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Response to Comment Set B1: Margot Eiser, Save Montebello Hills 
 
B1-1 California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines section 15105(a) requires that, in 

general, the minimum time for public review of a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by state agencies is 45 days. The 
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) initiated a 45-day comment period 
starting April 29, 2016, and extending through June 13, 2016. The CPUC extended the 
comment period to 60 days and accepted written comments on the Draft EIR through 
June 27, 2016. All written comments must have been postmarked or received by fax or 
email no later than 5:00 p.m. on June 27, 2016. 
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Comment Letter B2 – George Kim, MORGNER PCS 
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Response to Comment Set B2: George Kim, MORGNER PCS 
 
B2-1 The commenter requested information regarding contractor bidding on the proposed 

project. In an email reply, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) explained 
to the commenter that the CPUC conducts environmental review under the California 
Environmental Quality Act and does not have information regarding contractor 
bidding on the proposed project. Because the commenter did not comment on the 
content of the Environmental Impact Report, no further response is necessary. 
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Comment Set B3 – Margot Eiser – Citizens for Open and Pubic Participation1  
 

 

                                                             
1 The commenter provided links to several websites containing supplemental information. Some of these links were 

broken. Refer to Attachment 2 File 1 for copies of the supplemental information provided by these links.  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 118 FINAL EIR 

  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 119 FINAL EIR 

  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 120 FINAL EIR 

  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 121 FINAL EIR 

 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 122 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 123 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 124 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 125 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 126 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 127 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 128 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 129 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 130 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 131 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 132 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 133 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 134 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 135 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 136 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 137 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 138 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 139 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 140 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 141 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 142 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 143 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 144 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 145 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 146 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 147 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 148 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 149 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 150 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 151 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 152 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 153 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 154 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 155 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 156 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 157 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 158 FINAL EIR 

 

  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 159 FINAL EIR 

 
 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 160 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 161 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 162 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 163 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 164 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 165 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 166 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 167 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 168 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 169 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 170 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 171 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 172 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 173 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 174 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 175 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 176 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 177 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 178 FINAL EIR 

 
  



 
MESA 500-KV SUBSTATION PROJECT 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 

OCTOBER 2016 179 FINAL EIR 

Response to Comment Set B3: Margot Eiser – Citizens for Open and Pubic Participation 
 
B3-1 The hyperlinked information referenced by the commenter will be included in the 

record for consideration by the decision makers and is addressed in further detail 
below. 
 
The Seismic Hazards and Mapping Act, as contained in California Public Resources 
Code section 2697, requires that cities and counties require a geotechnical report 
defining seismic hazards prior to project approval. The California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) is a state agency, and the requirement therefore does not apply to 
the CPUC. Furthermore, the Seismic Hazards and Mapping Act also does not speak to 
the requirements for content in an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). An additional 
report is not required. 
 
Mitigation Measure (MM) GEO-1 (see Draft EIR page 4.5-34) requires preparation of a 
geotechnical report with specific recommendations of engineering and design 
measures to mitigate impacts of the proposed project associated with unstable soils, 
seismic ground shaking, landslides and lateral spreading, and expansive soils.  The 
measure includes a list of specific measures that may be used to mitigate impacts and 
requires Southern California Edison (SCE) to demonstrate that the measures have been 
incorporated into project design. 
 
The County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Manual for Preparation of 
Geotechnical Reports sets forth requirements for preparation of geotechnical reports 
for EIRs prepared for projects within the County’s jurisdiction and for which the 
County is serving as Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). The CPUC is the Lead Agency for the proposed project and is not required to 
adhere to the County’s CEQA guidance.  
 
Refer to Master Response 1 (Geologic and Seismic Investigations) for a detailed 
discussion of the analysis undertaken in the Draft EIR to examine the proposed 
project’s impacts on geology and soils.    
 
A Lead Agency is required to recirculate an EIR when “significant new information” is 
added to the EIR after notice is given of the availability of the Draft EIR for public 
review but prior to certification.  Recirculation is not required when the new 
information added to the EIR merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant 
modifications to an adequate EIR.  This response does not constitute significant new 
information under CEQA; therefore, recirculation is not required.  
 

B3-2 The commenter’s statement referencing structural performance and a future building 
code update is noted and included in the record for decision-makers. See response to 
comment B3-32 and Master Response 1. The commenter does not provide specific 
assertions or evidence related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the 
EIR. Additionally, lead agencies are not required to respond to general reference 
materials or comments that are not directly relevant to the project (Environmental 
Protection Information Center v. Dept. of Forestry & Fire Protection (2008) 44 Cal.4th 
459, 483, 487). Therefore, no further response can be provided. 
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B3-3 The Whittier Fault Extension notes (Comment B3-3a) referred to by the commenter 
contain various observations from the commenter and excerpts of text from different 
publications describing the Whittier Fault. Information provided by the commenter 
indicates that the precise extent and location of the Whittier Fault is unknown. The 
commenter asserts that the length of the Whittier Fault should be extended. However, 
information referenced by the commenter is conflicting; some publications do not 
include an extended length for the Whittier Fault while others do. Statements made in 
this comment assert that information provided in studies cited by the commenter is 
not conclusive or that the commenter disagrees with the study’s findings. Because of 
the contradictory statements made by the commenter, it is unclear what the 
commenter would like the CPUC to do with this information. Names of other faults are 
mentioned briefly, but the commenter does not state that they need to be included in 
the EIR or whether they are relevant to the proposed project. The commenter explains 
that their community group has filed a lawsuit against the City for lack of enforcement 
of the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act. Overall, the commenter does not assert that the 
EIR analysis is deficient or state whether the figure showing the Whittier Fault 
provided in the EIR should be changed; therefore, no further response is required. See 
the response to B3-26 regarding the mapping and naming convention for faults.  
 

B3-3a Refer to the response to comment B3-3.  
 

B3-4 As described in the notes to Table 6-1 in the EIR, the Metro Eastside Transit Corridor 
Phase 2 project has a proposed route in the vicinity of the substation. That project 
would involve construction of a light rail transit project from an existing light rail line. 
Two alternatives are being considered—one would follow State Route (SR) 60 and 
would be located in an east/west orientation between the south side of the Mesa 
Substation site and the north side of SR 60. The other alternative would not be located 
adjacent to the substation site. Construction is anticipated to occur from 2027 through 
2035, with operation beginning in 2035. No evidence has been found to show that the 
substation-adjacent alignment has been selected. The project web page is still 
consistent with two alternatives being considered (MTA 2016). It therefore remains 
uncertain which alternative will be selected and studied in the Final 
EIR/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS); therefore, the project was determined to 
be speculative and was not included in the discussion of cumulative impacts. The 
commenter’s other suggestions regarding placing the station near the substation are 
noted; however, they are not relevant to the proposed project and therefore no 
additional response is required.  
 

B3-5 As Figure 4.2-1 does not exist in the EIR, it is presumed that the commenter is referring 
to Figure 4.3-1, “Vegetation Types.” The commenter provides various examples of non-
native vegetation in the proposed project area. Non-native vegetation is discussed in 
Table 4.3-1 of the Draft EIR, and multiple vegetation communities identified in the 
table and in Figure 4.3-1 contain non-native vegetation (e.g., non-native vegetation, 
non-native woodland, and drainages). Table 4.3-1 includes several non-native species 
that the commenter used as examples, such as Russian thistle and castor bean. 
 
The first example the commenter provides states that Russian thistle and castor bean 
are present in the transmission corridor extending northeast from Staging Yard 1. 
Vegetation in this area is categorized as disturbed/developed and non-native. The 
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commenter provides three additional examples of non-native species in the project 
area and requests that Figure 4.3-1 provide locations of non-native species. 
 
