
 

  

July 16, 2021 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

Jeanine Townsend, Clerk to the Board 
State Water Resources Control Board 
Box 100, Sacramento, CA 95812-2000 
commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov 

 

 
Re: Comment Letter - OTC Policy Amendment 

Dear Chair Esquivel and Members of the State Water Resources Control Board: 

It is with great disappointment and disbelief that we again write to oppose another extension 
of the final compliance deadline for the AES Redondo Beach Generating Station (AES Redondo 
Beach) under the Water Quality Control Policy on the Use of Coastal and Estuarine Waters for 
Power Plant Cooling (OTC Policy).  The City of Redondo Beach has long opposed any extension 
of AES Redondo Beach’s final compliance deadline, and with good reason.  AES Redondo Beach 
is a significant source of water and air pollution in our community, it is antiquated and 
inefficient, and it should have discontinued operations last year.   
 
Despite certain representations that another compliance extension was unlikely, the State 
Water Resources Control Board (Water Board) is now considering an extension for two more 
years based on flawed, scant evidence.  It is doing so based solely on the representations of the 
State’s energy agencies, without any consideration for the significant environmental impacts of 
this decision.  For the reasons stated below, the City opposes any further extension in the 
strongest possible terms. 
 

I. BACKGROUND 

The City, its elected officials, and its residents are experiencing déjà vu.  On September 1, 2020, 
the Water Board extended the final compliance deadline for the Alamitos, Huntington Beach, 
and Ormond Beach power plants by an additional three years from December 31, 2020 through 
December 31, 2023.  At the same time, it extended the final compliance deadline for AES 
Redondo Beach through the end of this year.  The Water Board did so based on evidence that 
this package of extensions would be sufficient to address the State’s energy demands through 
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2023, when additional sources of renewable energy would be available.  While the City and its 
residents disagreed, and continue to disagree, with the analysis that supported the 2020 OTC 
Policy extension, we took some measure of assurance that AES Redondo Beach would finally 
cease operations at the end of 2021.   
 
The City’s understanding was supported by repeated Board Member statements at the 
September 2020 hearing.  There, Chair Joaquin Esquivel clearly and correctly stated “we don’t 
want to be here again.”1  Board Member Firestone then commented “I think it’s important for 
us to have our deadlines to mean something, and that’s especially true when there’s a decade 
of runway time to achieve them. I think it’s really frustrating for all of us to have to extend 
compliance dates at a really late hour.”2  She went on to say “I think it is a huge deal to do an 
additional amendment and I think we all want to not have to have this come back next year 
with a further extension.”3  Board Member Maguire commented “I want to have as much 
assurance and rigor in the analysis as we can reasonably expect to say that these dates are best 
guess and we won’t have to come back again or twice more or three times more.”4  Despite the 
Board’s clear direction, here we are considering another two-year extension of AES Redondo 
Beach’s compliance deadline. 
 
Even the State’s energy regulators oppose a further extension of AES Redondo Beach’s lifeline.  
As reported in the Los Angeles Times on April 21, 2021, “When the California Public Utilities 
Commission recommended 17 months ago that a gas-fired power plant on the Redondo Beach 
waterfront remain open beyond 2020 — over the objections of local officials and clean energy 
activists — Commissioner Martha Guzman Aceves made a commitment to the city’s mayor.  ‘I 
pledge to you, Mayor Brand, that I will never support a further extension,’ she said.”5  In fact, in 
2019, when Commissioner Guzman made that commitment, the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) ordered the procurement of an additional 3,300 MW “to account for the 
requested ramp-down in OTC capacity.”6  The additional 3,300 MW of capacity appears to be 
on schedule.  AES Redondo Beach on the other hand is a 70-year old gas-fired, once-through-
cooling (OTC) facility.  It is inefficient and unreliable.  During the August 2020 blackouts, one 
AES Redondo Beach unit was completely unavailable during both of the August 14 and August 
15 blackout days, and the other two were de-rated.  Yet, here we are again.  
 
