priority listed site is also in Oxnard.

Will another power plant be placed here and the public kept in the dark to the degree of
contaminants or environmental damage that will occur because of the lack of an EIR? There
must he a reason why no plants or animals exist on this Edison site.

- At least make Edison go back and complete an Environmental Impact Report so the humﬁn

health factors of stirring up the sand and the other effects of the Peaker plam can be studied.
- How do we know it’s not another Halaco?

Sincerelv.

Signature on File

Patricia Einstein

Teacher at Brekke Elementary
Oxnard, CA

(805) 889-5680



BOS4854467F

Brekke School FaL 14:28:27 05-03-2008

Aitn, Alison Deniner,

Can you please replace my pessonal 3 page the letter I faxed on Friday, May 2™ with this
one and aftach it to the 18 shudent letters. 1 was in such a rush that I forgot to sign, proof
read and chango it to legal size.

Thank you s muéh, -

Patricia Einstcin

1/3
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MARC L. CHARNEY RECEIVED
P.0.BOX 9100 - o
OXNARD, CA 93031-9100 MAY 0 % 2008
| | CiLIFGT

GOASTAL Gl

" April 28, 2008

Patrick Kruer, Chair
California Coastal Commaission
.45 Fremont St., Ste. 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105

Re: Oxnard (McGrath Beach) Peaker Plant

Honorable Chair Kruer:

This letter is written in support of the Coastal Commission’s staff
recommendation that you overturn the decision of the City of Oxnard and issue a
Coastal Development Permit for this electrical generation facility.

My support is based on the fact that this facility is proposed for a site that is
designated for energy production in the approved Oxnard Local Coastal Plan and
supports the existing Reliant energy generating facility, which is a coastal
dependent industrial use. If this facility cannot be sited at a location already
designated for such use under the Coastal Plan, then where can it be sited?

- My support is also based upon the fact that this peaker plant is needed to
protect coastal communities from Southern Ventura County through Santa Barbara
County from brownouts, blackouts, and the risk of long term power outages.
Whether such occurrences are the result of natural disasters or excess demand on a
region-wide or statewide-basis, they present real threats to the health (especially
the health of the infirm), welfare (especially the welfare of the most needy) and
ceonomy of ovr community. By supplanting the coastal energy supply and
providing a means of quick startup for the Reliant energy facility, the peaker plant
can moderate, if not prevent, these occurrences.

One final matter of importance. During the course of the hearings that have
occurred prior to the Coastal Commission hearing, several individuals who have
opposed this application have stated that they speak for the Oxnard beach
community. I am a member of that community and they do not speak for me. [ find
it presumptuous and offensive that these individuals purport to speak on behalf of
persons with whom they have never consulted and from whom they have never
received authorization. I trust that the Commissioners will recognize that their
statements deserve no credence.



Patrick Kruer, Chair
April 28, 2008 :

The proposed peaker plant complies with the adopted local Coastal Plan for
‘the Oxnard area. Itiis a highly beneficial use for Ventura County’s and Santa
Barbara County’s coastal and inland communities. It presents no significant
unmitigated environmental risk. I urge you to issue a Coastal Development Permit

for this facility. _
_ Sillé&\{é, /

Signature on File
/ MIare G asnarney

0999910081 LTR\ 10344540.D0C -
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117 tagle Rock Avenue
Oxnard, California 93035
April 28, 2008

RECEIVED
MAY G & zuud

Mr. Patrick Kruer, Chair

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION CORS AL B ON
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, California 94105

Dear Mr. Kruer:

| am writing in support of Southern California Edison’s appeal of the Oxnard City Council denial of a
permit to build a peaker generation plant at the site of the already existing generation plant in Oxnard. |
am the Chief Financial Officer of a local bank, a board member of the Ventura County Economic
Development Asscciation and live approximately five miles from the site of the proposed peaker. | pass
the site every day on my way to work in Ventura. To the extent someone is likely to he impacted by
additional emissions or visual impacts t would fit in that category.

The State of California has recognized'the need for additional generation capacity and the CPUC directed

SCE to build 5 peaker plants. The local areas of Ventura and Santa Barbara counties do not differ from
the rest of California in that they have the same electricity generation limitations and will suffer the
potential of brownouts/blackouts in times of peak usage. Because of this it is logical to place additional
generation capability in the local geographic area.

While | understand the hesitance of any city to having large industrial plants built in their jurisdiction,
the construction of this facility should be approved for the following reasons:
1. Construction of this facility complies with the Coastal Act.
2. The additional environmental impact of this facility would not be significant. _
3. The site is already zoned for power generation. The current facility isn't a visual delight, but it
won’t be significantly worse with the addition of the peaker plant.
4. The peaker plant will provide additional peak generation capabilities and could in times of
emergency be a primary source of electricity for critical loads in the local community.,

While 1 will not be able to attend the Coastal Commission hearing on this appeal on May 8, 2008, | do
wish to express my support of the appeal and for approval of construction of the peaker plant at
McGrath Beach in Oxnard. '
Very tru'ly yours,
Signature on File
Gerald |, Rich

147



BEARDSLEY & SON

CUSTOM DRY & LIQUID FERTILIZERS

' CAMINO DEL SOL
{80%5) 485-2113 2473 PO.BOX 135 Fox (BOS) 4B5-3364

OXNARD, CALIFORNIA 93030
LOEIVE

April 24, 2008

~ California Coastal Commigsion -

Mr. Patrick Kruer, Chairman
45 Fremont Street Suite 2D00 MAY .0 1 2008
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 CALFORNIA
? COASTAL COMMISSION

Dear Mr. Kruer:

As the owner of a busmess located in Oxnard, | am writing in support of the Proposed SCE
Peaker Project.

The City of Oxnard is currently undergoing rapid expansion in both the commercial and
residential arenas. This dramatic expansion must lead us to review our energy needs and
determine the best way this increased need might be met. | believe the SCE Peaker Project
can be a valuable tool in maintaining a safe, reliable and low impact flow of electricity to the City.

The rolling blackouts requifed in past years may be avoided with this peaker plant in place. In
case of interruptions of service caused by earthquakes or other natural disasters, the peaker
plant could provide critical service to Oxnard’s businesses, hospitals and homes.

Southern California Edisonls proposal addresses many of the concerns of the community, and |
believe addresses them appropriately. They have worked hard to reduce the environmental and

social impact of building ahd maintaining the plant while striving to provide the highest quality
service possible. :

| urge you to help serve the@ needs of the City by moving to adopt this proposal.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincergly

. 7 \ ) v
Signature on File ' /
C ; )

Thomas S. Beardsley, President
Beardsley & Son, inc.

TSB/cm
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D {1 ENTERPRISES, INC.