The commenter asserts that non-native vegetation currently in the project area must 
be removed and replaced with area specific California natives; the commenter includes 
non-native species that were absent before SCE’s Tehachapi Renewable Transmission 
Project (TRTP) in certain locations but are now present among the vegetation that 
must be removed. CEQA Guidelines section 15125(a) states that “An EIR must include 
a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as 
they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published . . . . This environmental 
setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead 
agency determines whether an impact is significant.” The Notice of Preparation for the 
proposed project was issued on June 5, 2015; therefore, any non-native vegetation in 
the project area that was established before June 5, 2015, such as a species or 
vegetation type that may have been associated with the TRTP, is considered part of 
existing conditions rather than an impact of the proposed project. Therefore, existing 
non-native vegetation in the project area at baseline is not an impact of the proposed 
project requiring mitigation through replacement with native vegetation. Please note, 
however, that some ruderal areas may be used as mitigation areas to mitigate impacts 
to coastal California gnatcatcher. Please see responses to comments A1-3, A1-4, and 
D2-86 for additional discussion. 
 
The Mesa Substation Draft EIR identifies impacts on sensitive resources, such as 
special-status species’ habitat and sensitive vegetation communities, which could 
result from the establishment of non-native species during the proposed project. The 
Draft EIR contains mitigation measures that would be required to reduce these 
impacts to less than significant, including MM BR-3 and MM BR-4. MM BR-3 requires 
the applicant to develop a plan to restore all temporarily impacted areas to either the 
pre-disturbance sensitive natural community, if present prior to construction, or to 
coastal sage scrub (a native plant community) if feasible. MM BR-4 requires the 
implementation of a Noxious and Invasive Weed Program (MM BR-4) that would avoid 
the introduction and spread of noxious weeds and invasive plant species. This program 
would include pre-construction surveys to identify non-native species in the project 
area at baseline and again after construction ends. These mitigation measures would 
ensure that noxious and invasive weeds are managed to prevent their introduction 
into new areas and would restore habitat to pre-existing conditions, and in some areas 
to better quality native habitat. See response to comment A1-3 for additional 
discussion of habitat restoration mitigation. 
 
The commenter also stated that some of the non-native vegetation in the project area 
is a fire hazard. Impacts due to fire are discussed in the Draft EIR under Impact HZ-6. 
As described in that section, the transmission and substransmission line components 
of the proposed project would be consistent with Public Resources Code Sections 4291 
through 4299, which regulate vegetation management. Additionally, construction 
would occur consistent with General Order (G.O) 95 and G.O 165, which outline 
clearance specifications. Impacts related to fire hazards would be less than significant. 
 

B3-6 A copy of Medak pers. comm. 2015, as cited in the biological resources section of the 
EIR, is provided below: 
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B3-7 It is not clear what the “Mesa Y” is meant to indicate as described by the commenter; 

however, it is assumed the commenter is referring to the substation area. The 
commenter is concerned about connectivity of habitat to provide corridors for wildlife 
and suggests that SCE work with Chevron to connect habitat on SCE land to habitat in 
the Whittier Narrows. CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(a)(1) requires mitigation for 
significant adverse impacts of the proposed project. As discussed in the Draft EIR 
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under Impact BR-4, project-related impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher habitat 
would substantially interfere with the movement of the gnatcatcher and viability of the 
northern population and would be considered a significant impact. MM BR-3 requires 
the preparation of a Habitat Restoration Plan, which would include restoration of non-
native vegetation temporarily and permanently impacted during construction to 
coastal sage scrub (habitat for gnatcatcher). With the implementation of MM BR-3, 
impacts associated with the interference of coastal California gnatcatcher movement 
would be less than significant. Please see response to comment A1-3 for additional 
discussion of habitat restoration mitigation. A specific plan to provide a wildlife 
mitigation corridor is not required by the Draft EIR to mitigate impacts. However, the 
commenter’s suggestion for SCE to work with Chevron to determine potential 
mitigation land is noted and included in the record for decision makers.  
 

B3-8 The following typographical error was changed in Table 4.3-3 of the Draft EIR in response 
to the comment:  
 
Page 4.3-14: 
 

Western 
spadefoot 
(Spea 
hammondii) 

--/SSC This toad prefers areas of open 
vegetation and short grasses 
with sandy or gravelly soils. The 
western spadefoot frequents 
washes, floodplains of rivers, 
and alkali flats, but can range 
into foothills and mountains. 
Throughout most of the year, 
this species resides in 
underground burrows. It breeds 
in shallow, temporary pools 
formed by heavy winter rains. 

Moderate: Suitable habitat for 
this species occurs along 
Telecommunications Route 3 
where it parallels East Lincoln, 
San Gabriel BoulevardAvenue, 
and Durfee Avenue. One CNDDB 
occurrence was documented in 
1998, approximately 4 miles 
southeast of 
Telecommunications Route 3 in 
the Puente Hills. 

 

  
Additional changes of the same type were made throughout Section 4.3, “Biological 
Resources” for consistency.  
 

B3-9 The comment indicates that disturbance to “FT/FE Species/ Critical Habitat” must be 
mitigated, and mentions cactus wren.  Impacts to species that are listed under the 
Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA), as well as federally designated critical habitat, 
are discussed under Impact BR-1 in the Draft EIR if they are known to or have 
potential to occur in the project area. FESA-protected species identified in the Draft 
EIR are Nevin’s barberry, coastal California gnatcatcher, and least Bell’s vireo. Impacts 
to these species were found to be significant but reduced to less than significant with 
mitigation measures MM BR-1, MM BR-2, MM BR-3, MM BR-4, MM BR-5, MM BR-8, MM 
BR-9, MM BR-11, MM BR-12, and MM BR-13. The cactus wren is not listed under FESA, 
nor is a subspecies, Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus sandiegensis. A cactus wren was 
observed during a protocol survey for coastal California gnatcatcher; however, the 
cactus wren is not a special status species as defined in the Draft EIR. 
 

B3-10 The location referred to by the commenter could not be clearly ascertained by the 
description in the comment; however, as discussed under Impact BR-1 in the Draft EIR, 
all temporarily impacted areas would be restored and permanently impacted areas 
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would be mitigated. Areas where non-native vegetation existed prior to construction 
and those classified as “developed/disturbed” would be restored with coastal sage 
scrub if feasible. The EIR for the proposed project does not include plans for a park and 
ride for the Eastside Gold Line project.  
 

B3-11 The commenter makes a general statement that it is not clear if mitigation for 
“Tehachapi,” which is presumably the TRTP, can be used for the proposed Mesa 
Substation Project. The CPUC approved the TRTP in 2009, and construction of that 
project is almost complete.  The Mesa Substation Project was proposed in 2015 and is a 
separate project, with independent utility from the TRTP.  The Mesa EIR analyzes 
impacts of the Mesa Substation Project. Mitigation is outlined for impacts found to be 
significant that are specific to the proposed project. The commenter does not raise any 
issues with the analysis in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
 

B3-12 The commenter makes a general statement that all of the Air Quality Management 
District and California Air Resources Board (CARB) mitigation measures should be 
adopted but does not suggest or provide information showing that the mitigation 
measures discussed in the Draft EIR are inadequate or which specific CARB and South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) measures should be adopted. The 
commenter also suggests that the CPUC use certain guidance documents to formulate 
mitigation measures, but the CPUC considered the recent applicable regulations, laws, 
and guidance documents to formulate the analysis in the Draft EIR Section 4.2, “Air 
Quality.”  
 
The CPUC also did not receive suggested mitigation measures directly from CARB; 
therefore, no further response can be provided. However, SCAQMD submitted a 
scoping letter that identified resources available to assist the CPUC in identifying 
possible mitigation measures, including Chapter 11 of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality 
Handbook, SCAQMD’s Rule 403 (regarding fugitive dust), and SCAQMD’s Guidance 
Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local Planning. The 
CPUC reviewed SCAQMD documentation in formulating mitigation measures, and 
SCAQMD was given the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft EIR. SCAQMD 
submitted a comment on the Draft EIR, but it contained no suggested mitigation 
measures. The commenter has not brought up a specific issue with the mitigation in 
the EIR; therefore, no further response is required.   
 
The commenter lists several sources that describe potential mitigation for greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions. CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(a)(1) requires that an EIR 
contain mitigation measures to reduce significant impacts. No significant impacts have 
been identified related to GHGs; therefore, no mitigation is required.  
 