 

                                                      
1 https://www.youtube.com/embed/LYcESaHotgs?modestbranding=1&rel=0&autoplay=1, at 15:54:23.  
2 Id. at 6:28:51.   
3 Id. at 6:40:11.   
4 Id. at 6:07:34. 
5 https://www.latimes.com/environment/newsletter/2021-04-01/how-a-beachfront-gas-plant-explains-
californias-energy-problems-boiling-point, attached as Exhibit 1.   
6 CPUC D.19-11-016, p. 63. 
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II. THE WATER BOARD SHOULD NOT CONTINUE TO ALLOW THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
HARM CAUSED BY AES REDONDO BEACH  

Why does the Water Board continue to discount any of the environmental impacts associated 
with AES Redondo Beach?   
 
As detailed in our prior May 18, 2020 comment letters to the Water Board in conjunction with 
last year’s OTC Policy amendment, extending the deadline for AES Redondo Beach is 
inconsistent with protecting the environment.7  The operations at AES Redondo Beach, which 
have been described by AES as presenting an imminent and substantial risk to human health 
and safety, are causing significant harm to the environment.  Such operations are causing 
degradation of at least 5.93 acres of wetlands on which the plant is located, emitting polluted 
water into King Harbor and the Pacific Ocean, and, most pertinent to the OTC Policy, continuing 
to entrain and impinge marine life in its OTC system.  As noted by the Los Angeles Times, “The 
story begins in 2010, when the state water board voted to phase out the use of ocean water for 
cooling machinery at 19 power plants along the coast.  As The Times reported back then, intake 
pipes at those facilities ‘suck in enough seawater to fill Lake Arrowhead, then spit it out again, a 
little warmer and a lot deader,’ killing fish that can get trapped against intake screens and 
larvae that are small enough to make it through the screens.”8   
 
The Water Board has an obligation to achieve statewide compliance with Section 316(b) of the 
Clean Water Act, which requires that OTC structures implement the best technology available 
for minimizing adverse environmental impacts. Under the OTC Policy, the best available 
technology is closed-cycle wet cooling, or equivalent technology.  AES Redondo Beach does not 
use this best available technology.  The Water Board is inappropriately excusing compliance 
with Section 316(b) and its implementing regulations.  Importantly, the Water Board, in acting 
to adopt compliance standards on a site-specific basis, has failed to consider the relevant 
factors required by 40 CFR §125.94(d) when permitting existing OTC structures.9  The Water 
Board must consider the following factors: 
 

(i) Numbers and types of organisms entrained, including, specifically, the numbers and 

species (or lowest taxonomic classification possible) of Federally-listed, threatened 

and endangered species, and designated critical habitat (e.g., prey base);  

                                                      
7 May 18, 2020 comment letter, attached as Exhibit 2.  Many of the arguments raised in the comment 
letter remain pertinent to the issues before the Water Board and to the extent they are not raised 
herein, they are incorporated by this reference. 
8 Exhibit 1. 
9 Although this is a policy-level decision, the Chief Counsel’s office has previously informed the City that 
it considers this proceeding to be akin to a permitting action because it deals with a specific OTC facility.  
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(ii) Impact of changes in particulate emissions or other pollutants associated with 

entrainment technologies;  

(iii) Land availability inasmuch as it relates to the feasibility of entrainment technology;  

(iv) Remaining useful plant life; and  

(v) Quantified and qualitative social benefits and costs of available entrainment 

technologies….10 

Neither the Staff Report nor the proposed OTC Policy amendment contain a discussion of these 
factors required by EPA regulations.  More importantly, if the proposed OTC Policy amendment 
is adopted, AES Redondo Beach will continue to defer compliance with the best technology 
available standard required by Section 316(b).  
 
In addition, if the proposed OTC Policy amendment is approved, then the Regional Board will be 
tasked with considering another modification to AES Redondo Beach’s NPDES permit and, 
presumably, an extension of the time schedule order (TSO) for DDT, temperature, pH, copper, 
and nickel.  The City disagrees with the Staff Report’s representation that the NPDES permit 
may be extended administratively upon submission of a complete report of waste discharge.  
The Los Angeles Regional Board’s modification of the NPDES permit specifically incorporated 
the “Final Compliance Date for the Discharger of December 31, 2021” pursuant to the 
September 1, 2020 OTC Policy amendment in both the permit and its fact sheet.11  A further 
modification to the permit would be needed to extend the NPDES permit’s OTC Policy 
compliance schedule, given that the OTC Policy is implemented through the permit.   
 
