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Midbust, Jessica

From: Dauler, Heather <Heather.Dauler@CityofPaloAlto.org>

Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2016 2:27 PM

To: VIG/ASP

Subject: BAMx Comments on VIG/ASP Draft EIR [WARNING: SPF validation failed]

Attachments: BAMx Comments on Alberhill Project DEIR_053116.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Good afternoon:

Attached, please find comments from the Bay Area Municipal Transmission Group (BAMx) regarding the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Southern California Edison (SCE) Alberhill Systems Project.

Thank you,

Heather Dauler, J.D.; LL.M.
Senior Resource Planner, Legislative & Reglatory Affairs
City of Palo Alto - Utilities Department
O: (650) 329-2214
Heather.Dauler@CityofPaloAlto.org
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BAMx Comments on Draft Environmental Impact report for the 
Southern California Edison Alberhill Systems Project (Application 

No. A.09-09-022)  

 

 

Bay Area Municipal Transmission group (BAMx)1 appreciates the opportunity to provide comments to 
the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 
for the Southern California Edison (SCE) Alberhill Systems Project and Valley–Ivyglen 115-kilovolt 
(kV) Subtransmission Line Project. BAMx’s comments are specifically applicable to the Alberhill 
Systems Project (Proposed Project). 

Background2 

The California Independent System Operator (CAISO) approved the Proposed Project as a reliability-
driven project in its 2009-10 Transmission Planning Process (TPP).  Its need was driven by the 
anticipated load growth in the southwestern Riverside County area at that time, which is served by the 
Valley Substation.  The Valley 115-kV transmission system serving the area load is divided into two 
separate 115-kV transmission systems: Valley North and Valley South.  Each of the 115-kV systems is 
served by two 560 MVA 500/115 kV transformers.  There appear to be no transmission facilities that 
connect the Valley North and the Valley South systems. 

SCE projected that by 20143, the load served by Valley South system would exceed the combined 
capabilities of the two 500/115 kV transformers under normal conditions4 and thus system reinforcements 

																																																													
1			BAMx consists of Alameda Municipal Power, City of Palo Alto Utilities, City of Santa Clara, Silicon Valley 
Power, and Port of Oakland. 
2  The analysis in this report is based on two documents. The first document is contained SCE’s Proponent’s Environmental 
Assessment (PEA) for the Alberhill Systems project, dated September 30, 2009, 
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/ene/alberhill/PEA%20Alberhill%20Vol.%201%20of%202.pdf.  The second document 
was presented to the CAISO Board for the approval of the Proposed Project, titled, “Decision on Alberhill Substation Project,” 
dated December 9, 2009,  http://www.caiso.com/2480/2480a98f36460.pdf. 

Submitted by  Company Submitted to Date Submitted 

Debbie Lloyd 
Utilities Compliance Manager 
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would be needed.  The Proposed Project includes building a new Alberhill 500/115 kV Substation with 
two 500/115 kV transformers (the ultimate configuration will have four transformers, three for load 
carrying and one spare for emergency), looping the existing Serrano-Valley 500-kV line into the new 
Alberhill Substation, constructing a new 115-kV line and upgrading four existing 115-kV lines.  SCE also 
evaluated other alternatives including the two alternatives below:  

1. Install an additional 500/115 kV transformer at Valley Substation.  SCE rejected this alternative 
citing that there was no room at the Valley Substation for an additional transformer and it is 
impossible to expand the Valley Substation.   
 

2. Transfer load from Valley South system to Valley North system.  SCE rejected this alternative 
because it is a short term solution.   

The CAISO Board memo, dated December 9, 2009, estimated that the Proposed Project would cost $315 
million. 

 

BAMx Assessment 

DEIR Includes Inappropriate Objective of Constructing a New 500/115-kV substation 

The DEIR includes the following as one of the objectives of the Proposed Alberhill Project.5 

• Construct a new 500/115-kV substation within the Electrical Needs Area that provides safe and 
reliable electrical service pursuant to NERC and WECC standards 

BAMx does not believe it is appropriate to indicate one particular solution as an objective to solve a 
specific reliability issue. 