LIC.NO. 314958 P.0. BOX 802, CAMARILLO, CA. 83011 (S0S,AMKTR8Ax 981-4312
ANARRXEALIE QR NIOR00G
620 Graves Avenue, Oxnard, CA 93030 -

April 27, 2008

Mr. Patrick Kruer, Chair
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 200
San Francisco, CA 94105

RE: SCE Proposed Peaker Power Plant

Dear Mr. Kruer:

DFD Enterprises, Inc. has been in the Oxnard plain for many, many years. We have
experienced several electrical outages and brown outs especially during the summer
months. We recognize the importance of stable electricity to the residents and the

~ business community. Stable electricity is crucial to the overall operation of our business.

To this end, DFD Enterprises, Inc. strongly supports Southern California Edison’s Peaker
Project at 251 N. Harbor Blvd. This project is located on SCE land adjacent to generating
station formerly occupied by station fuel tanks. The area is parcel zoned and designated
for Energy Production in Oxnard. We feel the City Oxnard should do everything within
its powers to prevent power inerruptions as a result of any unforeseen natural disaster,
such as earthquakes, fires, etc. Quick start generation to provide energy is urgently .
needed. ' :

The business community, the City of Oxnard and its residents all need backup sources of
electricity now. We urge you to support this most important project. '

Sincerely,

¢  Signaturcon File

Florence LaMannb_. S
President/CEQ
DFD Enterprises, Ine. ... . . TULTTLe L Thg e TUST tee TITm

éc: Rud_vGonzales,S'CIE‘_ R . - EEA
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FROM :JULIE PENA
a

MANDALAY SHORES COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION, INC.
Suite 318 -

3844 W. Channel islands Blvd. May 8, 2003 Agends Item 12-c g

8002 $ 0 \vp
QaArapgy

Oxnard, CA 93035 )
ppeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096 5,
Opposed f"~’§
May 4, 2008 | 5
Attn: AiisonDettmﬂ‘
California Coastal Commission

San Frunkisco, CA 9@4105-2219
RE: Appeal No, A-4-OXN-07-096 (So. Calif. Bdison Co., Oxard, CA.) Item 12+

- Members of the Confinission:
We, tho Board Members of the Mandalay Shotes Commuriity Association and the Oxnard
Shores Neighborhood Council, representing over 1400 residences, within & quarter of &
mile of the proposed [Edison Peaker plant, oppose this project because of its potential
negative environmental impact.
Qur main focus is the health and welfare of our beach community. Thaproposedmof
thstkupmmmmmabmdonedﬁsdmkﬂdd,wmchmaymwmmed
soil. Peaker plant emissions and noise also & concern.

Owundarmndmgnsthatthepmposedphmdoesmtreqmreanﬁm. thus we have no
way of knowing what air quality residents will be breathing during and after the
construction of this plant. And let’s not ignore our niatural habitat. How will emissions
and the noise of this plant affect the native birds that migrate annuslly to this nesting area.

Mandalay Beach is elneady the home of oe of the two power generation plants located in
Oxnard, CA_. An additional Peaker plant and its noise would be aesthetically unpleasing,
not only to local residents, but also to visitors and vacationers that come to enjoy our

tranquil coastal area, |

Help preserve our coastal zone. Edisonoﬁdﬂshawpubliclymwdthumndalaym
is their “preferred” site and that there are alterative sites, not located in a Coastal Zone.
Since, thcproposedPukerphmmandependmeeurgeﬂmﬂmedmmw

sites be idered. /. —

pm..ZXI ‘%‘4 | ~
Signature on File

mmc.z; and O.8N.C.

Julie Pens
M.S.C.A, Secretary
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Mildred A. Miele
3107 South Harbor Bivd. =
Oxnard, CA 93035
May 5, 2008
California Coastal Commission RECEIVED
45 Fremont, Suite 2000 ‘
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 MAY 0 5 2008
RE: Peaker Power Plant, Harbor Blvd, Oxnard | cms?ﬁ'é%m%s.on

Commission Appeal No: A~4-OXN-07-096

It is time the California Coastal Commission begins considering the welfare of the citizens of
Oxnard and not special interest groups. Several years ago [ attended a Coastal Commission
meeting where members extended the Ventura County dump which was located in Oxnard, far
beyond the timeframe it should have been in operation. No consideration was given the oitizens
of Oxnard who were affected by the pollution from the dump. Now the California Coastal
Commission is again using Oxnard as a dumping ground overturning the decision of the City of
Oxnard to deny the construction and operation of a 45-megawatt “peaker” power plant on our
beautiful coastline, '

Following are somc of the many reasons this plant should NOT be built:

1, Volatile chemicals will be stored at the Edison sight at close proximity to residences.
2. Exhaust release stack will be high enough to affect the flight plan of planes flying
to/from Oxnard Airport.

a. Will planes be dangerously redirected to fly over homes? Several small planes with
engine problems have already made emergency landings on our streets.

3. Oxnard citizens have had more than their share of polluting operations in our area:
a. When Raytheon’s Oxnard lacation was closed, pollutants were lefi in the
- ground,

b. A business on 5" Street between Harbor and Victoria left contaminated
soil when it closed its’ operations.

c. Oxnard is the home of the Ventura County Naval Base and Point Mugu
which are generators of pollutants. 1 was employed for a government contractor
and was appalled when T worked on documents for testing missiles on the bages
which included nuclear energy and its hazardous waste,

4, The Ventura County dump was located in Qxnard, polluting our air and soil much
longer than should have been allowed thanks to the California Coastal Commission.

5. There is a Reliant Energy Plant operating right next to the proposed site of the peaker
power plant. There are already nough chemicals and pollutants involved in this
operation.

6. There is 2 marine sanctuary right off our coast. Oxnard i5 home to many species of wild
life. Their safety should also be taken into consideration. = .

7. THE ENERGY WILL NOT EVEN BE USED FOR OXNARD. Why not locate the plant
away from homes and in the area where the energy will be used.

Would members of the California Coastal Commissian care to live so close to this plant??? 1 think
NOTI! It is time Oxnard is considered more than justa dumping ground for pollutants.

Mildred A. Miele

/57¢
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TO: CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION J/ ’ (f‘)l
89 tir'California Street, Suite 200 6 F’ W
Ventupd N\CA 93001-2801
(805) 585-1800

FROM: BILL MILEY, 919 NO. SIGNAL STREET,

SUBJECT: COMMISSION APPEAL NO.: A-4-OXN-07-096, Southern California
Edison Company, Construction and operatjon of a|45-megawatt “peaker” power plant.
Commission meeting 5/7-8-9/08. (I request this appeal be denied)

I would like to make several points in defence af the denial of the appeal by Southern California
Edison for their Peaker Power Plant to be located next P the current Reliant Mandalay
Generating Plant on Harbor Boulevard in Oxnatd, Ca.