B3-13 The commenter states that GHG mitigation for the proposed project should be similar 
to Exhibit A. It is unclear what “Exhibit A” is; the CPUC assumes the commenter is 
referring to Appendix A, which contains a scoping comment from the SCAQMD. 
SCAQMD recommends consulting the California Air Pollution Control Officers 
Association’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures document to identify 
possible GHG mitigation measures.  Impacts from GHG emissions are discussed in 
Section 4.6, “Greenhouse Gases.” The commenter states that the heavy duty truck and 
on-road heavy duty diesel vehicle mitigation measures are inadequate. The regulations 
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cited by the commenter are applicable to the proposed project, as recognized in 
Section 4.6, but they are not considered “mitigation measures.” Neither of the GHG 
thresholds of significance were found to be significant in the Draft EIR, and CEQA only 
requires mitigation for significant impacts. As such, no mitigation measures were 
required for GHGs.  Therefore, no mitigation is required. 
 
Additionally, Table 4.6-4 outlines how the proposed project would comply with 
numerous plan, policies, or regulations related to GHGs, including the Heavy Duty 
Truck GHG Regulations and On-Road Heavy Duty Diesel Vehicle Regulations. The Draft 
EIR concludes that the proposed project would not conflict with these regulations. No 
revisions are required.  
 

B3-14 The commenter states that Applicant Proposed Measure (APM)-AIR-02: Tier 3 Engines 
is inadequate and that Tier 4 equipment should be used. Air quality impacts are 
discussed under Impact AQ-2. Impacts anticipated to result from construction were 
found to be significant because despite the implementation of APM-AIR-02; in the 
event that higher-tier engines are unavailable, the use of lower-tier engines would be 
allowed. MM AQ-1 was incorporated to require all construction equipment greater 
than 100 horsepower (hp) be compliant with Tier 4 standards and all construction 
equipment greater than 50 hp be compliant with Tier 3 standards. However, MM AQ-1 
enables lower-tier engines to be used if equipment that meets the higher-tier standard 
is unavailable, and greater use of Tier 4 engines infeasible. In the event that sufficient 
numbers of Tier 3 and Tier 4 engines are not available and use of additional Tier 3 and 
Tier 4 equipment is infeasible, MM AQ-2 would be implemented. MM AQ-2 requires the 
applicant to purchase mitigation credits for volatile organic compounds and reactive 
organic gases in excess of the SCAQMD daily significance threshold. MM AQ-3 requires 
additional measures to reduce daily oxides of nitrogen (NOX) emissions. MM AQ-4 
would require purchase of NOX emissions credits for emissions in excess of the 
SCAQMD daily significance threshold. NOX and reactive organic gas (ROG) emissions 
would be less than significant after implementation of these mitigation measures. 
Mitigation for NOX and ROG are therefore adequate and no additional mitigation, such 
as use of electric vehicles and minimization of idling, are needed. 
 
Carbon monoxide (CO) emissions would be significant and would remain significant 
after implementation of APM-AIR-02. A decrease in NOX emissions (as caused by the 
mitigation described above), would increase CO emissions.  The commenter’s 
suggested electric vehicle mitigation is not feasible. Construction would require 
extensive use of heavy equipment and trucks for grading, equipment delivery, and soil 
import/export. Electric charging stations would likely need to be installed somewhere 
on site to utilize a substantial number of electric equipment, with an area provided for 
multiple vehicles to idle during charging. Furthermore, the availability of specialized 
construction equipment in large quantities in the project region during construction is 
uncertain. Therefore, a requirement to use electric construction equipment and 
vehicles has not been incorporated to reduce CO emissions. The following addition has 
been made to the MM AQ-1 to incorporate restrictions on unnecessary idling: 
 
Pages ES-6, 4.2-21, and 8-4:  
 

5.  Idling construction equipment will be turned off when not in use for periods 
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longer than 15 minutes. 
 
While a reduction in idling would help to reduce impacts to air quality, the incremental 
decrease is anticipated to be small and unpredictable (i.e., reduction in emissions 
would depend on the amount of idling avoided) and would not reduce impacts to less 
than significant. Therefore, CO cannot feasibly be reduced and the significance 
conclusion remains significant and unavoidable. 
 
The commenter states that the latest methodology and court rulings should be used to 
determine GHG impacts but does not specify what methodology would be superior to 
that used in the Draft EIR. The methodology used to analyze GHG impacts is described 
in Draft EIR Section 4.6, “Greenhouse Gases.” The analysis takes all relevant court 
rulings into account. CAlEEMod was used to model direct GHG emissions from 
equipment and vehicle usage during construction and operation of the proposed 
project. Direct GHG emissions of sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) from gas-insulated 
substation equipment were estimated based on the proposed SF6 storage capacities at 
the substation and the manufacturer’s leakage rates. Emissions were calculated 
consistent with SCAQMD guidelines.  Impacts were found to be less than significant. No 
revisions are required. 
 

B3-15 CEQA Guidelines section 15131 states that “[e]conomic or social information may be 
included in an EIR or may be presented in whatever form the agency desires.” Further, 
sections 15131(a) and (b) explain that economic and social effects of a project are not 
to be treated as significant effects of a project but may be used to determine 
significance of a physical change caused by the project. The EIR therefore does not 
need to discuss impacts related to environmental justice. 
 
Additionally, health impacts from the proposed project are already discussed in the 
Draft EIR in Sections 4.2, “Air Quality” and 4.7, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials.” 
Please see responses to comments C7-2 and C8-1 for a more detailed discussion of 
health impacts.  
 

B3-16 The commenter has provided part of a summary of Center for Biological Diversity v. 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, which involved the Newhall Ranch 
development. The commenter does not raise any issues with the environmental 
analysis conducted for the Draft EIR; therefore, this comment is included in the record 
for consideration by decision makers, but no additional response is required. 
 

B3-17 As described in the notes to Table 6-1 in the Draft EIR, the Metro Eastside Transit 
Corridor Phase 2 project has a proposed route in the vicinity of the substation. That 
project would involve construction of a light rail transit project from an existing light 
rail line. Two alternatives are being considered—one would follow SR 60 and would be 
located in an east/west orientation between the south side of the Mesa Substation site 
and the north side of SR 60. The other alternative would not be located adjacent to the 
substation site. Construction is anticipated to occur from 2027 through 2035, with 
operations beginning in 2035. No evidence has been found that supports the 
commenter’s assertion that the substation-adjacent alignment has been selected. The 
project web page is still consistent with two alternatives being considered (MTA 
2016). It therefore remains uncertain which alternative will be selected and studied in 
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the Final EIR/EIS; therefore, the project was determined to be speculative and was not 
included in the discussion of cumulative impacts. The commenter’s other suggestions 
regarding support of specific alternatives of the Metro Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 
2 project are noted, but are not relevant to the proposed project. 
 

B3-18 The commenter’s statements regarding the adequacy of traffic studies completed for 
other projects are noted, including the cumulative impacts of these projects. However, 
the commenter does not raise any issues with the adequacy of the analysis in the EIR 
for the proposed project. Lead Agencies are not required to respond to comments that 
are not directly relevant to the project (Environmental Protection Information Center v. 
Dept. of Forestry & Fire Protection (2008) 44 Cal.4th 459, 483, 487). Therefore, no 
further response is required.  
 
The commenter’s opinion that the proposed project will not have an effect on traffic 
volumes is noted and included in the record. However, the Draft EIR recognized that 
traffic volumes would increase during construction but that impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation, as described under Impact TT-1 and Impact TT-2. Because 
the commenter offers an opinion on traffic volumes rather than raising any issues with 
the analysis in the EIR, no additional response is required. 
 

B3-19 The commenter quotes the portion of the Transportation Impact Analysis in Appendix 
K of the Draft EIR, which describes existing traffic volumes and states that the 
Monterey Hills Specific Plan (MHSP) does not accurately represent traffic volume. The 
quantification of existing traffic volumes for the proposed project utilized data from 
several sources, including newly collected data, data from the MHSP’s Traffic Study, 
and the Monterey Park Market Place’s traffic studies. Data from previous studies were 
adjusted to current (2015) conditions based on various ambient growth rates from the 
MHSP. Future traffic volumes and impacts from various projects, including the 
proposed project, were analyzed independently of the MHSP traffic analysis. The 
commenter’s opinion that the MHSP is not correct is noted; however, the commenter 
provides no evidence other than observation that the analysis in the Draft EIR is 
insufficient. Therefore, no further response is required. 
 