More importantly, any further extension of the NPDES permit and TSO is detrimental to the 
water quality of King Harbor and the Pacific Ocean.  Since 2019, AES Redondo Beach has 
exceeded permissible limits of pH, TSS, and zinc.  Just last month, on June 7, 2021, AES settled 
these recent violations.12  There is little question that, if allowed to continue to operate, AES 
Redondo Beach will continue to discharge harmful pollutants into our waters.   
 
AES Redondo Beach also produces a substantial amount of air pollution.  The topology of the 
area causes this air pollution to accumulate and stagnate along the coast, rather than dissipate.  
AES Redondo Beach pollutes the environment in one of the most densely populated 
communities in California and in the presence of enormous summer crowds at the adjacent 
beach.  The City of Redondo Beach has 11,000 residents per square mile.  Directly across the 
street from AES Redondo Beach is the City of Hermosa Beach - the most densely populated 
community on the California Coast.  Hermosa Beach has over 13,000 residents per square mile. 

                                                      
10 40 CFR §125.98(f)(2).   
11 Order R4-2016-0222-A01.  
12 See Stipulated Order On Settlement Offer No. R4-2021-0022: AES Redondo Beach, LLC, Redondo 
Beach Generating Station, 1100 N. Harbor Drive, Redondo Beach, California, Order No. R4-2016-0222, 
NPDES No. CA0001201, CI No. 0536.  
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Additionally, more than 6,500 Redondo Beach students report to schools located within 1.5 
miles of AES Redondo Beach.  A 2015 study, reflected in the chart below, found that there were 
an estimated 21,632 people living within one mile of AES Redondo Beach, which is about 500 
more people than the other three plants at issue, combined.13   
 

Generating Station Population within 1 mile 

REDONDO BEACH 21,632 

ORMOND BEACH 17 

ALAMITOS  11,811 

HUNTINGTON 8,336 

 
As that study noted, the vast majority of power plants are sited in locations with very low 
population density as they should be.  Of the 102 power plants that were analyzed, 46 were 
located at sites with surrounding populations of less than 1,000; 85 had populations of less than 
10,000; and only 6 (including Redondo Beach) had populations above 20,000.  
 
In 2019 alone, the AES Redondo Beach facility had at least two “abnormal startups” that 
resulted in panicked community members overwhelming the City’s 911 services with calls 
regarding the situation and the plant is also a large source of noise complaints from City 
residents. 
 
The Water Board should not condone this pollution.   
 
III. AES REDONDO BEACH IS NOT THE SOLUTION TO MEET THE STATE’S ENERGY 

DEMANDS 

As addressed in more detail below, the above detrimental environmental impacts can be 
avoided because AES Redondo Beach is not the correct solution to ensure the reliability of 
California’s electrical supply.   
 
The City has retained energy expert Jaleh Firooz, P.E., to assist with evaluating whether AES 
Redondo Beach is an appropriate solution to meet the State’s energy demands.  Ms. Firooz is a 
licensed Professional Electrical Engineer in the State of California with more than thirty-five 
years of utility and consulting experience in transmission planning, resource planning, 
generation interconnection, transmission regulatory policy, competitive wholesale energy 
markets and market design.  She holds a Master of Business Administration and a Bachelor of 
Science degree in Electrical Engineering.  She worked for the San Diego Gas and Electric 
Company for twenty-four years in the areas of Operations, Transmission and Resource 

                                                      
13 Study of Population Densities Near Gas-Fired Power Plants in California, California Energy Commission 
Docket Number: 01-AFC-03, TN Number: 206059, September 10, 2015. 
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Planning, Power Procurement, California Independent System Operator Corporation (CAISO) 
formation and markets, and Regulatory areas of the company.  She also has expertise in power 
flow and production cost modeling and analysis.  She is currently president of Advanced Energy 
Solutions, a consulting company specializing in California’s energy sector.  The results of Ms. 
Firooz’s analysis are set forth below. 
 