1. After reading the staff report of the Commisgion and seeing that they found a “hole” in
the Oxnard City Local Coastal Plan which they interprgt as allowing power plants even though
they are not coastal dependent, it seems this was never the intent of the city of oxnard to allow
new or additional “anykind” of power plants on its co: dune structures. As populations
expand, coastal areas which for the most part arg d stm sandy and thh residual dunes
were intended to be protected ST/ A

RNATIVES TO THE PROJECT was

: nendation. The PEAKER PLANT is a
stand-alone facility as long as space is available for supporting structures and access to
transmission lines is available. It certainly is in, ;other areas of ventura county, such as Moorpark.
I would suggest that Edison is trying to save money on land acqmsmon or lease by using the
Mandalay site. Thig site is not appropriate as'it is a ope-of-a-kind Pacific Ocean Coastal

area and shouldn’t be tered with a sound geperating, visual contamipating non-coasta

» LY ES - L3 i 3 n
A&PCRAGCINT DOWEY SCNCTALIRE 18 RY WHICH COO 0€ HACCU Teil E1Y CASLIV SOMCE DIRCE €96

& - » L]
(bv a power generating combany which does this as 8 business

3. TURBINE NOISE -- I am sure somewhere iy all of the documents for this application,
there is commentary about the sound levels which will be generated by this Peaker Plant Facility.

|
i 1§t/



05/05/08 11:20 FAX 8056462615 BILL MILEY 402

But I did not find anything that spoke to the sound/noise production when it is operating.
SOUND GENERATION BOTH AIGROUND LEVEL AND AIRBORNE LEVEL WILL BEAN
ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUE. The current Mandalay Reliant Plant when operating
does not produce any, beyond ambient sound, as my family expeiences on the beach have
noticed. What is the staff thinking when their only “key” to recommending approval is the
“loophole™ in the Oxnard City 1.CPlan and totally failing to address the noise level of this
turbine, with no comment or adverse mitigation for this sound generating Peaker Plant Facility.

Lots of sound gets generated by the gas turbine exhaust. According to this website (http://
poweracoustics.com/Tech%20Papers%20PDF/NoiseCon_2003 Paper.pdf ) POWER
ACOUSTICS, INC, ORLANDO, FL,

“Gas turbine based power generation facilities require customized noise abatement features to achieve various

community noise standards or regulations. While many sound sources exist within these facilities, the most
complex and costly to silence is typically that related to the gas turbine exhaust.”

4. THE NOISE PROBLEM -- SINCE THE PEAKER PLANT IS A GAS POWER TURBINE
ENGINE AND WILL GENERATE EXHAUST SOUND FROM ITS OPERATION THIS
ENVIRONMENTAL ADVERSE EFFECT MUST RECEIVE VERY CAREFUL ENGINERING
STUDY AND CONCLUSION.

A, MY OPINION AND IT ISA STRONG OPINION BASED ON WHAT I KNOW
ABOUT CEQA, IS THAT NO SOUND GENERATING POWER GAS TURBINE SHOULD BE
LOCATED IN A COASTAL ZONE UNLESS THERE IS NO OTHER PLACE TO PUT IT AND
IT IS A LIFE AND DEATH NECESSITY.

THIS ISN°T!!! IT CAN BE LOCATED OUTSIDE THE COASTAL ZONE, AND LOCATED IN
A PLACE TO TOTALLY MITIGATE TURBINE EXHAUST NOISE.

B. ANIMALS, ESPECIALLY BIRDS AND PEOPLE SHOULD NOT HAVE TO
EXPERIENCE THE EXHAUST GAS NOISE FROM A PEAKER PLANT TURBINE ON OUR
CALIFORNIA COAST.

THANK YOU
BILL MILEY



Law Office of Tim Riley
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California Coastal Commission
Hearing Date: May 8, 2008
Th12c De Novo Review Appeal # A-4-OXN-07-096

PRAYER: DENY

The Appeal Should Be Denied.
Common sense and the integrity of our precious California Coast should prevail.
This appeal should not be granted based upon SCE's untimely and impractical rationale.

Conceded Issues:
Southern California Edison, at prior public hearmgs has conceded:

1. The peaker plant can be built inland and does not need sea water for cooling or operation;

2. Optional inland locations for:the plant do in fact exist;

3. The plant is primarily intended to provide inland power during peak need.

4. Belatedly, SCE proposes thls project in response to an order with a deadline which has passed

Argument and Reasoning:

The integrity of our coast should be protected by the integrity of our commonsense - not squandered by
untimely or impractical rationalé¢s. Since the peaker piant does not require seawater for operation or
cooling, it would be misguided to permit another power plant on our coveted coast when the same power
plant, admittedly, can be built inland. This is true, even more so, where the power generated is intended
to service inland communities. Moreover, the 2007 CPUC deadline has passed, and SCE needs a time-
machine to "more fully” comply.

Conclusion:

Where coastal resources are so limited, only sound and pressing reason should prevail - not belated or
impractical rationales. The proposed peaker plant is not physically or practically dependant on the coast
for its operation. SCE shouid cgnsider building the peaker plant at an available inland site where the
power generated is intended for intand use.

Respectfully, please deny the coastal power plant.

Sincerely,

Law Office of Tim Riley

Timothy Clifford Riley

TCR/me
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RECEIVED
ORE | MAYO-‘)ZUUS
OCTAVIO R. ELIAS UFORNIA
. COASTALCQMM%

1080 MANDALAY BEACH ROAD » OXNARD SHORES « CALIFORNIA 93035

May 1, 2008 ITEM 12-c _
Appeal No. A-4-Oxn-07-096
So. Cal Edison, Oxnard

California Coastal Comm‘iséion
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

Dear Commissioners:

What is your mandate? To protect California’s coastline from unneeded and
unnecessary development, blight and degradation.

Errors were made many, many years ago with the approval to Edison of the old, existing
Reliant Energy power plant on Harbor BL that has been polluted the air and interrupted
the ecosystem. It was water-cooled and probably less expensive to run which justified its
location on the shoreline. The old plant is now obsolete and due to be decommissioned.

The proposed Peaker Plant could be with us forever. It is not coastal dependent. My
understanding is that the City of Oxnard has offered other more appropnate sites with -
minimal red tape. Besides the aesthetic issue, Ventura County is 15™ in the nation for -
smog. To site an industrial facility where the winds will carry particulants to the general .
population is absurd.