B3-20 The comment is unclear, but it is presumed that the commenter would like to see 
bioswales and recycling of stormwater runoff as mitigation for impacts to hydrology 
and water quality. Impacts related to runoff are discussed under Impact HY-4 and 
Impact HY-5. As described under Impact HY-4 and Impact HY-5, the applicant intends 
to build a detention basin and implement a drainage plan to manage stormwater 
runoff.  MM HY-4 requires that detention basin design be adequate to ensure that 
overflow and downstream flooding do not occur. The commenter does not state which 
impacts bioswales and recycling of stormwater runoff would mitigate or why the 
existing mitigation is inadequate. The conclusions about the impact and that MM HY-4 
would reduce the impacts to less than significant are supported by substantial 
evidence. Therefore, no changes have been made to mitigation. 
 

B3-21 The commenter states that using the 100-year flood zone is inadequate and suggests 
using a report from the United States Geological Survey’s (USGS’s) ARkstorm instead. 
The winter storm scenario called ARkstorm is described as a storm “estimated to 
produce precipitation in many places [that] exceeds levels only experienced on 
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average once every 500 to 1,000 years.” Utilizing a 100-year flood zone provides a 
more conservative estimate of impacts than using a 500- to 1,000-year storm to 
determine impacts because it considers a more frequent scenario. Furthermore, the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency’s 100-year flood data are compiled from a 
nationwide program that works in collaboration with states, tribes, and local 
communities using the best available science to produce information useful for risk 
assessment. These data are widely accepted as accurate and used for planning 
purposes and are adequate for environmental analysis under CEQA. Therefore, no 
changes to the EIR were made based on this comment. 
 

B3-22 While the CPUC agrees with the commenter that there is no such appendix in the EIR, 
the commenter does not substantiate or provide any evidence as to why the lack of 
such appendix makes the environmental analysis of Section 4.5, “Geology, Soils, and 
Mineral Resources,” inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 
Additionally, Mitigation Measure (MM) GEO-1 requires that a geotechnical 
investigation be conducted and a report be prepared for the proposed project. The 
investigation must assess the potential for liquefaction, landslides, lateral spreading, 
seismic ground shaking, and expansive soil. 
 
References used for Section 4.5, “Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources,” are listed in 
Section 9.0 “References,” from page 9-14 through page 9-17. Recirculation is required 
when significant new information is added to the EIR, per CEQA Guidelines section 
15088.5. Other than stating an opinion that the information in Section 4.5, “Geology, 
Soils, and Mineral Resources,” is of “scoping level,” the commenter does not state why 
or provide evidence to support that recirculation is required. No additional response is 
necessary, and recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required.  
 

B3-23 The commenter states there is no Seismic Hazard Mapping Act report or independent 
peer review for the project. The EIR analysis is the result of independent evaluation of 
the proposed project’s impacts to 14 resource areas, including geology, soils, and 
minerals. The commenter does not assert that the lack of a Seismic Hazard Mapping 
Act report would make the existing analysis inadequate. It is unclear from the 
comment what the commenter claims Monterey Park must require; the Draft EIR was 
prepared by the CPUC and lists local permitting requirements in Table 2-11. Seismic 
Hazard Zone Reports generated by the California Geological Survey (CGS) per the 
Seismic Hazard Mapping Act were utilized to identify impacts in section 4.5, “Geology, 
Soils, and Mineral Resources.”  
 
CEQA Guidelines section 15088 requires that the Lead Agency respond to comments 
on environmental issues. The codes referred to by the commenter are presumed to be 
those in comment B3-23a. The codes attached by the commenter are noted; however, 
as the commenter did not raise an issue with the environmental analysis in the Draft 
EIR in relation to the codes, the codes are not evidence that the analysis in the Draft 
EIR is insufficient, and no further response is required. 
 

B3-23a Refer to the response to comment B3-23. 
 

B3-24 The commenter claims there is no fault rupture site at the proposed project site but 
that there is fault rupture hazard at transmission lines associated with another project. 
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CEQA Guidelines section 15088 requires that the Lead Agency respond to comments 
on environmental issues of the proposed project. The commenter does not raise any 
issues with the environmental analysis in the EIR for the proposed project; therefore, 
no further response is required. 
 

B3-25 The commenter asserts that movement of leachate from an adjacent superfund site 
must be investigated. However, the Draft EIR already discusses potential leachate from 
the nearby Operating Industries, Inc. Superfund site south of Mesa Substation in 
Section 4.7.1.1, “Hazardous Materials Sites” and considered under Impact HZ-2.  A 
groundwater contamination plume from adjacent landfill is known to underlie the 
Mesa Substation. The depth to groundwater ranges from 40 to 80 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). During construction, most excavation would be shallow; however, 
drilling for tower footings would be up to 60 feet bgs. This activity could encounter 
contaminated groundwater. If not properly disposed of, this would be a significant 
impact. MM HY-2 outlines requirements for the proper disposal of contaminated 
groundwater. With the implementation of MM HY-2, impacts would be less than 
significant. 
 

B3-26 The commenter asserts that various information must be included or that additional 
investigations must be conducted regarding faults, fault characteristics, and seismic 
effects. The commenter asserts that Table 4.5-3 must be revised, that the Draft EIR has 
no indication of the source of the data in the table, and provides information about 
faults in the area. 
 
The sources for Table 4.5-3 are listed below the table. Information regarding faults 
listed in Table 4.5-3 came from the CGS’s Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis—a 
state and national standard model for calculating fault characteristics. The CPUC 
disagrees with the commenter’s suggestion that this information is not correct.  
 
The commenter suggests that the Elsinore, East Montebello, and Whittier Faults are 
the same fault but does not provide a reference to support the contention. While there 
are different naming conventions for the various faults, the Draft EIR used the mapping 
extent and naming conventions used by the USGS. While faults and the extent of faults 
are frequently named differently, the mapping and naming conventions used in the 
Draft EIR are those considered to be the most authoritative and therefore are adequate 
for use in the Draft EIR. 
 
The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR must consider the effect of Love and 
Raleigh waves traversing basins along the San Gabriel Mountains, then along the San 
Gabriel River channel toward the project. This type of seismic modeling and site-
specific calculations are not required as part of a Draft EIR, per CEQA. Refer to Master 
Response 1. The commenter suggests that mapping of faults be revised to include 
information cited by the commenter but does not provide adequate citations for its 
sources to enable the CPUC to locate and review. Information regarding the Puente 
Hills and Upper Elysian Park blind thrust faults was obtained through review of Shaw 
et al. 2002, and those faults were added to Table 4.5-3. The identification of these 
faults does not result in a different determination of impacts regarding geological or 
seismological hazards. Impacts GEO-1 and GEO-2 remain less than significant with  
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mitigation. Minor changes to Impact GEO-1 were made to reflect the presence of the 
Puente Fills Blind Thrust Fault.  
 

 Page 4.5-9: 
 

Puente Hills Blind Thrust 
Fault 

Projection of fault plane 6-8 miles below Mesa 
Substation and Telecom Segments 1-3; 9 miles 
below Goodrich Substation; 2.5 miles below the 
lattice steel tower replacement on Goodrich-Laguna 
Bell 220 kV line; and 2 miles below the streetlight 
source line conversion to underground along 
Loveland Street. 

