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Over the coming years, the Los Angeles electric util-
ity (Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, 
or LADWP) intends to rebuild aging units at three 
natural gas power plants.7 Certain units at the Har-
bor, Haynes and Scattergood generating stations are 
being completely replaced. These “peaker units” are 
designed to power up quickly to supplement electric-
ity generation at times of large demand spikes.8 It is 
not clear that these new units are needed. 

LADWP is rebuilding these power plants because the 
current units rely on ocean-water cooling systems 
that harm aquatic life and damage aquatic habitat.9 

These plant upgrades have been in the works since 
about 2010, but they are not expected to be com-
pleted until 2029.10 Some of the rebuilding has already 
occurred; the projects at four units have just begun; 
and six units are not scheduled for rebuilding to begin 
until after 2020 (see Table 1). LADWP has stated that 
it wants to pursue “system upgrades to move toward 
a 100 percent clean energy future.”11

to reducing fossil fuel dependence — and achieving 
compliance on ocean-water cooling — should be to 
shut down the four units at Haynes and Scattergood, 
not to rebuild them.

power overcapacity — it is expected to generate 21 

Los Angeles should be investing in genuine renewable energy. Instead, the city’s electric 
utility is doubling down on fossil fuels by pouring billions of dollars into natural gas plants that 

neighborhoods — many of which are lower-income, Latino and African-American communities. 
It is time for the city to put its money behind real renewable energy instead of perpetuating 
the demand for more dirty natural gas infrastructure like the disastrous Aliso Canyon facility 
and pipelines as well as the nationwide push for more fracking.
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percent more electricity than it needs by 2020.12 The 
units slated for rebuilding at Haynes and Scattergood 
currently produce a maximum capacity of about 
740 megawatts (MW).13 Shutting down these four 
units would only reduce LADWP’s typical electricity 
capacity from 7,531 MW to 6,791 MW.14 Even without 

power to meet the forecasted 6,182 MW typical peak 
demand through 2021 — and this capacity is well 
above the highest demand day in 2015 (6,234 MW).15 
These units can and should be shut down.

Haynes, Scattergood Pollute
Vulnerable Communities
Reinvesting in these plants exacerbates climate 
change and perpetuates the disproportionate pollu-
tion in lower-income and minority communities. The 
Haynes and Scattergood units that are being rebuilt 
already emit nearly 1.5 billion pounds of carbon 
dioxide each year.16 And escaping methane from the 
oil and gas industry that fuels these units — includ-
ing fracking, pipelines and storage facilities like Aliso 
Canyon — is the leading human-caused source of 
methane pollution in the United States.17 Pound-for-
pound, methane is over 86 times more potent than 

carbon dioxide at trapping heat over 20 years, and 
more than 34 times more potent over 100 years.18 

plants are major emitters of nitrogen oxides, which 
contribute to ground-level ozone, acid rain and 
smog.19 Exposure to nitrogen oxides has been linked 
to respiratory irritation and infection; it can cause or 
worsen bronchitis, emphysema  and existing heart 
disease, as well as cause labored breathing (espe-
cially in asthmatics) and reduced life expectancy.20 
The Haynes and Scattergood units under reconstruc-
tion emit more than 2,000 pounds of nitrogen oxides 
each year.21 

The disproportionate siting of polluting facilities near 
lower-income neighborhoods and communities of 
color worsens exposure to toxic pollution and re-
sults in public health and environmental burdens.22 
The Haynes and Scattergood plants are near sev-
eral predominantly Latino, African-American and 
lower-income neighborhoods in South Bay and The 
Harbor that already face increased environmental 
health risks (see Table 2).23 Shutting down these 
plants would reduce the pollution and environmen-
tal health burden faced by the people living in these 
neighborhoods.

TABLE 1. LOS ANGELES PEAKER UNIT REBUILDING PLAN

Completed In Progress Not Begun

Harbor
3 units 

(planning to begin in 2020, with 
completion expected in 2026)1

Haynes
2 units 

(rebuilt into 6 new 
units in 2013)2

2 units 

(planning began in 2015, with 
completion expected in 2023)3

3 units 

(planning to begin in 2021, with com-
pletion expected in 2029)4

Scattergood
1 unit 

(rebuilt in 2015)5

2 units 

(planning began in 2014, with 
completion expected in 2020)6

Total 3 units 4 units 6 units
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Instead of Spending Billions 
Rebuilding Scattergood and Haynes, 
Invest in Clean Energy 
Rebuilding the pending Haynes and Scattergood units 
could cost $2 billion. This money would be better 
spent investing in genuine clean energy, large-scale 

LADWP has estimated that it will cost $2.2 billion to 
rebuild all of the generating units at Harbor, Haynes 
and Scattergood.25 But the total costs will probably 
be much higher. LADWP has already spent about $1.5 

1), suggesting that it could cost $2 billion just to com-
plete the pending Haynes and Scattergood projects.26 

Because solar prices have been declining, LADWP 
could spend less money installing new utility-scale so-
lar than it plans to spend rebuilding Haynes and Scat-

tergood. If LADWP spent $790 million on utility-scale 
solar, it could generate the same amount of power as 
the four Haynes and Scattergood units being rebuilt, 
and if another $1 billion were spent on battery storage 
(what Southern California Edison is spending to re-

utility would likely have enough power and reliability 
to provide zero-emissions electricity.27 This would save 
the utility and ratepayers over $200 million. 

Act Now for a Renewable Future Today

years to come. Climate chaos demands immediate 

in order to achieve 100 percent renewable energy 
and zero emissions by 2035. Urge Mayor Garcetti and 
the Los Angeles City Council to halt the rebuilding of 
the Haynes and Scattergood power plants here:  
fwwat.ch/2oEKZ7K

TABLE 2. SELECTED DEMOGRAPHICS OF NEIGHBORHOODS NEAR HAYNES AND SCATTERGOOD

Average 
Pollution 

Burden Index 

Neighborhood Census Tract Population Averages

% Latino
% African 
American

% Asian
% Senior 
Citizen

> 200% 
poverty 

level

Scatter-
good

Inglewood 79% 53% 41% 2% 10% 49%

Hawthorne 83% 52% 25% 8% 8% 44%

Lennox 91% 92% 4% 2% 5% 62%

Haynes
Long Beach 66% 39% 13% 14% 11% 43%

Signal Hill 72% 31% 12% 21% 9% 32%

SOURCE:
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