So much has been accomplished in that general area over the past few years with the
przvately—funded cleanup of toxic subsrances at the North Shore J_velopment at the
corner of 5* & Harbor. The discovery and propagation of the ‘extinct’ milk vetch plant
has been a success. 1t is a slap in the face to us all to contradict all the good that we have
worked for.

You have a once in OUR lifetime opportunity to Restore the Beach.
~ Sincegely,

Signature on File

Octhvio and RoseMarie Eljas
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Cassidy Teufel

From: charles godwin [godwinc@earthlink.net]

Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2008 9:42 PM

To: Cassidy Teufel

Subject: Larry Godwin comments on CCC August 6, 2008, item 7-a Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096

August 6, 2008, item 7-a
Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096
Southern California Edison
Larry Godwin

Oppose

July 25, 2008

Cassidy Teufel

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont St., Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 84105-2219

Members of the Commission:

[ am asking the Commissioners to deny the Southern California Edison(SCE)
appeal and not permit the construction of the peaker power plant on Harbor Blvd. in
Oxnard.

The emissions from the peaker plant in the staff report are averaged over the year,
even though the plant will operate 25% of the time. The plant will emit 4 times the
average amount of pollution on days when it is in operation (the hottest and most
polluting days in Ventura County, which is a non-containment county)

[ disagree with Southern California Edison's principal reasons for the Mandalay
installation:

7/31/2008 /5L
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1. Black start of the Reliant Mandalay generating station:

« If there was truly a need for Black start of the Reliant Mandalay generating
station, a small black start generator could be added to the Reliant plant to
start the plant as stated in Footnote 15 on page 52.

« SCE has no control over the Reliant Plant

- The Reliant plant is expected to cease operation within the next few years

« When the Reliant plant ceases operation, the plant area will probably be
returned to its natural state

1. Emergency power for the Goleta substation:

« If reliable emergency power is required, the peaker should be at the Goleta
substation, not Oxnard. In an emergency in the Santa Barbara/Goleta area, it
is unlikely that a small 45-megawatt Peaker at Mandalay would make any
difference.

» Page 42 of SCE Exhibit 13 states the Goleta site would provide important local
reliability benefits to the Goleta subsystem.

‘For the reasons noted above, location of the SCE peaker plant installation at
Oxnard is not justified.

Public Utilities Commissioner Michael Peevey's "Assigned Commissioner's Ruling
Addressing Electric Reliability Needs in Southern Califernia for Summer 2007" is no
longer applicable and should not be construed as justification for the need of a
peaker plant at Mandalay Beach in Oxnard. it is also too late for construction of this
peaker for 2008 summer use.

There is also the general question of the need for this 45 megawatt peaker at all.

Attached bhelow is "State electricity surplus going into summer", by David R. Baker,
SF Chronicle Staff Writer, Wednesday, May 21, 2008.

Sincerely,

Larry Godwin

3830 San Simeon Ave
Oxnard, CA 83033

State electricity surplus going into summer

7/31/2008
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David R. Baker, SF Chronicle Staff Writer
Wednesday, May 21, 2008

California should have more than enough electricity this summer to keep the lights
on and the air conditioners humming, state officials said Tuesday.

In its annual summer forecast, the California Energy Commission said the state
should have 22 percent more power on tap than it will need for typical summer
weather.

Even in an unusually hot summer, the state wouldn't run out of juice. California
would still have 14 percent more electricity than needed, according to the forecast.
State energy regulators try to maintain a cushion of 15 to 17 percent, on average.

Electricity supplies should be ample despite a dry spring that will lower the amount
of energy generated by hydroelectric dams in the Sierra.

But California officials say don't consider the rosy forecast an excuse to waste
power. They are relying on energy conservation and efficiency to cut the number of
new power plants needed in the state, and they don't want people to stop saving
now.

"While California is in a good position this summer, even with lower hydro electricity
available, we urge consumers to continue conserving electricity on hot afternoons,"
said Melissa Jones, the energy commission's executive director. "Energy efficiency
measures will help consumers reduce their electricity use during peak hours and
save money."”

California officials have kept a watchful eye on summer power supplies ever since
the state's electricity crisis of 2000 and 2001, when a combination of high energy
demand, congested power lines and market manipulation by energy companies
caused blackouts across the state.

Since then, California has added 38 power plants, according to the commission.
Although some older plants have been decommissioned, enough electricity has
been added to the state's grid since 2001 to power 5.2 million homes. This summer,
the state also will be able to import more electricity than usual from hydroelectric
dams in the Pacific Northwest, which experienced a wet winter and spring.

Northern California faces less than a 1.5 percent chance of rotating blackouts this

summer, according to the forecast. Southern California has a higher possibility of
blackouts - about 3.8 percent.

7/31/2008 / S'?/
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--- Shirley & Larry Godwin
--- godwinc@earthlink.net

7/31/2008
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Cassidy Teufel

From: charles godwin [godwinc@earthlink.net]

Sent:  Wednesday, July 30, 2008 11:33 PM

To: Cassidy Teufel

Subject: Shirley Godwin comments on CCC August 6, 2008, item7-a Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096

August 6, 2008, item7-a
Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096
Southern California Edison
Shirley Godwin

Oppose

July 30, 2008

Cassidy Teufel

- California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont St., Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219
Members of the Commission:

My comments address the California Coastal Commission staff report dated July 2,
2008 for the Southern California Edison Oxnard Mandalay Peaker project.

On page 6, lll Special Conditions, # 2 Mitigation Measures it states, "This permit
incorpeorates those mitigation measures identified in the uncertified May 11, 2007,
Mandalay Peaker Project Mitigated Negative Declaration ..." | believe that this is a
violation of CEQA. While many speakers at the Oxnard Planning Commission and
Oxnard City Council hearings addressed the inadequacy of the MND, neither the
Commission nor the Council took action on the MND and definitely did not approve
the proposed mitigation measures.

On page 4 Visual Resources, the description of the project site, on the west side of
Harbor Blvd., is both inaccurate and incomplete and also contradicts what is
proposed in the revised SCE landscape plan. The only reason that the Peaker site
could be called at "brownfield site" is that SCE has not exercised good stewardship
of this site.

7/31/2008
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When the SCE oil storage tanks were removed, SCE did not restore the site. The
only vegetation consists of a small amount of mostly non-native vegetation like ice
plant. The fencing around the site has not been maintained and is an eyesore. In
contrast, immediately north of the adjoining Reliant Mandalay Station and peaker
property is a coastal restoration area. By direction of the City of Oxnard and the
California Coastal Commission, this site is being restored as mitigation for the
residential development across Harbor Blvd. to the southeast.