a. Unreliable OTC Units Will Not Improve Energy System Reliability 
 
When we were here last year, and before the CPUC in late 2019, the City used the CAISO’s and 
the CPUC’s numbers, to show that the AES Redondo Beach units were not needed to meet local 
nor system capacity requirements.  The CPUC responded by saying the OTC units were needed 
just in case the 3,300 MW of new procured generation were delayed (i.e., as insurance).14  
There is no indication from the CAISO, CPUC, or SACCWIS that any of the new procurement is 
behind schedule or will not be available in 2021, 2022, and 2023, as expected.  Additionally, 
there is no evidence of resources being unexpectedly decommissioned.  To the contrary, the 
Staff Report at page 12 notes that in 2020 the CAISO Board of Governors authorized a “system-
level Reliability-Must-Run designation for 400 MW of resources that had previously notified the 
CAISO of their intent to retire or mothball.”  As such, the “insurance” should no longer be 
needed.  
 
Yet, here we are again.  Noting the CPUC’s decision to increase the Planning Reserve Margin 
(PRM) on a temporary basis, the Staff Report states this increase “underpinned the need for 
retention of all available capacity during summer months in 2022, such as Redondo Beach.”15 
Not so.  As the Staff Report also notes, the CAISO recommended that temporary increase to 
“‘account for increased levels of forced outages currently being experienced by California’s 
fleet.’”16  But, as explained in the Final Root Cause Analysis Mid-August 2020 Extreme Heat 
Wave report, published by the CAISO, CPUC, and CEC, most of these “outages were comprised 
of the natural gas-fired fleet….”17  If outages among California’s fleet are a problem, extending 
the compliance deadline for AES Redondo Beach units that are known to have outages when 
needed and were not fully available during the August 2020 blackouts is not the solution. 
 
The energy agencies may think intuitively that any generation -- even an unreliable generation -
- is better than no generation.  The City cautions that such thinking is misguided.  The CAISO’s 
options for getting energy to meet grid reliability are reduced significantly as it approaches real 
time.  The units designated to provide possible emergency relief should be the most reliable 
units, not the least reliable units.  Relying on old and unreliable units--such as AES Redondo 
Beach (one of the oldest OTC units), whose owners have very little economic incentive to spend 

                                                      
14 D.19-11-106, p. 19 [“Extension requests are an insurance policy….”]. 
15 Staff Report, p. 14. 
16 Id. 
17 CAISO, CPUC, and CEC, Final Root Cause Analysis for the Mid-August 2020 Extreme Heat Wave, p. 87.  



Jeanine Townsend, Clerk to the Board 
July 16, 2021 Page | 7

 

 

money on operations and maintenance for the units planned to be retired soon--actually 
decreases system reliability. 
 
In the past twenty years, none of the outages, including the one last year in the CAISO service 
territory, were the result of having insufficient installed resources.  There has been no year in 
which the planning reserves were below the CPUC’s requirement.  These planning reserve 
requirements have been used for decades throughout the country without any problem.  Every 
instance of firm load loss in California, including last year’s outages, were caused by unexpected 
and unplanned events.  These events include transmission outages, operator errors inside or 
outside CAISO territory, incorrect operation of equipment, out-of-date equipment settings (e.g., 
tie tripping scheme between SDG&E and SCE), lack of visibility and communication with a 
neighboring Balancing Authority; and in the case of last year’s outage: software errors18, lax 
CAISO generator outage management, and generator dispatch error.19  As happened last 
summer, many triggering events happen with little or no advance warning and the CAISO has 
very little time to react and replace the lost capacity/energy.  
 
In building a reliable energy grid, it matters less how many megawatts of capacity are added in 
the planning phase; but more how reliable those megawatts of capacity are when needed.  That 
capacity needs to be able to operate during emergencies when operator options are limited.  
The AES Redondo Beach units and other OTC units, if not retired, are contracted by the load 
serving entities to meet their Resource Adequacy (RA) obligation because they are the easiest 
resource to contract with (i.e., they are already built and perhaps cheaper than other 
alternatives -they are fully depreciated).  But they are usually the last units to be dispatched 
(committed) by the CAISO to meet the load since they are the least efficient units (most 
expensive energy) on the system.  During emergency conditions, especially when the 
emergency arises with little advance notice, the operator has very limited options available to 
remedy the unanticipated event.  Unreliable units such as OTCs provide a false sense of security 
for the operators.   
 