7.1 

San Andreas Fault 
(Mojave Section) 

4 miles northeast of Vincent Substation. 7.4 

San Cayetano Fault 4,000 feet southwest of Pardee Substation. 7.2 
San Gabriel Fault 2,000 feet northeast of Pardee Substation. 7.2 
San Jose Fault 4.8 miles northeast of Walnut Substation. 6.4 
Sierra Madre Fault Zone 1.5 miles north northeast of Goodrich Substation in 

the north area. 
7.2 

Upper Elysian Park Blind 
Thrust Fault 

2,000 feet north of Mesa Substation and 
approximately ¾ mile or less below ground 

6.4 

Whittier Fault 2.7 miles south southwest of Walnut Substation. 6.8 
Sources: Cao et al. 2003; USGS 2006; CGS 2003a, 2003b; Shaw et al. 2002 

 

 
 Page 4.5-29: 

 
Therefore, although this Staging Yard would be located within an A-P fault zone on 
the East Montebello Fault, there would be a less than significant impact associated 
with the risk of loss, injury or death from the potential rupture of the East 
Montebello Fault. Additionally, construction of the portion of Telecommunications 
Route 3 near the Montebello Fault (a potentially active, but not an Alquist-Priolo 
Fault) would not include grading or trenching activities or new structures. 
Stringing would occur on existing poles and would result in a less than significant 
impact under this criterion. The Puente Hills Blind Thrust Fault plane (a fault 
without surface rupture characteristics) is presumed to be active in one study and 
located underneath all of the proposed project area and extend for 40 km across 
the northern LA Basin (Shaw et al 2002). Because this fault is a blind thrust fault, it 
does not have surficial characteristics and would not be expected to result in 
surface ruptures. Furthermore, activities at Staging Yard 6 or Telecommunications 
Route 3 would not exacerbate existing fault rupture conditions. 

 
Page 4.5-9:  
 

Staging Yard 6 would be located within the East Montebello A-P fault zone and the 
northwestern end of the fault. No other project components would intersect a 
known active or potentially active fault. The southeast end of Telecommunications 
Route 1 is located approximately 950 feet southwest of the southeast end of the 
East Montebello fault zone. 

 
B3-27 The commenter claims that an analysis of critical infrastructure and site-specific 

investigation or calculations by a seismologist is required and that USGS calculations 
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are inadequate. CEQA Guidelines section 15064(f) requires that “[t]he decision as to 
whether a project may have one or more significant effects shall be based on 
substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency.” CEQA Guidelines section 15151 
states that the “evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not 
be exhaustive. . .”. CEQA does not require site-specific investigations regarding critical 
infrastructure or the consideration of “pulse, directivity, basin depth or Community 
Velocity Model data” as stated by the commenter. It is assumed that the calculations 
the commenter refers to as taken from USGS and inadequate are the Maximum 
Moment Magnitude Earthquake numbers listed in Table 4.5-3. The source for this 
information is, “The Revised 2002 California Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Maps,” by 
Cao et al., a publication of the CGS. This table was also revised to include information 
from a paper published in the Bulletin of Seismological Society of America by Shaw et 
al. in 2002. The Draft EIR utilized the most recent information available from credible 
state and national resources, including information from the USGS and CGS, and 
relevant scientific publications to evaluate impacts. Furthermore, the conclusions in 
the Draft EIR related to seismic shaking impacts are supported by substantial evidence. 
Refer to Master Response 1 for additional information. 
 

B3-28 The commenter asserts that Figure 4.5-3 omits the Whittier-Elsinore Fault where it 
crosses in the Whittier Narrows. However, the commenter does not provide enough 
information about the sources they reference that show alternative fault 
arrangements. The commenter refers to “Tan 2000” but does not provide additional 
information about this source. It is assumed that the commenter was referring to Tan, 
S.S., 2000, Geologic Map of the El Monte 7.5’ Quadrangle, Los Angeles County, 
California, Open File Report 98-29. Review of the Geologic Map of the El Monte 7.5’ 
Quadrangle shows that it does not contain a “Whittier-Elsinore” fault crossing the 
Whittier Narrows. The map does indicate that some concealed and inferred or 
approximately located faults may cross the Whittier Narrows. The available version of 
the CGS Fault Evaluation Report FER-222 does not show a “Whittier-Elsinore” crossing 
the Whittier Narrows. The City of Rosemead General Plan Figure 5-2 shows the 
Whittier Fault south of the project area and out of the view of EIR Figure 4.5-3. Review 
on August 17, 2016, of the most recent version of the USGS Quaternary Fault and Fold 
Database confirmed that the USGS does not map the Whittier Fault as crossing the 
Whittier Narrows and maps the East Montebello Fault as shown in the Draft EIR. The 
Whittier Fault is included in Table 4.5-3 of the Draft EIR and is therefore considered in 
the Draft EIR; however, no evidence was located to indicate that the Whittier Fault 
should be included in Figure 4.5-3. Table 4.5-3 includes faults within a broad area 
surrounding the proposed project and is meant to identify the seismic setting in the 
area. Figure 4.5-3 presents a more local depiction of faults and shows how far project 
components are from the nearest known active or potentially active faults. The Draft 
EIR recognizes that the proposed project is located in a seismically active area and 
considers all faults listed in Table 4.5-3 in the impact analysis.  
 
Recycled water, storm drains, and sewers are not applicable to the analysis of impacts 
related to geology, soils, and minerals, nor are they necessary on a map of “Active 
Faults, Earthquakes, and Alquist-Priolo Fault Zones in the Main and North Project 
Areas.” Please see the Public Services and Utilities and Hydrology and Water Quality 
chapters for more information on these subjects. No revisions were made to Figure 
4.5-3 to show these facilities.   
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B3-29 The commenter states that the CGS has not mapped all liquefaction areas and that the 

EIR and Seismic Hazards Mapping Act report must do this and that site-specific 
subsidence and VS30 investigation must be conducted.  Figure 4.5-4 shows areas where 
there is liquefaction potential, as determined by the CGS. This information is widely 
accepted for characterizing geologic conditions and covers all of the proposed project 
area, and the CPUC has no evidence that the information is inaccurate to characterize 
liquefaction risk. Information regarding subsidence was obtained from county and city 
general plans. The city and county general plans covering areas of proposed ground 
disturbance indicate that subsidence is not a significant hazard to the proposed 
project. Conclusions are supported by substantial evidence outlined under each impact 
discussion, and no further investigation is required. Refer to Master Response 1 
regarding additional investigation. The following corrections regarding the source of 
information concerning liquefaction potential was made: 
 
Page 4.5-13: 
 

The only project components involving ground disturbance that would be located 
in an area of significant liquefaction potential are the fiber optic cable that would 
be installed in new underground conduit at the southeastern terminus of 
Telecommunications Route 3 within the Whittier Narrows Natural Area, and 
underground conduit proposed at the existing Walnut and Pardee Substations 
(City of Industry; City of Santa Clarita 2011; CGS 1998USGS 2001). All other project 
components are located outside areas of significant liquefaction potential (USGS 
2001CGS 1998). The following reference was added to Chapter 9.0, “References.” 

 
Page 9-14: 
 

CGS (California Geological Survey). 1998. Seismic Hazard Zone Report for the El 
Monte 7.5 Minute Quadrangle, Los Angeles County, California. 
http://gmw.consrv.ca.gov/shmp/download/quad/EL_MONTE/reports/el
mo_eval.pdf. Accessed September 8, 2016. 

 
_____. 1999. Peak Ground Acceleration, 10% Probability of Being Exceeded in 50 

Years, Map Sheet 48. http://www.consrv.ca.gov/cgs/rghm/psha/
Pages/pga.aspx. Accessed July 23, 2015. 

 
B3-30 
 

The commenter states that core samples from wells and down hole logging should be 
analyzed. The commenter does not state what the core samples should be analyzed for 
and for what impact analysis this information should be utilized. The CPUC asserts that 
the Draft EIR’s analysis of oil fields and oil and gas wells in the proposed project area is 
adequate. Therefore, no changes are made to the Draft EIR and no further response can 
be provided.  
 

B3-31 The 1997 Uniform Building Code is no longer updated and has been superseded by the 
International Building Code as a national model. The California Building Code is 
described on page 4.5-23. The California Building Code incorporates recommendations 
from three sets of standards, including the national model code (i.e., International 
Building Code). Therefore, the 1997 Uniform Building Code has been removed from the 

http://www.consrv.ca.gov/cgs/rghm/psha/Pages/pga.aspx
http://www.consrv.ca.gov/cgs/rghm/psha/Pages/pga.aspx
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regulatory setting. The California Building Standards Commission adopted the latest 
Code on January 19 and 20, 2016, but it will not become effective until January 1, 2017. 
The EIR has been revised to reflect this pending update.  
 
