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September 1, 2015 

 

Jack Horne 

Southern California Edison 

8631 Rush Street, General Office 4 – G10Q (Ground Floor)  

Rosemead, CA 91770 

 

Re: Data Request No. 3 for the Mesa 500-kV Substation Project (CPUC Proceeding A. 15-03-003) 

 

Mr. Horne: 

 

Upon further review of Southern California Edison’s Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA) and 

response to Data Request #2 for the Mesa 500-kV Substation Project, the Energy Division requests the 

information contained in Attachment 1 to this letter. In an effort to expedite scheduling per SCE’s request, 

we request that the responses to this item be provided to us within 14 days. 

 

In addition, the CPUC is attaching, as a courtesy, responses to a data request relating to the “No Project 

Alternative” in another project from an application that is now withdrawn. This document, included as 

Attachment 2, “Example Data Request Response,” is intended to provide SCE with an example of the level 

of detail that the CPUC has, in the past, found to be a good level of detail for questions regarding the “no 

project” alternative in EIRs. We hope you find this helpful. 

 

The Energy Division reserves the right to request additional information at any point in the process. 

Questions relating to the Mesa 500-kV Substation Project should be directed to me at (415) 703-1966 or 

lisa.orsaba@cpuc.ca.gov. 

 
Sincerely, 
 

MJ Orsaba 

 
Lisa Orsaba, 

California Public Utilities Commission 

Energy Division 

 

 

CC:  Shanna Foley, CPUC Legal Division 

 Claire Hodgkins, Ecology and Environment, Inc. 

 

Attachment 1: Data Request #3 

Attachment 2: Example Data Request Response 
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SCE Mesa 500-kV Substation Project             CPUC Data Request #3 

Item # Reference/ 
Page # 

Title Request 

Data Request 
#3 Q.01 

N/A No Project 
Alternative 

CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e) provides the scope and 

purpose of an EIR’s no project alternative analysis. The 

inclusion of a “no project” alternative in the EIR “is to allow 

decision makers to compare the impacts of approving the 

proposed project with the impacts of not approving the 

proposed project.” The no project alternative must “discuss . . . 

what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable 

future if the project were not approved, based on current plans 

and consistent with available infrastructure and community 

services.”  

Please provide the following information relevant to the no 

project alternative in the short term: 

A. CPUC notes that SCE has stated that load shedding is 

not a feasible alternative, but has not substantiated 

this statement. The California ISO Planning Standards 

(effective April 1, 2015) state that “[i]n the near-term 

planning, where allowed by NERC standards, load 

dropping, including high density urban load, may be 

used to bridge the gap between real-time operations 

and the time when system reinforcements are built.” 

Given this statement, SCE should state if load shedding 

would be undertaken in the short-term if the proposed 

project was not approved. 

B. In SCE’s response to Data Request #2, Q.03(A), SCE 

provided a list of several actions already planned by 

SCE. 

Are there other short-term actions, within SCE’s 

control, which would be taken by SCE if the proposed 

Mesa project is not approved? (These actions should 

be limited only to those actions that SCE would need to 

take if the project is not approved.) 

C.    State whether or not any short term actions would 

serve to address issues in the long term. If not, please 

state why not. 
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Item # Reference/ 
Page # 

Title Request 

Data Request 
#3 Q.02 

N/A No Project 
Alternative 

In SCE’s response to Data Request #2 Q.03(A), SCE alludes to a 

potential alternative transmission project. Please provide the 

following information relevant to the no project alternative in 

the long term: 

A. Would SCE likely have to pursue approval of a 

transmission project if the CPUC did not approve the 

Mesa Substation Project? 

B. Provide likely characteristics of such a project to the 

extent elements can be defined (e.g., voltage, 

substations involved, length of transmission line, 

location, etc.). 

C. Would SCE attempt to procure generation from within 

the Western Los Angeles Basin in addition to the 1,882 

MW SCE is already attempting to procure? 

D. If SCE would attempt to procure additional generation 

in the Western LA Basin, how many megawatts would 

SCE attempt to procure? 

Data Request 
#3 Q.03 

N/A No Project 
Alternative 

Provide the following information regarding probable impacts 

If the Mesa project were not approved/built (i.e., the “no 

project” alternative) as described in SCE’s responses to Q.1 and 

Q.2: 

A. Describe whether the no project alternative would 

meet reliability standards following retirement of OTC 

generation. 
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Matthew Fogelson 

Attorney 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company  

77 Beale Street 

Post Office Box 7442, B30A 

San Francisco, CA 94120 

August 14, 2014  

 

Ms. Tania Treis 

Principal 

Panorama Environmental, Inc. 

One Embarcadero Center, Suite 740 

San Francisco, CA 94111 

 

Re:  Santa Cruz 115 kV Reinforcement Project (A.12-01-012) Response to Data 

Request #10, Questions 5 and 7 

 

Dear Ms. Treis: 

This letter responds to Questions #5 and #7 of your July 16, 2014 request for additional 

information and data regarding Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E’s) application (A. 