In addition, most of the OTC units are considered “long start” (meaning they take a long time 
for the unit to be able to start from a cold condition to reach operational capability) and in 

                                                      
18 The CAISO’s software allowed large amounts of exports out of the CAISO Balancing Authority area at 
the same time firm load was being curtailed.  There were 3,500 MW of exports when the CAISO initiated 
rolling blackouts within the CAISO Balancing Authority on August 14-15, 2020. (CAISO Daily Outlook, 
Supply, August 14, 2020, net imports = 7,126 MW at 6:35 pm; and Final Root Cause Analysis, January 13, 
2021, Figure B.36: Total Day-Ahead Scheduled Exports by Category, p. 122.)  This software problem has 
been acknowledged by both the CAISO and CAISO’s Department of Market Monitoring and has since 
been corrected.  Had the exports been cut, even partially, as was intended by the original market design 
concept, California would not have experienced the August 14-15, 2020 blackouts. 
19 These circumstances are explained in more detail in the City’s March 25, 2021 letter to SACCWIS, 
incorporated by reference.  
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some cases have to be started a day prior to when they are actually needed.  Long start 
limitations make these units physically incapable of being available during system emergencies 
if the unanticipated event occurs with little or no advance knowledge.  
 
On the other hand, if the CAISO is not relying on such units, and determines a month, week, or 
a few days ahead, that it might be short of resources, the CAISO can come up with alternative 
ways to meet the load.  These alternatives may include paying customers to reduce load, or the 
use of emergency generators and other resources not counted towards supply requirements 
such as additional imports.  To reduce the possibility of outages caused by relying on units 
which are unable to produce when needed, higher quality capacity is required.  The OTC units 
and AES Redondo Beach units in particular, are exactly the opposite of what is needed to 
reduce the risk of outages as unexpected events often occur with little advance notice, thereby 
limiting the CAISO’s options.  
  
If the AES Redondo Beach units are retired as planned, they would not be contracted by load 
serving entities and not counted towards those load serving entities’ RA obligations.  They could 
not be relied upon by the CAISO operators and the CAISO would necessarily look for other, 
more dependable, capacity to address short term emergencies.      
 
 b. OTC Units Are Not Reliable  
 
While the outage rates of newer gas-fired generators are around 5%, the data shows that 
California’s obsolete and uncompetitive OTC units have outage rates closer to 40%.  For 
example, on August 14, 2020 at the time of the first summer 2020 rolling blackout, the CAISO 
outage report20 indicated that 1,418 MW out of 3,733 MW (Net Qualifying Capacity of nine 
Southern California OTC units) were unavailable, an outage rate of 38% (1,418 ÷ 3,733 MW).  
 
More recently, on June 17, 2021, the day CAISO called the first Flex Alert of 2021, the CAISO 
Outage Report21 indicated 1,36622 MW out of 3,777 MW of the nine Southern California OTC 
units were unavailable, a 36% outage rate (1,366 ÷ 3,777).  
 
Most importantly here, according to the same CAISO outage data, one AES Redondo Beach unit 
was completely unavailable during both of the August 14 and August 15 blackout days, and the 

                                                      
20 R.20-11-003, Prepared Opening Testimony Of Bill Powers, P.E. On Behalf Of The Protect Our 
Communities Foundation, (January 11, 2021) p. 9. 
21 http://www.caiso.com/Documents/Curtailed-non-operational-generator-am-report-20210617.html.  
The Protect Our Communities Foundation Comments On The Proposed Decision On Track 3b.2 Issues: 
Restructure Of The Resource Adequacy Program, p. 8. 
22 Alamitos 5, 30 MW; Ormond Beach 1&2, 1,241 MW; Redondo Beach 6, 95 MW (30 + 1,241 + 95 =1366 
MW). 
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other two were de-rated.23  On June 17, 2021, AES Redondo Beach unit 6 was de-rated by 95 
MW.   
 
The owners and operators of obsolete OTC units have little economic incentive to spend money 
on the maintenance of these units.  Most OTC units were planned to already be retired, so it 
does not pay to spend capital to improve their availability.  Therefore, there is no reason to 
believe these units will be more dependable during the next heat wave.  
  