Page 4.5-19: 
 

1997 Uniform Building Code  

The 1997 Uniform Building Code (UBC) specifies acceptable design criteria for 
structures with respect to seismic design and load-bearing capacity. Seismic Risk 
Zones have been developed based on the known distribution of historic earthquake 
events and frequency of earthquakes in a given area. These zones are generally 
classified on a scale from I (lowest hazard) to IV (highest hazard). These values are 
used to determine the strengths of various components of a building required to 
resist earthquake damage. Based on the UBC Seismic Zone Maps of the United 
States, and because of the number of active faults in southern California, the 
proposed project would be located in the highest seismic risk zone defined by the 
UBC standard: UBC Zone IV. The state has adopted these provisions in the 
California Building Code (CBC). 

 
Page 4.5-23: 
 

California Building Code 

The 2013 CBC was adopted by the California Building Standards Commission and 
became effective January 1, 2014. The California Building Standards Commission 
adopted a newer version of the CBC in January 2016, which will become effective 
January 1, 2017. The CBC is contained in Title 24 of the California Code of 
Regulations, California Building Standards Code and is a compilation of three types 
of building standards from three different origins: 
 
 Building standards that have been adopted by state agencies without change 

from building standards contained in national model codes. 

 Building standards that have been adopted and adapted from the national 
model code standards to meet California conditions. 

 Building standards authorized by the California legislature that constitute 
extensive additions not covered by the model codes that have been adopted to 
address particular California concerns. 

 
B3-31a Refer to the response to comment B3-31. 

 
B3-32 The comments regarding the Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act, Seismic Hazards 

Mapping Act, and Los Angeles County amendments to the California Building Code are 
noted.  The commenter states they have attached links to certain guidelines; these are 
presumed to be contained in comment B3-33a. Draft EIR Section 4.5.2, “Regulatory 
Setting” describes the regulatory setting for geology, soils, and mineral resources. As 
stated in the Draft EIR, the California Building Code would be applicable to the 
proposed project and SCE would comply with the applicable provisions of the code. 
Refer also to response to comment B3-34 regarding Los Angeles County building 
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standards. CEQA Guidelines section 15088 requires that the Lead Agency respond to 
comments on environmental issues. The commenter does not raise any issues with the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required.   
 

B3-32a Refer to the response to comment B3-32 regarding codes and standards. The 
commenter also provides numerous links and citations to regulations, guidance for 
seismic analysis, and various other geotechnical references. These citations and 
references are included in the administrative record for consideration by the decision 
makers. Please note that Lead Agencies are not required to respond to general 
reference materials or comments that are not directly relevant to the project 
(Environmental Protection Information Center v. Dept. of Forestry & Fire Protection 
(2008) 44 Ca.4th 459, 483, 487). 
 

B3-33 The commenter refers to Los Angeles County Municipal Code and other documents.  
The CPUC again reviewed the Los Angeles County Code of Ordinances (incorrectly 
referred to as the LA County Municipal Code in the Draft EIR). The Code of Ordinances 
contains ordinances regarding building standards related to geology in the County (LA 
County Building Ordinance), geotechnical and engineering geology reports required 
for grading permits, and standards in special use zones such as Hillside Management 
Areas. These standards would not apply to the proposed project because (1) no 
buildings or structures are being constructed within Los Angeles County and (2) the 
undergrounding of telecommunications features that is planned on the eastern 
portions of Telecommunications Routes 1 and 3 would not require a grading permit 
from the County (work would largely utilize existing manholes and conduit and, where 
necessary, grading would be isolated, in a self-contained area, and would not adversely 
affect adjoining properties of public rights of way [therefore not requiring a grading 
permit]).  As stated on page 4.5-24 of the Draft EIR: “[a] review of the Los Angeles 
County Municipal Code did not identify any municipal code sections relevant to 
minerals, geology, and soils and the proposed project.” CEQA Guidelines section 15088 
requires that the Lead Agency respond to comments on environmental issues. The 
commenter does not identify an issue with the adequacy of the environmental analysis 
in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
 

B3-34 The proposed project does not have a “segment 11.” As it is unclear what the 
commenter is referring to, no further response can be provided. 
 
The CPUC reviewed the City of Rosemead General Plan. The General Plan is consistent 
with the information provided in Section 4.5.3.3, “Environmental Impacts” of the draft 
EIR, which states that the only proposed project component within an A-P zone is 
Staging Yard 6. Neither the transmission line nor telecommunications lines would be in 
an A-P zone. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 
 

B3-35 The commenter states that the analysis of significance criteria a)ii and a)iii must be 
redone and recirculated.  Discussions of significance criteria a)ii and a)iii are provided 
under Impact GEO-2 and Impact GEO-3, respectively. The conclusions are supported by 
substantial evidence, as required under CEQA. The commenter provides no specific 
details or evidence to support the claim that the analysis is inadequate; therefore, no 
additional response can be provided.   
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The commenter states that significance criterion b) must be addressed. This 
significance criterion is addressed under Impact GEO-5. The commenter has not raised 
any issues with the analysis contained in Impact GEO-5; therefore, no additional 
response can be provided. The commenter states that topsoil must be banked and 
reused. CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(a)(1) requires that an EIR contain mitigation 
measures to minimize significant impacts. Impact GEO-5 concludes that soil erosion 
during construction would be significant. MM HY-1 outlines measures to implement 
during construction to reduce impacts to less than significant. The CPUC does not have 
evidence to show that topsoil banking and reuse is necessary to reduce the impact to 
less than significant; therefore, no further response is required. 
 
The commenter states that for significance criterion c) the basin under the project area 
must be analyzed for strong seismic ground shaking. The Draft EIR analyzed this in 
Impact GEO-6 and found that impacts would be less than significant with 
implementation of MM GEO-1, which “would reduce significant impacts associated 
with the potential for the proposed project to be located on a geologic unit or soil that 
is unstable, or would become unstable as a result of the proposed project.”   
 
Refer to Master Response 1 for additional information. 
 

B3-36 The commenter claims that analyses in Impacts GEO-1, GEO-2, GEO-3, and GEO-6 are 
“premature” and not supported by the investigation and report. However, the 
commenter does not explain why they believe the analyses are premature. The 
conclusions in the Draft EIR are supported by substantial evidence. Refer to Master 
Response 1 for additional information. 
 

B3-37 
 

CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(a)(1) requires that an EIR contain mitigation 
measures to minimize significant impacts. Impact GEO-5 concludes that soil erosion 
during construction would be significant. With implementation of MM HY-1, which 
outlines measures to implement during construction, impacts would be less than 
significant. Because MM HY-1 would reduce impacts to less than significant, and it is 
not clear how soil banking and reuse are necessary to reduce impacts to less than 
significant, no further response is required. 
 

B3-38 The commenter claims that the geotechnical report required under MM GEO-1 should 
be included as part of the Draft EIR and that the Draft EIR should be recirculated. 
There is no requirement under CEQA to include a geotechnical report in an EIR. 
Recirculation is required when significant new information is added to the EIR, per 
CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5. No new information has been added to the EIR as a 
result of this comment; therefore, recirculation is not required. 
 
The commenter claims that the Draft EIR is of “scoping level” and does not provide 
enough information for decision makers. The CPUC disagrees and asserts that the 
commenter does not specify what information is missing.  
 
Additionally, the Court of Appeal specifically upheld this approach in Oakland Heritage 
Alliance v. City of Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884. The City of Oakland provided 
detailed mitigation measures calling for a geotechnical investigation to be conducted 
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after completion of the Draft EIR, but before issuance of any building permits for the 
proposed project. The Court found that the mitigation measures were adequate and 
that they did not improperly defer mitigation.  
 
No revisions were made to the Draft EIR, and no additional response can be provided. 
 

B3-39 
 

The commenter states that permitting agencies and the public must be provided with 
project documentation.  
 