The statements that there are no significant visual or aesthetic resources and that
impacts would be minimal is wrong. The site is surrounded by coastal dunes and
bordered by Harbor Blvd. which is a designated Coastal Scenic Highway. The
Peaker would bhe clearly visible from Harbor Bivd, Mandalay State Beach and the
new housing development, called "Northshore", across Harbor Blvd. to the
southeast.

Because of concerns by the US Fish and Wildlife Service that trees would provide
roosting habitat for predatory birds (and therefore endanger Western Snowy Plovers
and California Least Terns), SCE's proposed landscaping plan will not include trees
that might provide visual screening from Harbor Blvd. and adjacent areas. With only
groundcover and shrubs, the Peaker will have a very significant visual impact.

Southern California Edison should be ordered to restore their coastal property and
not receive approval to locate a Peaker plant there.

Shirley Godwin
3830 San Simeon Ave.
Oxnard, CA 93033

--- Shirley & Larry Godwin
-— godwinc@earthlink.net

7/31/2008
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Sherman N. Mullin
665 Mandalay Beach Road
Oxnard, California 93035-1051

Tel. 805-985-1413
Email: moonl@roadrunner.com

July 31, 2008

Cassidy Teufel

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105

Members of the California Coastal Commission:

Subject: Proposed McGrath Beach Peaker Plant Project In Oxnard,
California

We have read the Commission's Staff Reportt this project.

It is the work of a group which specializes in bureaucratic trivia and
has lost sight of the Commission's charter. If you do your duty as a
consciencious Commission, bound by law to protect the coast of California,
you will reject the recommendations of the staff and disapprove this project.
There are no logical reasons for this plant to be directly on the shoreline and
permanently deface it. Do the right thing for California, something you can
be proud of, not ashamed of.

Yours truly,

s/Judia B. mullin s/Sherman N. Mullin
Judia B. Mullin  Sherman N. Mullin

/LY
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MARC L. CHARNEY J .
P. 0. BOX 9100 UL 30 7004
OXNARD, CA 93031-9100 g, CALUFoR:

TAL CONiwanfON

July 28, 2008

VIA FACSIMILE TO: (415) 904-5400
AND U.S. MAIL
Patrick Kruer, Chair
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont St., Ste. 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105

Re: Oxnard (McGrath Beach) Peaker Plant

Honorable Chair Kruer:

This letter is written in support of the Coastal Commission staff's
recommendation that you overturn the decision of the City of Oxnard and issue a
Coastal Development Permit for this electrical generation facility.

This facility is proposed for a site that is designated for energy production in
the approved Oxnard Local Coastal Plan and supports the existing Reliant energy
generating facility, which is a coastal dependent industrial use. As your staff points
out, there is no requirement that the proposed plant, itself, be coastal dependent, If
this facility cannot be sited at a location already designated for such use under the
Coastal Plan, then where can it be sited?

This peaker plant is vital to protect coastal communities from Southern
Ventura County through Santa Barbara County from brownouts, blackouts, and the
risk of long term power outages. These occurrences might be the result of natural
disasters or excess demand on a region-wide or statewide-basis. Regardless of the
cause, they present real threats to the health, welfare and economy of our
community. By supplanting the coastal energy supply and providing a means of
quick startup for the Reliant energy facility, the peaker plant can moderate, if not
prevent, these occurrences.

A small number of individuals have exerted extraordinary efforts to rally
opposition to this project from the Oxnard beach community. They have played on
homeowners’ fears of loss of property value and environmental rigsks, that will
supposedly result from the peaker plant. None of their claims is supported by fact,.

The proposed peaker plant complies with the adopted local Coastal Plan for
the Oxnard area. It is a highly beneficial use for Ventura County’s and Santa

(L2



Patrick Kruer, Chair
California Coastal Commission
July 28, 2008

Barbara County’s coastal and inland communities. It presents no significant
unmitigated environmental risk. I urge the Commission to issue a Coastal

Development Permit for this facility.
v/

SIGNATURE ON FILE
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RE July 28, 2008
CEry .
M. Patrick Kruer, Chair Jut _ Ep
California Coastal Commission 29 2003
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 Coy S?"QL".IFDRMA
San Francisco, CA 94105 ‘COMMISS,OM

Dear Commission Chair Kruer:

I'm writing to you as a resident of Ventura County and the State President of
the Congress of California Seniors, a non-partisan broad based coalition of
senior groups, whose primary responsibility is to speak out, pro or con, on
issues impacting the economic interest and well being of senior citizens in the
community.

We have been following closely Southern California Edison’s peaker plant.
proposal within the confines of the City of Oxnard and want you to know of
our support for this project.

We urge the Commission to recognize the importance of a stable electrical
source which is essential not only to our senior citizens but to the rest of the
community including corresponding business concerns. The SCE peaker plant
proposal addresses those needs and in addition will provide necessary
insurance to reduce power outages and brown outs for all residents of the
Oxnard plain.

We are pleased to voice support for this project and respectfully urge the
California Coastal Commission to consider the need for a stable supply of
energy in this community and approve Southern California Edison’s peaker
plant proposal.

1l

State President _
3403 Bear Creek Drive
Newbury Park, CA 91320
805-498-7679

HankLacayo@aol.com

(¢5

The Congress of California Senfors 1a a broad-basad coalition of senior centers and residential facilities, women's clubs,
tenant and homeowner associations, faith-bassd organizations, communlty service groups, trade union retirees, retired
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f- _‘- Robert Cabral Consulting
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July 28, 2008 RECEIVED

Mr. Patrick Kruer o JUL 2972004

California Coastal Commission \

45 Fremont Street, Suite 200 COASTAL COMMIESiaN

San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Mr. Kxuer,

Robert Cabral Consulting, RCC, is a Veninra County based consulting firm that works
with local organizations in employee development, learning, and accounting. With many
of the firm's clients residing in the city of Oxnard, I am writing in support of the proposed
SCE Peaker Project. No one likes power plants but we all like electricity. You have to
replace aging infrastructure. [f rolling blackouts occur, we at RCC will be affected too.
This area is growing rapidly, agricultural Iand is now being developed into cormmercial
and industrial sites. The proposed Peaker Project provides the needed energy and reduces
the amount of time that businesses right have if its power is interrupted.

| Robert Cabral Consulting agrees that in the event of an emergency, we need reliable
emergency backup, and the peaker provides this solution. Please help serve the needs of
the city by moving to adopt this proposal.
Thank you for your consideration,

D7 S

SIGNATURE ON FILE

Rnbm

Certified Facilitaror

805.377.6115 .
robert@robertcabralconsulting . com

www.robertcabralcopsulting, com

(¢l
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117 Eagle Rock Avenue
Oxnard, Callfornia 93035

RO |

| July 28, 2008
| Yoy .
' RECEIVED
VIA FACSIMILE 415/904-5400 JUL 28 2008
_ Mr. Patrick Kruer, Chairman CoA sﬁf‘ggm% N
ON

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Franclsco, Califomia 94105

Dear Mr, Kruer:

! am writing, In support of Southern Califarnia Edison’s appeal of the Oxnard City Council denial of a
permit to build a peaker generation plant at the site of the already existing generation plant in Oxnard. |
am the Chief Financial Officer of a local bank, a board member of the Ventura County Economic
Development Association and live approximately five miles from the site of the proposed peaker. | pass
the site every day on my way 1o work in Ventura. To the extent someone is likely to be impacted by
additional emisslons or visual impacts | would Tt in that category.