Another deficiency of the OTC units, as mentioned above, is their long start time.  During the 
2020 blackouts, the CAISO failed to dispatch all of the available “long start” OTC units.  For 
example, neither Alamitos 4 (336 MW net qualifying capacity) nor Ormond Beach 1 (741 MW 
net qualifying capacity) were in a planned or forced outage condition on August 13, 2020, but 
neither was dispatched in sufficient time to provide significant power on August 14, 2020, when 
the rolling blackout was initiated by the CAISO.  The combined net qualifying capacity of these 
two units totals 1,077 MW. 24 The magnitude of the blackout on August 14th was about 1,000 
MW. 
 
 c. Additional Reliable Resources Are Planned  
 
To bridge any perceived gap between the one-year focus of the RA program and the 10-year 
planning horizon of the Integrated Resource Planning (IRP) effort, the CPUC has ordered 
additional resource procurement.  In Decision (D.) 18-06-030, the CPUC adopted a three-year 
forward procurement requirement for Local RA Capacity.  In D.19-11-016, the CPUC in the IRP 
proceeding ordered procurement of 3,300 MW of system capacity for 2021-2023 “to address 
the potential for electricity system resource adequacy shortages beginning in 2021.”25  More 
recently, the CPUC authorized emergency procurement of resources needed to avoid shortages 
in the summers of 2021 and 202226 and three weeks ago ordered procurement of 11,500 MW 
of mid-term capacity for 2023-2026.27  At this time, there is no reason to believe that any of 
these deadlines will not be met.  
 
In addition to adding new resources, the CAISO is planning on shifting load from on-peak hours 
to off-peak hours, when plenty of solar energy is available, through a variety of means including 

                                                      
23 http://www.caiso.com/Documents/08132020-08162020-ActiveOutages-Public.xlsx. A fact sheet is 
also available at http://www.caiso.com/Documents/Aug14-15-OutageFactSheet.pdf. 
24 CAISO, Response of CAISO to Data Request Number PCF-CAISO-2020RA-02, R.19-11-009, November 
16, 2020, Attachment A. 
25 D.19-11-016, p. 1. 
26 D.21-02-028, D.21-03-056. 
27 D.21-06-035. 
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allowing load to bid into its market and change in retail rates.28  This will further reduce the 
system peak demand and thus reduce the need for a resource such as AES Redondo Beach.  
Shifting load is a far more efficient, better for environment, and reliable solution than 
attempting to rely on the unreliable obsolete AES Redondo Beach units.  
 
IV. THE WATER BOARD HAS FAILED TO COMPLY WITH CEQA 

With respect to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code § 21000, 
et seq.), the Water Board is erroneously relying on an addendum to the previously approved 
2010 Final Substitute Environmental Document (SED) to satisfy the Water Board’s 
environmental review obligations in connection with the OTC Policy amendment.  Relying on 
the 2010 baseline environmental conditions to justify a lengthy extension of AES Redondo 
Beach’s final compliance deadline is inappropriate under CEQA.  
   
Under CEQA, a subsequent environmental document must be prepared when there are 
substantial changes in the circumstances under which the project is undertaken revealing:  
new, significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 
identified significant effects; or new information of substantial importance, which was not 
known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time 
the previous environmental document was adopted, showing that there will be significant 
effects that were not previously discussed or which are more severe than previously shown.29 
Use of an addendum is reserved for situations where “some changes or additions are 
necessary” but the conditions for a subsequent environmental document are not met.30   
 
The OTC Policy amendment and its addendum do not meet this test.  For example, the 
addendum does not sufficiently account for changed conditions under which the OTC Policy 
amendment would occur, including the discovery of at least 5.93 acres of wetlands and related 
wildlife on site, which the California Coastal Commission confirmed in 2015.  The addendum 
also does not sufficiently consider and analyze the adverse air quality, noise, and health impacts 
that will occur due to changes in land uses since the SED, including new residential uses, a 
hotel, and a heavily used bike track near the power plant.  Instead, the addendum summarily 