CEQA section 15087 outlines notification requirements to the public for publication of 
a Draft EIR. As described in section 15087(a), the Lead Agency must provide public 
notice of availability of a draft EIR at the same time a notice of completion is sent to the 
Office of Planning and Research (OPR). Notice must be mailed to persons requesting 
such notice in writing and shall also be provided in at least one of the following ways: 
 

 Publication at least one time in a newspaper of general circulation in the area 
affected by the proposed project. If more than one area is affected, the notice 
shall be published in the newspaper of largest circulation from among the 
newspapers of general circulation in those areas. 

 Posting of notice by the public agency on and off the site in an area where the 
project is to be located. 

 Direct mailing to the owners and occupants of property contiguous to the 
parcel or parcels on which the project is located. 

 
The CPUC submitted the Notice of Completion to the OPR, which the OPR received on 
April 28, 2016. The CPUC also posted a notice in the Los Angeles Times on April 29, 
2016, as the newspaper of largest circulation from among newspapers of general 
circulation in the affected areas. The Notice of Availability (NOA) was distributed to 63 
state, regional, and local agencies and to more 4,770 members of the public, including 
property owners within 500 feet (not 200 feet) of the existing and proposed right-of-
way and substations and within 1,500 feet of the proposed disturbance areas 
associated with work at the Mesa Substation. Eight tribal representatives were also 
sent a copy of the NOA. Recipients on the project email list were emailed a copy of the 
NOA. The noticing conducted for the Draft EIR complied with and went beyond the 
noticing requirements outlined in CEQA. 
 

B3-40 The commenter provides various assertions about faults and seismic analysis, as well 
as suggestions for seismic or geologic investigation. Refer to Master Response 1 for a 
detailed response. Please also note, however, that “CEQA does not require a lead 
agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study and experimentation 
recommended or demanded by commenters” (CEQA Guidelines section 15204). 
 
The commenter is requesting that the “critical periods” of structures and substation 
components be shown, but it is unclear what information the commenter seeks. All 
components and construction phases of the proposed project are identified in Draft 
EIR Chapter 2, “Project Description.” Section 4.5, “Geology, Soils, and Mineral 
Resources” discusses the impacts associated with the construction and operation of all 
components of the proposed project. The commenter makes several claims stating that 
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specific ground motions must be calculated and compared with structural 
characteristics. However, there is no requirement under CEQA to include the 
characteristics described by the commenter. Refer to Master Response 1 for additional 
details.  
 

B3-41 The commenter asserts that the water system used for firefighting must be analyzed as 
part of the Draft EIR. However, impacts to fire protection services were analyzed in 
Section 4.12, “Public Services and Utilities” and were found to be less than significant. 
No further analysis is necessary.  
 

B3-42 The commenter suggests that additional study is necessary regarding seismic impacts 
on towers. CEQA Guidelines section 15064(f) requires that “[t]he decision as to 
whether a project may have one or more significant effects shall be based on 
substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency.” The CEQA Guidelines state that 
the “evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be 
exhaustive” and “does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all 
research, study and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters”  
(CEQA Guidelines sections 15151, 15204). Seismic impacts related to towers are 
discussed under Impact GEO-2. Impact GEO-2 determined that despite the proposed 
project area being located within a seismically active area, impacts would be less than 
significant because structures would be designed according to California Building 
Code, CPUC G.O. 95 and G.O. 128 standards, and recommendations from a site-specific 
geotechnical study required by MM GEO-1. CPUC G.O. 95 requires that overhead line 
construction be capable of withstanding wind, temperature, and wire tension loads. 
The conclusions in the EIR are supported by substantial evidence in the record, and no 
changes were made to the EIR in response to this comment. 
 
The proposed project does not have a segment 7 or segment 8; therefore, it is unclear 
what the commenter is referring to and no further response can be provided. 
 

B3-43 The commenter suggests that additional study is necessary regarding seismic impacts. 
Refer to Master Response 1. Please also note, however, that “CEQA does not require a 
lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study and experimentation 
recommended or demanded by commenters” (CEQA Guidelines section 15204). 
 
The commenter asserts that Dr. Syndor does not “like” the term critical infrastructure 
and that the Draft EIR needs to be updated. However, Section 4.5, “Geology, Soils, and 
Mineral Resources” does not use the term “critical infrastructure,” so it is unclear what 
the commenter would like revised. Additionally, the CPUC describes the current 
regulatory setting in the Draft EIR. With the exception of the 1997 Uniform Building 
Code, which will be updated in the Final EIR, all of the regulations are current. CEQA 
Guidelines section 15088 requires that the Lead Agency respond to comments on 
environmental issues. The commenter does not raise an issue with the environmental 
analysis; therefore, no further response is required.  
 
The commenter asserts that various structural characteristics of project components 
that may be affected by seismic shaking need to be analyzed in the EIR, including 
tunnels, generators, or tanks. Note that the proposed project does not include tunnels, 
generators, or tanks. Refer to Master Response 1 regarding analysis of seismic impacts 
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in the EIR. 
 

B3-44 The commenter states the 2014 National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program 
(NEHRP) Recommended Seismic Provisions for New Buildings and Other Structures in 
draft form are considered current standards of professional practice, describes the 
intent of the provisions, and states that important equipment must be shown to be 
functional after being shaken. These statements about NEHRP provisions are noted 
and are part of the administrative record for consideration by the decision makers. 
Please also note, however, that Lead Agencies are not required to respond to general 
reference materials or comments that are not directly relevant to the project 
(Environmental Protection Information Center v. Dept. of Forestry & Fire Protection 
(2008) 44 Ca.4th 459, 483, 487). 
 
Impacts from strong seismic ground shaking are evaluated under Impact GEO-2. It was 
determined that the proposed project could experience moderate to high levels of 
earthquake-induced ground shaking, but that the proposed project would not 
exacerbate existing conditions. CEQA does not require an analysis of the potentially 
significant impacts of locating development in an area susceptible to hazards unless 
the project somehow exacerbates those existing hazards (California Building Industry 
Assoc. v. Bay Area Air Quality Management Dist. (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, 388).  In fact, the 
Supreme Court has invalidated the provisions of the CEQA Guidelines directing 
agencies to evaluate how existing conditions, including existing seismic hazards, could 
affect a project’s future users (Id. at 389–390).  Draft EIR Section 4.5, “Geology, Soils, 
and Mineral Resources” sufficiently discusses the environmental hazards related to 
geology and soils and whether the project exacerbates existing seismic and geological 
conditions on the project site. Thus, no further discussion needs to be added. 
 
Additionally, the proposed project would be built in accordance with CPUC G.O. 95 and 
128 and California Building Codes, all of which establish standards to ensure that 
structures can withstand ground shaking. Impacts were determined to remain 
significant; however, they would be reduced to less than significant with the 
implementation of MM GEO-1. MM GEO-1 requires that a location-specific seismic 
analysis be conducted and recommendations from the geotechnical study incorporated 
into the final project design.  
 

B3-45 The commenter states that structures with hazardous contents or critical occupancy 
are assigned higher Occupancy Categories and describes parameters of a particular 
model. However, it is difficult to determine whether the commenter is quoting 
language from these sources or making suggestions about how the project should be 
analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.5, “Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources.” The 
commenter’s statements are noted and are included in the administrative record for 
consideration by the decision makers. The commenter does not identify any issues 
with the environmental analysis in the EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Please also note that Lead Agencies are not required to respond to general reference 
materials or comments that are not directly relevant to the project (Environmental 
Protection Information Center v. Dept. of Forestry & Fire Protection (2008) 44 Cal.4th 
459, 483, 487). CEQA also “does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or 
perform all research, study and experimentation recommended or demanded by 
commenters” (CEQA Guidelines section 15204). 
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B3-46 The commenter asserts that various structural characteristics and maps related to 

seismic design and geological effects must be provided or created. Refer to Master 
Response 1 for additional details and response to comment B3-56 regarding the clarity 
of the commenter’s statements and an agency’s duty to respond.  
 

B3-47 The commenter asserts that performance goals related to geological events and 
collapse need to be stated in the EIR and considered as a function of Risk Category. 
Refer to Master Response 1 for additional details and response to comment B3-56 
regarding the clarity of the commenter’s statements and an agency’s duty to respond. 
 