The State of Califorhia has recognized the need for additlonal generation capacity and the CPUC directed
SCE to build 5 peaker plants. The local areas of Ventura and Santa Barbara counties do not differ from
the rast of California in that they have the same electricity generation limitations and will suffer the
potential of brownouts/blackouts in times of peak usage. Because of this it is logical 10 place additional
generation capabllity in the local geographic area,

I JE,

While | understand the hesitance of any city to having large industrial plants built in their jurisdiction,
the construction of this facility should be approved for the following reasons:
1. Construction of this facility complies with the Coastal Act.
2. The additional environmental impact of this facility would not be significant.
3. The site Is already zoned for power generation. The current facllity isn’t a visual delight, but it
won’t be significantly worse with the addition of the peaker plant.
4. The peaker plant will provide additlonal peak generation capabilities and could in times of
emergency be a primary source of electricity for critical loads in the local community.,

While | will not be able to attend the Coastal Commission hearing on this appeal an August 6, 2008, { do
wish to express my support of the appaal and for approval of construction of the peaker plant at
' MecGrath Beach in Oxnard. o

Very truly yours,

e ) —t
SIGNATURE ON FILE

Gerald 1. Rich

(L
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T980-2000

20 Yaars of Excalanae CALIFORNIA

COASTAL COMMISSION

July 28, 2008

Mr. Patrick Kruer, Chair
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Mr. Kruer,

| am a resident of Oxnard and also have an aviation business at the Oxnard Airport. |
need uninterrupted power to support my customers. That said | am in 100% in favor of
Southern California Edison Oxnard peaker plant project.

| plan to be speaking in support of it at the next hearing.
Thank You,

Charles W, McLaughlin
President

2899 West Fifth Street, Oxnard, California 93030 (805) 985-5416
FAX (805) 985-7327 email cmclaughlin@aspenhelo.com

(Lf
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Ventura Gt':a.u'ﬁty 'Téxpaysns Aéscciaﬁion . _ :
| - " | RECEIVED
JUL 2 8 2008

. CALIFORNIA
.COASTAL COMMISSICN

Patrick Kruer g - ' - July 28, 2008
.Chair California Coastal Commission :

45 Fremont Street, Suite 200

San Francisco, CA 940015

Dear Mr., Krugr:
The Ventura Couﬁty Taxpayers Assdciaﬁoh igin Support of the proposed Southemn
Cahforma Bdison Peaker Pla.nt near the Mandalay Generatmg Plant. -

. We are concérned that. demand is outpacmg new generanon especm]ly w1th new local '-
approvcd growth, on thc books.

Look at the past history of mtatmg outages, during the energy crises and transmission
line problems.

Couple that with the expected hot Summer usage [expccted fire dangers], againthe
mcreased demand. We are looking at a potential disaster. =~ -~ | )

There is mis-information out there. The Peaker is tied into the local dlstnbutxon system
and can only be used by the local community, -

The proposed Peaker Plants are the best available cleanest bummg wchhology and will
" have mihimal impacts to the envuonment and costs. h

* The Ventura County Taxpayem Association recommends the- Cahforma Coastal
Commission approve the Peaker Plant that will help mnmtam quality electric service. to -
- Oxnard resndents and husmr.ss :

. Sx_ncerely,
AN > :
SIGNATURE ONFILE ~ p~

4

Don Facciano
~ President
Ventura County Taxpayers AlSOGlaIan

5156 McGrath Straet
Vantura, CA 93003

805.644,3291

fax: 805.644.9208
email: vcta @Jellink.net

1¢9
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July 21, 2008 CORs Tl E9rs

Cassidy Teufel

California Coastal Commission
45 Fretnont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Ms. Teufel:

I am writing with regard to the resubmitted or appealed application for the McGrath
Beach Peaker Power Plant project in Oxnard, Califormia. T strongly support the Oxnard City
Planning Departments decision not to approve this application for an additional power plant
on the beach in Oxnard.

I believe that the proposed plant does not require a coastal location and further that it
will foul the air, spoil ocean views and produce unwanted noise and truck traffic. This is just
the sort of situation that the Coastal Commisston was created to deal with, and 1 hope you
will help the commission support local residence in our resistance to this proposal.

Sincerely,
e ")7 . // ///

SIGNATURE ON FILE

d/TvVu W

Michael R, Cobb

4436 ANTIGUA WAY * OXNARD, CA » 93035

(70



HONORABLE ANTHONY C. VOLANTE
2534 OCEANMIST COURT
PORT HUENEME, CALIFORNIA 93041

July 28, 2008
RECEIVED
Patrick Kruer, Chair
California Coastal Commission JuL 2 8 2008
45 Fremont St., Ste. 2000 CALFORNIA
San Francisco, California 94105 ' COASTAL COMMISSION

Re: Southern California Edison Peaker Project Support Letter
Honorable Chairman Kruer and California Coastal Commissioners:

I am writing to you as a resident of Ventura County and a former three term Mayor for
the City Of Port Huencme strongly supporting and urging you and the Commission to
recognize the importance of a stable ¢lectrical source which is essential not only to the
residents of Port Hueneme but to the rest of Ventura County, Santa Barbara and to our
businesses.

I and my neighbors have been following closely Southern California Edison’s peaker
plant proposal within the confines of the City of Oxnard and want you to know of o

support for this project. '

My support is based on the fact that this facility is proposed for a site that is designated
for energy production and supports the existing Reliant energy gencrating facility, which
is a coastal dependent industrial use.

The proposed peaker plant complies with the adopted local Coastal Plan for the Oxnard
area. Itis a highly beneficial use for Ventura County’s and Santa Barbara County’s
coastal and inland communities. Southemn California Edison’s proposal addresses many
of the concemns of the community, and 1 know addresses them appropriately. They have
worked hard to reduce the environmental and social impact of building and maintaining
the plant while striving to provide the highest quality service possible,

I am pleased to voice without reservation my strong support for this project and
respectfully urge the California Coastal Commission to adopt this proposal.