                                                      
28 See Comments of the California Independent System Operator Corporation, Dated: July 1, 2021, 
http://www.caiso.com/Documents/Jul1-2021-TechnicalConferenceComments-
ElectrificationandGridFuture-AD21-12.pdf, page 6 [“The CAISO supports both the integration of flexible 
demand into wholesale markets and leveraging load modifications through grid informed time variant 
and dynamic retail rates for newly electrified resources to mitigate stress on the system by beneficially 
shifting and shaping load to create a flatter and more manageable system load profile”].  
29 14 CCR §15162(a).   
30 14 CCR §15164(a). 
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concludes that no changed circumstances or significant new information has occurred in the 
more than a decade since the SED was approved.31  
 
The operation of AES Redondo Beach already has resulted in adverse environmental impacts, 
including those substantial enough to result in the California Coastal Commission issuing a 
Notice of Violation to AES Redondo Beach and the underlying property owner “for illegally 
dewatering the wetlands through the unpermitted installation and use of groundwater pumps 
in the former tank basin area and the installation and use of new portable pumps to dewater 
utility vaults that may be hydrologically connected to the wetlands in the former tank basin.”32  
While the Staff Report notes at page 26 that “AES submitted by June 30, 2020, a complete 
coastal development permit application to the City of Redondo Beach seeking authorization to 
remove the dewatering system in the former tank basin and either retain or remove the vault 
pumping system,” the application was not deemed complete until October 2020 and the 
hearing at which AES must present additional information and analysis has not yet occurred.  In 
any event, the application does not absolve the Water Board of its obligation to disclose, 
analyze, and attempt to mitigate the adverse biological resources impacts from a further period 
of operation of AES Redondo Beach. 
 
The Staff Report also acknowledges that “Extending the compliance date of Redondo Beach will 
extend existing air, noise, and aesthetic impacts; however, impacts are expected to remain less 
than the baseline condition established in the 2010 Final SED.”33  The Staff Report and 
addendum concede that the 2010 Final SED determined that it could not accurately assess air 
quality impacts related to compliance with the OTC Policy but, rather than attempting to 
undertake any quantitative or qualitative analysis now, the Water Board simply asserts, without 
any basis, that “continued operation of Redondo Beach is not expected to result in air impacts 
greater than those reported as baseline air emissions in Section 2.6 of the 2010 Final SED.”34  
There is no evidence to support this conclusion, and the Water Board has not engaged in a 
good faith effort to disclose potential environmental impacts.  
 
The Water Board’s Staff Report demonstrates the problems with, and lack of information 
disclosure resulting from, the failure to undertake any meaningful analysis of air quality 
impacts.  The Staff Report notes that AES Redondo Beach has experienced mechanical failures, 
including as recently as July 2019, which “caused the unit to emit dark, black smoke for 
approximately six minutes.”35  AES Redondo Beach is also under investigation by South Coast 

                                                      
31 Addendum section of Staff Report, pp. 34-35. 
32 Staff Report, p. 26.   
33 Staff Report, p. 27. 
34 Id. 
35 Staff Report, p. 28. 
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Air Quality Management District for “deviations” from permit terms.36  This information rises to 
the level of significant new information rendering use of an addendum inappropriate.   

The onus is on the Water Board to provide the necessary information for the public and 
decisionmakers to be apprised of the environmental consequences of further amending the 
OTC Policy and extending the environmental harm created by AES Redondo Beach.  The 
addendum and the supporting Staff Report both fail to satisfy this Water Board’s legal 
obligation and fail as informational documents under CEQA.  A subsequent SED is required.  The 
City objects to any further action being taken on the OTC Policy amendment until the Water 
Board fully complies with CEQA. 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21167(f), the City also intends these comments to  
serve as a written request for a copy of any notice of determination that may be filed related to 
this Project or any part or component thereof. 

V. CONCLUSION 

The City and its residents have anticipated the closure of AES Redondo Beach for over a decade.  
AES Redondo Beach should not be used as a safety net or insurance policy at the expense of the 
environment and surrounding community.  Given that AES Redondo Beach is not a reliable 
solution to meet the State’s energy demands, the Water Board should not sacrifice water and 
air quality impacts in our community by extending the power plant’s OTC Policy compliance 
deadline for one more day, much less two more years. 

Sincerely, 

Michael W. Webb 
City Attorney of the City of Redondo Beach

 William C. Brand 
Mayor of the City of Redondo Beach 
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