B3-48 The commenter explains how target spectrum is determined and states that the period 
of vibration of structures must be stated in the EIR. The commenter also claims that 
modeling of seismological events needs to occur and describes specific aspects of 
models. Refer to Master Response 1 for additional details and response to comment 
B3-56 regarding the clarity of the commenter’s statements and an agency’s duty to 
respond.  
 

B3-49 The commenter states that liquefaction and other site considerations need to be re-
evaluated considering different seismological events. Refer to Master Response 1 for 
additional details and response to comment B3-56 regarding clarity of the 
commenter’s statements and an agency’s duty to respond.  
 

B3-50 The commenter states that models that analyze structure foundations and the soil 
interface need to be used to assess impacts. The commenter also describes vertical and 
horizontal ground motions. The commenter refers to seismic design standards. Refer 
to Master Response 1 for additional details and response to comment B3-56 regarding 
the clarity of the commenter’s statements and an agency’s duty to respond. 
 

B3-51 These comments contained fragments, incomplete sentences, and citations to sources 
of information, making it difficult to ascertain their meaning. However, the commenter 
appears to provide various information on: 
 

 Ground motion simulations;  

 Three-dimensional modeling of ground motion in the Los Angeles area; 

 Blind-thrust faults in the central Los Angeles basin and other faults in Southern 
California; and 

 Ground motion in the Whittier Narrows and probabilistic seismic hazard 
assessment. 
 

The commenter’s statements are noted and are part of the administrative record for 
consideration by the decision makers. The commenter does not identify an issue with 
the existing analysis or describe how the information is to be used or considered.  
 
Additionally, please note that Lead Agencies are not required to respond to general 
reference materials or comments that are not directly relevant to a project. 
(Environmental Protection Information Center v. Dept. of Forestry & Fire Protection 
(2008) 44 Cal.4th 459, 483, 487). CEQA also “does not require a lead agency to conduct 
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every test or perform all research, study and experimentation recommended or 
demanded by commenters” (CEQA Guidelines section 15204). Therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 
 

B3-52 The commenter includes information regarding the Puente Hills blind thrust fault. The 
Puente Hills blind thrust fault was added to the list of potentially active faults in Table 
4.5-3, as described in response to comment B3-26. This comment is noted and 
included in the administrative record. The commenter does not identify an issue with 
the existing analysis; therefore, no further response is necessary.  
 

B3-53 The commenter provides citations and some excerpts from scientific research that 
discuss simulating ground motion. These comments are noted and included in the 
administrative record for consideration by the decision makers. The commenter does 
not identify an issue with the existing analysis or suggest how this information should 
be used or considered; therefore, no further response is required. 
 
Additionally, please note that Lead Agencies are not required to respond to general 
reference materials or comments that are not directly relevant to a project 
(Environmental Protection Information Center v. Dept. of Forestry & Fire Protection 
(2008) 44 Cal.4th 459, 483, 487). CEQA also “does not require a lead agency to conduct 
every test or perform all research, study and experimentation recommended or 
demanded by commenters” (CEQA Guidelines section 15204).   
 
The commenter refers to a report figure that shows the Montebello thrust fault. This 
fault is not mapped by the USGS or on the 2010 fault activity map of California; 
however, similarly to the Puente Hills Thrust and Upper Elysian Park Blind Thrust, this 
fault is presumed to be located below the ground and has no surface characteristics 
because it is a blind thrust fault. The following addition to Table 4.5-3 was made to the 
Draft EIR:  
 
Page 4.5-9: 

 
Elsinore Fault Zone 
(Whittier Section) 

4 miles southeast of the proposed Mesa 
Substation site area and 2 miles south 
of Telecommunications Route 3. 

6.8 

East Montebello Fault 950 feet north northeast of the east end 
of Telecommunications Route 1 and 
crossing Staging Yard 6. 

Not available 

Montebello Fault Approximately 2.5 miles below the 
surface next to a portion of 
Telecommunications Route 3. 

Not available 

Newport-Inglewood-Rose 
Canyon Fault Zone (North 
Los Angeles Basin 
Section) 

7.9 miles southwest of the distribution 
street light source line conversion on 
Loveland Street project component in 
the South Area. 

7.1 

Raymond Fault 1.3 miles south southeast of the 
Goodrich Substation in the North Area. 

6.5 
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 While this fault was added to the table of active or potentially active faults, the existing 
analysis of impacts from fault rupture (Impact GEO-1) and seismic ground shaking 
(Impact GEO-2) were not changed. The Montebello Fault is not known or expected to 
cause surface ruptures and is not a designated Alquist-Priolo Fault; therefore, it is not 
discussed under Impact GEO-1. Impact GEO-2 takes into account the general seismicity 
of the area and concludes that significant ground shaking could occur and that impacts 
would be significant. While the Montebello Fault may be a source of such ground 
shaking, it would not change the significance finding or need for mitigation under this 
criterion. 
 

B3-54 The commenter states an opinion that “any purported liquefaction study is 
inadequate.” The commenter does not specifically claim the analysis in the Draft EIR is 
inadequate. Potential hazards from liquefaction were analyzed under Impact GEO-6. 
Information from the CGS was used to identify areas of liquefaction potential. This 
information is widely accepted for characterizing geologic conditions and covers all of 
the proposed project area. Impacts from liquefaction were determined to be a 
significant impact but reduced to less than significant with the implementation MM 
GEO-1, which requires that a site-specific geotechnical investigation be conducted and 
recommendations to reduce geologic impacts, including from liquefaction, be 
incorporated into final project design. The conclusions of the Draft EIR are adequately 
supported under CEQA. Refer to Master Response 1 for additional information 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis. 
 
The commenter references Directive GS045.0, which is contained within the County of 
Los Angeles Department of Public Works Manual for Preparation of Geotechnical 
Reports. The cited directive is for single-family residential development; therefore, 
even if the Manual was applicable to the proposed project (see response to comment 
B3-1), the Directive would not apply because the proposed project does not involve 
single-family residential development. The commenter asserts that a section 111 
statement is required. It is presumed the commenter is referring to County of Los 
Angeles Building Code Section 111, which is part of the Los Angeles County Code of 
Ordinances. Refer to response to comment B3-34 regarding applicability of the Los 
Angeles County Code of Ordinances to the proposed project. 
 

B3-55 Refer to the response to comment B3-1 regarding geotechnical reports. Refer to the 
response to comment B3-2 regarding ASCE 7. Refer to response to comment B3-32 
regarding the updates to the California Building Code. 
 

B3-56 The commenter references GS047.0, which is an appendix to the County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works Manual for Preparation of Geotechnical Reports. See 
response to comment B3-1 regarding applicability of the County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works Manual for Preparation of Geotechnical Reports to the 
proposed project. 
 
The commenter also refers to CGS guidelines for reviewing geologic reports, a CGS 
website about the Alquist-Priolo Act, and a publication about fault rupture hazard 
zones, but does not state what the CPUC should do with this information. The 
commenter also provides an excerpt of California Public Resources Code section 
2623(a), which applies to approval of projects by a city or a county. Note that lead 
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agencies are not required to respond to general reference materials or comments that 
are not directly relevant to the project (Environmental Protection Information Center v. 
Dept. of Forestry & Fire Protection (2008) 44 Cal.4th 459, 483, 487). Therefore, no 
further response is required. 
 

B3-57 The commenter’s statement of the opinion that the possibility of surface fault rupture 
is low is noted and added to the administrative record for consideration by the 
decision makers. Fault rupture impacts are discussed under Impact GEO-1.  The 
analysis for Impact GEO-1 determined that, although Staging Yard 6 lies within an 
Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone, the absence of trenching, grading at depth, and permanent 
structures would result in a less than significant impact associated with the risk of loss, 
injury, or death from a fault rupture. Construction of the portion of 
Telecommunications Route 3 near the Montebello Fault would not include grading or 
trenching activities or new structures. Stringing would occur on existing poles and 
would result in a less than significant impact under this criterion. The commenter does 
not raise a specific issue with the environmental analysis; therefore, no additional 
response can be provided. 

 