12-01-012) and Proponent’s Environmental Assessment for a Permit to Construct the Santa Cruz 

115 Kilovolt (kV) Reinforcement Project (project). The original text of the questions is followed 

by PG&E’s response.  

California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) Data Request Question #5 

Under the No Project Alternative, the project would not be implemented. In this case, would 

PG&E implement some type of system alternative as a temporary fix as demand increases? 

Please provide a description of what this system alternative would be, if applicable. If PG&E 

could/would not make any other changes, please explain why and the consequences of not 

making any changes to reliability, growth, etc. 

PG&E’s Response 

If the project is not implemented, PG&E would need to carry out several sub-optimal actions in 

the near-term.  

First, PG&E would need to develop a voltage support plan to ensure that sufficient transmission 

and distribution voltage support equipment is online during summer and winter peak demand 

periods so that the distribution transformers in the area have a unity power factor or slightly 

leading power factor during these periods. This would ensure that an overlapping outage of the 

Paul Sweet STATCOM and the Green Valley-Rob Roy Power Line section does not result in a 

potential area voltage collapse (during winter peak demand) or a line overload (during summer 

peak demand). This voltage support plan would also need to ensure that the voltage support 

equipment is taken offline during off-peak and partial-peak loading periods, so that the system 
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does not experience an overvoltage condition during these times. By implementing this voltage 

support plan, PG&E would essentially need to juggle the system to ensure appropriate equipment 

is in place depending on the particular time of day or year. 

Second, PG&E would need to dedicate additional resources to conduct more frequent inspections 

of the two existing 115 kV lines to ensure that the 40-year old line conductors remain in working 

condition. Inspections might also be needed soon after a line outage occurs if the other line 

experiences very heavy loading. 

Third, PG&E might have to disable the automatic restoration features at Rob Roy Substation if 

the STATCOM is out of service during a summer peak demand period. This action would be 

necessary to protect against potential overload problems, should there be overlapping outages of 

the STATCOM and the Green Valley-Rob Roy Power Line section. Consequently, an outage of 

the line between Green Valley and Paul Sweet substations would result in an extended outage to 

Rob Roy Substation. Service restoration for some of the Rob Roy Substation load would be 

conducted manually by system operators, depending on system conditions. However, if the 

Green Valley-Rob Roy Power Line section is out during a summer peak demand period, PG&E 

system operators might need to immediately drop Rob Roy Substation if the STATCOM also 

goes out. 

Note as well that as area loads continue to grow, PG&E would need to reinforce its transmission 

system. At a summer peak demand level of 155 megawatts (MW)—which is a less than 7-

percent increase over the current peak demand level of 147 MW—a single outage of the Green 

Valley-Rob Roy Power Line section would result in the Green Valley-Camp Evers 115 kV 

Power Line loading up to 100 percent of its summer emergency rating. A single outage of the 

Green Valley-Camp Evers 115 kV Power Line would result in the Green Valley-Rob Roy Power 

Line section loading up to 98 percent of its summer emergency rating. If either of these scenarios 

were to occur, PG&E would be in violation of North American Energy Reliability Corporation 

transmission system reliability criteria, which does not allow equipment overloads for an outage 

of a single element in the transmission system. 

At that point, PG&E would have the following three options to help reinforce its transmission 

system: 

1. reconductor the existing two 115 kV transmission lines (note this would not provide 

equivalent system benefits as the proposed Project); 

2. install generation in the area, which would be available during evening peak demand 

periods; or 

3. install large utility-scale energy storage facilities in the area, requiring the substantial 

expansion of an existing substation or the construction of a new substation along the 

alignment. 

Implementation of either option 2 or 3 would still necessitate future replacement of the existing 

conductors on the 115 kV lines. 

Also note that there are several potential complications with reconductoring the approximately 

25.9 circuit miles comprising the two existing 115 kV lines. The first complication is that the 
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Green Valley-Rob Roy Power Line section is located close to a gas transmission pipeline for 

more than 4 miles of its length. A major upgrade in the electric transmission line conductor could 

require replacement of the existing wood pole structures of the line with tubular steel poles 

(TSPs). Per PG&E’s engineering guidelines, that would necessitate moving the electric 

transmission line more than 10 feet away from the gas pipeline. This would significantly increase 

the reconductoring cost and the number of trees that would need to be removed to accommodate 

the relocated line.  

The second complication is that there are several sensitive habitat locations for the Santa Cruz 

long-toed salamander along the Green Valley-Rob Roy Power Line section, which would be 

disturbed by the activities associated with construction in this area. The third complication is that 

there would be a significant customer outage risk during the reconductoring of the two existing 

line sections. With one line out of service for reconductoring, an outage of the other line would 

result in most of Santa Cruz County being without power. 