Sincerely, ~/ /) 7 /

SIGNATURE ON FILE
L 4

Honorable zth;y C. Volante
805-984-8066, E-mail volantst@aol.com

(7(
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Cassidy Teufel

From: Avie guerra [mavieg2002@yahoo.com]
Sent;: Sunday, July 27, 2008 8:59 PM

To: Cassidy Teufel

Subject: Peaker plant no

We do not need a peaker plant at Oxnard. THANK YOU . Avie guerra 1831 Bernadette St. , OXNARD , Ca.
93030

7/28/2008 &
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CALIFORNIA
COASTAL GOMMISSION

2150 Kinagshbridas Wav
Oxnard., CA 93035-3730
Julyvy 16, 2008

California Coastal Commission

Hearing Notice Fedn«:3Jdav Augqust 6, 2008 9 AM-Citv_ of Oceanside
RE: Enerav. Ocean Resgources and Federal Consistencv Divipn

Ttem 7. Coastal Permit Applications

a. Apreal No.A-40XN-07-096 (Southern California Edison,.
Oxnard) Appeal bv Southern California Edison from
decvision of Citv of Oxnard denvina permit to construct

and overate 45 megawatt "peaker”" vowver plant. at
251 N. Harbor Blvd. Oxnard., Ventufa Countv (CT-SF)

An alternate siaht should be chosen in an underveloped area.
Perhavs North of the existing Edison vplant on Harbor Tilvd.

in Oxnard. Mavbe in Port Hueneme.

The beautv of the Coast surroundinag the Oxnard Harbor

and Venktura must be preserved. I 1,0VE THIS PLACE IN PARADISE.
Sincerelyv. ‘
SIGNATURE ON FILE é{J
e el ~l T '7'"

Shirlev A. Komick

Resident since 1973.

Owner of 2 prowverties in Mandalav Bay
Original buver!

( 73
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Cassidy Teufel

From: Angelaslaff@aol.com

Sent:  Wednesday, July 23, 2008 5.01 PM

To: Cassidy Teufel

Subject: PROPOSED EDISON PEAKER POWER PLANT PROJECT IN OXNARD

Angela Slaff
5131 Wavecrest Way
Oxnard, CA 93035

RE: ITEM 7a Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096 (Southern California Edison, Oxnard)

What a disappointment to read that the California Coastal Commission staff had recommended approval of a
proposed Edison peaker plant in Oxnard above the objections of the Oxnard Planning Commission, Oxnard City
Council and countless citizens living in this beach community.

Please consider all of the hazards that such a plant would bring to our neighborhoods. Not only is the tower that
is included in the building plans right in the flight path of Oxnard Airport, but more importantly the pollutants put
out by this plant will add substantially to our already overburdened atmosphere.

Qur residential community is within a few blocks of the proposed plant and we rely on California Coastal
Commission to protect our coast.

We already have Reliant Energy next door to this proposed plant. One can see the steady stream of poliutants
pouring out of it's smoke stack daily.

"It is my understanding that most if not all of the energy this plant will provide is NOT for Oxnard area, but for cities
inland from here. In last several years, Oxnard has become a highly populated area. Why not build plant in not
$0 populated area.

In closing, let me ask you this:If you lived within a few blocks of this proposed "Peaker" pland, would you approve
this plant practically in your back yard?

Thank you, Angela Slaff

Get fantasy football with free live scoring. Sign up for FanHouse Fantasy Football today.

7/23/2008 17¢
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Cassidy Teufel

From: shorebreak50@aol.com

Sent: Sunday, July 20, 2008 8:31 PM
To: Cassidy Teufel

Subject: Peaker Plant Why here in Oxnard?

Dear Cassidy Teufel,

As | sit here typing you, the Coastal Commission, | am wearing a sweater a bit chilled living
here in Oxnard even though it is Summer, July 20th to be exact. | do not really get it, why do
we here in Oxnard need a Peaker Plant? Very few of us in Oxnard even find a need to use air
conditioning, Why put a Peaker Plant on a beautiful coastal area next to a flight path zone
which is also an issue of safety? Why not where needed in the hot in land valleys and dessert
communities where air conditioners are use the most. | read that a Peaker Plant does not
need to coexist with water to run, so why here?

We all know that Oxnard has been chosen many times in the past to support such eye soars
why again? We have enough in our back yard! Let another community do their share.
Especially in communities that need it and use it the most. | just do not get it. Can the Coastal
Commission truly explain the choice of putting a huge eye soar on our pristine beach even
though Peakers do not need to be supported by an ocean. Please support our effort to stop
the unnecessary Peaker here in Oxnard! Find another Power plant to put the Peaker next to in
a city that truly needs the energy.

Sincerely
Phyllis Singer, Oxnard resident

7/21/2008 / 7;
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COASTAL GO July 10, 2008

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont, Suitc 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

Atten: Cassidy Teufel
Dear Ms. Teutel:

I am a weekender at the Colony at Mandalay Bay. Soot from the present plant covers
my outside patio furniture. Ineed to scrub everything down every weekend.

Putting another plant near this present plant will inundate us and give us health
problems.

I came to Oxnard for the last 30 years to breathe ocean air not soot from the present
plant.

Please refuse their request.

Sincerely,

SIGNATURE ON FILE
RichérdY.ec”

3621 Kingswood Road
Sherman Qaks, CA 91403

—

[7¢
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JUL 21 2008 Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096
Southern California Edison

CALIFORNIA
COAETAL COMMISSION

Jane M. Tolmach

Oppose
‘*)‘-’k ‘ \ﬁ
May3, 2008
Cassidy Teufel
Al

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont St., Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

Members of the Commission:

I am asking the Commissioners to deny the Southern California Edison appeal and not permit
the construction of the peaker power plant on Harbor Blvd. in Oxnard.

I was a member of the Oxnard City Council from April 1970 to March 1978, including
serving a term as Mayor. I continue to have a strong interest in coastal development issues.

I was a leader in the evaluation of two other major coastal industrial projects: the LNG
receiving and regassification terminal proposed onshore at Ormond Beach by Western LNG in
the 1970's and the Southern California Edison Ormond Beach Power Plant (now owned by
Reliant Energy).

The Ormond Beach Power Plant was only approved because the technology at that time
required location on the coast because seawater was needed for cooling. With the current
technology, this is no longer the case.

Therefore, I do no believe there is any justification for issuing a Coastal Development Permit
for the proposed SCE peaker plant. I do not believe the intent of Oxnard's LCP was ever to
include non-coastal dependent power plants when coastal dependency was no longer required.