CPUC Data Request Question #7 

Please provide a description of an additional alternative or alternatives along the Southern 

Alignment. An option may include undergrounding the portion of the alignment near the gas 

pipeline to avoid installation of the overhead lines in a new alignment that requires substantial 

tree removal and impacts to homes/extensive new easements. Were other alignments along the 

southern route that reduce visual impacts considered, and if so, can you describe these 

alignments? 

PG&E’s Response 

PG&E understands the reference to the “Southern Alignment” to mean the existing 115 kV 

circuit that runs adjacent to Old Adobe Road from Green Valley Substation to pole 3/47. To 

respond to this question, PG&E preliminarily evaluated constructing a second circuit along the 

existing alignment supported by a double-circuit TSP line for both the existing 115 kV circuit 

and the second 115 kV circuit. This alternative would include undergrounding the portion of the 

alignment near the existing gas pipeline in order to avoid installation of the overhead lines in a 

new alignment, which would result in substantial tree removal, impacts to homes, and the need 

for extensive new easements. If this option is selected, PG&E would underground an 

approximately 2.24-mile portion of the alignment between existing poles 3/47 and 5/68. From 

pole 5/58, the existing gas lines leave the alignment for a distance of approximately 0.55 mile to 

a position near pole 6/71, where the gas lines return parallel with the pole line. Near pole 6/71, a 

new riser structure would be constructed and the alignment would resume underground for 1.25 

miles from pole 6/71 to pole 7/75A at Rob Roy Substation. Without the benefit of an engineering 

survey, PG&E estimates that approximately 20 splice vaults—using 1,000- to 1,200-foot cable 

lengths would be necessary for an underground-overhead circuit—with two sets of TSP risers 

between Old Adobe Road and Rob Roy Substation.   

Due to the undulating hilly terrain, which has a significant side slope, PG&E estimates that 

following the existing Southern Alignment could require the construction of approximately 2.9 

miles of new construction access roads. These access roads would measure 15 to 20 feet wide 

and would have approximately 30-foot-wide passing lanes every 300 to 500 feet. Approximately 

60 percent, or 1.7 miles, of the construction access roads would require bench cuts due to the 
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side slope of the alignment. In order to provide permanent access to the splice vaults for future 

maintenance and repair, this approximately 1.7-mile bench cut would remain as a permanent 

road. PG&E estimates that at least 8.5 acres of tree and brush cover would be permanently 

removed during trenching and construction of the access road system.  

Where residences are located in close proximity to the existing line, alternating the trench from 

the south to the north side could avoid the removal of residential structures. PG&E would also 

propose deviating from the existing 115 kV overhead easement to limit ground disturbance in 

habitat by trenching in existing roads and following existing topographic contours. 1These 

sections might include the following: 

 portions of Old Adobe Road and the adjacent agricultural fields;  

 between Wildwood Drive and pole 4/65, following hillside contours; 

 within Winterwind Way and Senda Ladera Road; and 

 within Aptos Ridge Circle, between TSP 6/71 and the intersection of Aptos Ridge Circle 

with the existing easement, approximately 0.13 mile northwest of Pole 6/72. 

No other alignments south of the present power line were evaluated as no direct road system or 

other infrastructure exists between Old Adobe Road and Rob Roy Substation. 

As part of this response, PG&E is providing preliminary geographic information system (GIS) 

shapefiles that roughly depict the described undergrounding scenario. These shapefiles are very 

preliminary; detailed engineering would need to be conducted to determine an actual alignment, 

as well as the feasibility of this alternative. A summary table of the GIS layers for the 

preliminary underground alignment is provided in Attachment A: GIS Transfer Summary Table. 

The GIS shapefiles are included with this submittal in the file named “Santa 

Cruz_Data_Request_10_Shapefiles_Southern UG Alt.”  

 

We trust that the information provided herein is fully responsive to your requests. Should you have 

any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (415) 973-7475. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Matthew Fogelson 

Attorney

                                                 
1 The existing 115 kV overhead easement does not grant the necessary land rights to construct an underground 

circuit nor the necessary construction and access roads that would be required. 
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Santa Cruz 115 Kilovolt Reinforcement Project –  
Geographic Information System (GIS) Data Transfer Summary 

 
The shapefiles provided in the file named “Santa Cruz_Data_Request_10_Shapefiles_Southern 
UG Alt” are described in the table that follows. All of the data is provided in the GCS_WGS_1984 
coordinate system, in Meter units. 

Shapefile Name Description 
Geometry 

Type 
Source 

SCR_Southern_Points 

Southern 

Alignment vaults, 

riser poles, 
overhead 

structures 

Points 
PG&E, 2014; 

Insignia, 2014 

SCR_Southern_Lines 

Southern 

Alignment: 
benched road 

required sections, 

gas line, 
underground lines 

Polyline 
PG&E, 2014; 

Insignia, 2014 

 