Sincerely,

SIGNATURE ON FiLE

Jane M. Tolmach
656 Douglas Ave.
Oxnard, CA 93030

177
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Cassidy Teufel

From: AnkerFam@aol.com

Sent:  Thursday, July 31, 2008 6:45 PM
To: Cassidy Teufel

Subject: Edison Peaker Plant

Dear M. Teufel

The city of Oxnard has a long history of Beach Abuse and part of it is completely racist and classist

Would you consider putting an edifice like this in Santa Barbara, Newpor, La Jolla or Laguna? | think we both
know the answer to that. The Oxnard beaches are as naturally, physically beautiful as any beaches in
California, but because of our agricuitural heritage our beaches have suffered man's abuse. We are trying to
climb out of this abyss of disrespect and we do not need to have more insults piled upon us. Rather than add
another peaker plant, you should be getting rid of all of them, including the one on Ormond where the Nature
Conservancy is in the process of restoring a natural wetland. Don't forget we are also directly across from the
American Galapagos (Channel Islands National Park) and lots of living creatures are depending on us to do the
right thing. When you consider that these edifices don;t even require seawater, it is pretty much a no brainer, to
just say no.

Best Regards,

Jean Anker
Port Huneneme

The peaker is basically a natural gas-fired jet engine generator that does not use seawater and does not need
to be on the coast. The peaker would be located in the Coastal Zone. The City of Oxnard's position is that the
Local Coastal Plan does not allow non-coastal dependent energy facilities in the Coastal Zone.

Get fantasy football with free live scoring. Sign up for FanHouse Fantasy Football today.

7/31/2008 t7 3/
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Cassidy Teufel

From; mrseinstein@mac.com on behalf of Patricia Einstein [mrseinstein@mac.com)
Sent:  Friday, August 01, 2008 9:52 AM

To: Cassidy Teufel

Subject: Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096

August 6,2008 Agenda Item 7-a
Appeal No. A-4-OXN-07-096
Opposed
Patricia Einstein
2014 Long Cove Dr.
Oxnard, CA 93036
August 1, 2008

Attn: Cassidy Teufel

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont St., Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

Members of the Commission:

Why is this agenda item being heard further away from the working middle/lower class
citizen of Oxnard?l have many concerns and questions about the staff report. Can
anyone answer them?

*The staff report fails to mention the impact of the view of the coastline from Harbor
Blvd.

*The staff report failed to research the City of Oxnard’s original record of the LCP to
see if they are interpreting the LCP for it’s original intent.

In the staff report this is footnoted:

Because of its location within the peaker plant parcel to the west of Harbor
Boulevard, the 2,000 foot stringing/staging area has been subtracted from the
ground disturbance estimate included in Exhibit 1.

*Why has this area been subtracted? Will nearby ESHA be destroyed for the staging
area?

8/1/2008 174



Page 2 of 2

*What will be the air quality on days the peaker plant will be in operation?

| am truly opposed to this Edison Perker plant for numerous reasons. The Commission
really needs to think of the welfare of the children and the minority field workers who
are outdoors every day in Oxnard. What air pollution study has been done to see the
effects of the pollution generated from this Edison plant?

The report done by Edison states the peaker plant will only be in operation 25 percent
of the year but averages their pollution over the entire year.

Shouldn’t the public be aware so that we can protect the innocent who are outside and
unaware of the health and safety issues?

Here in Oxnard 66 percent of the population is minority Hispanics. Agriculture is still
picked by hand. These field workers need to be protected.

Please rethink this project. Edison should have proposed a solar energy facility that would be less
cvasive to the environment and public. Please vote against the staff report.

Sincerely,
Patricia Hernandez-Einstein

8/1/2008
{0
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Southern California Edison

Manuel M. Lopez
Oppose

July 31, 2008

Alison Dettmer

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, Ca 94105-2219

Members of the Commission
I have been a participant in The City of Oxnard’s decision making most of my adult life.

I was born in Oxnard and while a college student became a member of a group that
opposed a proposed major street in my neighborhood that we believed would have
endangered many children, and thereby found my calling in life.

I served the city as a Community Relations Commissioner, Redevelopment Agency
member and Chair, Planning Commission member and Chair and City Council member
for over 40 years.

1 was the elected Mayor of Oxnard from 1992 until 2004 when I chose not to run for re-
election.

The city was a Jead agency on a proposed LNG re-gasification project on the coast off of
Oxnard in the 1970s when I was on the Planning Commission and several similar
proposals made while I was Mayor are currently either under discussion or have been
defeated.

I was also on the Planning Commission and the City Council during the development and
implementation of the Local Coastal Plan.

During all the time that I served in local government here, a cardinal rule all members of
the different bodies embraced was the restoration and preservation of the beaches and
view corridors.

Numerous individuals, both private and public have cooperated and have expended years

of time and effort to save, preserve and restore what we have on the coast here within
what we believe is in concert with the goals of coastal zone preservation;

19|



Preservation of Oxnard Shores before it was completely developed, development of the
park at Mandalay Bay, the hotel at the Colony, remediation of the long term oil waste site
at Fifth and Harbor Streets including research and funding to restore the milk vetch plant,
revocation of Halaco’s operation and future remediation efforts, opposing LNG and non
coastal dependent power plants and preservation and remediation plans for our wetlands
and Western Snowy Plover and least tern sites are but a few examples of what has been
accomplished cooperatively here by our residents, local government and other
government agencies.

When Oxnard was a small town of 7000-8000 residents and the beach seemed far away,
siting heavy industry there out of sight seemed like a good idea, but wiser heads prevailed
as commuting became easier and the population increased. Restoration of the beaches for
use as natural resources has been paramount as a written and unwritten policy now for
many years.

During the many years of my involvement in city planning as a Commissioner and as a
member of the City Council and as Mayor, I do not recall anyone officially or
unofficially advocating that we continue siting heavy industry at the beach as was done in
the early days. It would have been suicidal politically for an elected person to do so here.

The 45-megawat “Peaker” Power Plant now being considered at Mandalay Bay by
Edison is counter to all our efforts and would negate overnight many of the things that
have been accomplished without bringing any benefits to the state that cannot be
accomplished by usc of another site. There are many other more suitable sites that are
available to Edison for this development without degrading an existing community that is
trying to restore a resource for use by everyone in the state. Further intense industrial
development would undo all that has been done to improve livability in the area.

You have the authority to say yes or no to the project. It is easy for proponents to look for
legal reasons to approve it. It is also possible but equally legally defensible to find
reasons to deny it. There are many. Think in terms of what is good for all our state
residents and what we will leave for our children. If you do so you will find an
overwhelming need to deny the project.

Sincerely,

SIGNATURE ON FILE
7 T
Manuel M. Lopez
141 South A Street
Oxnard, Ca 93030
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