Declining Forecast of Future Loads Reduces the Need for the Proposed Project 

The Proposed Project is based upon addressing the reliability problem caused by the projected high load 
growth in the Valley South area.  However, if the load growth is smaller, in line with the rest of the SCE 
system, then the rejected alternatives should be reconsidered.   

The figure below compares the historical (recorded) peak load of the Valley South system with the 1-in-5 
year peak load projected in the SCE PEA6 as well as the DEIR7. This figure highlights that the SCE 2009 
1-in-5 peak load forecast (green line) is consistently higher than the latest projected 1-in-5 peak demand 

																																																																																																																																																																																																				
3  The two documents discussed in footnote 1 above have different load forecasts.  The SCE PEA indicated that the overload 
would occur on 2011 (See SCE PEA, Table 1.1 Valley South 115-kV System Capacity and Peak Demand. P. 1-6), while the 
CAISO document indicated the overload would occur on 2014. 
 
4  SCE has installed a spare 500/115 kV transformer at Valley Substation for emergency conditions. 
5	DEIR	p.	1-10.	
6	Proponent’s	Environmental	Assessment	Alberhill	System	Project,	p.	1-6	
7	DEIR,	p.	1-7.	
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reported in the DEIR (purple line).  It would therefore be erroneous to use the SCE 2009 1-in-5 peak load 
forecast for planning purposes when newer information is available.   

 

 

 

The combined Valley North and Valley South load in 2020 as projected in the CAISO 2015-16 TPP is 
1,911 MW8.  The capability of the four 500/115 kV transformers in the Valley Substation is 2,240 MW.  
So there is adequate transformer capacity left for load growth. Based upon the latest load forecast, the 
alternative of shifting load between Valley North and Valley South should be considered as a much 
longer-term solution than SCE has argued in the PEA.  To our knowledge, SCE has not optimized the 
load shifting process.  The 300 MW of unused transformer capacity should be sufficient at least through 
2025. 

Furthermore, under SB 350, Additional Achievable Energy Efficiency (AAEE) will have a significant 
role to play in reducing the energy demand. SB 350 also encourages additional preferred resources, 
especially demand response, to meet the State’s 50% RPS goal, the impact of which would likely be 
reflected at the load centers in the Riverside County. Since the Proposed Project is justified based on the 
growing loads in the Valley South area, the Commission should take into account this recent development 
while deciding on the need for the Proposed Project. 

  
																																																													
8	CAISO	2015-16	TPP:	SCE	Summer	Peak	Metro	power	flow	case.	
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SCE Needs to Model the 115-kV Network 

The Final EIR should provide a load flow analysis of both the Valley North and Valley South networks 
with all the associated transmission equipment. SCE did not model the Valley South 115-kV network in 
the load flow cases used to conduct CAISO’s annual transmission planning process9. Instead of modeling 
the 11 substations and the corresponding circuits, only one substation with the equivalent load was 
modeled. Without having the 115-kV network modeled in the load flow base cases, it is impossible to 
assess the need for either the Valley-Ivyglen project, the 115-kV reinforcements associated with the 
Proposed Project, or the capability to shift the load from the Valley South to the Valley North 
transformers. 

Need to Fully Evaluate Less Environmentally Impactful Project Alternatives 

BAMx appreciates the CPUC efforts to evaluate various project alternatives in order to identify the one 
with the least environmental impact. BAMx has also identified additional alternatives that could meet the 
goals identified in the DEIR. These alternatives are expected to have less of an environmental impact and 
cost less than the Proposed Project. The BAMx-proposed alternatives are listed in the subsections below. 
Implementing these alternatives in conjunction with the Valley-Ivyglen 115-kV network project would 
potentially help solve the loading issues identified on the Valley 500kV transformer banks. BAMx urges 
the final EIR to evaluate these alternatives in addition to the alternatives already evaluated in the DEIR. 

Transfer Load from Valley South to Valley North 

The alternative of transferring load from Valley South to the Valley North substation should be 
considered in the DEIR. Based on the loads shown in the CAISO 2015-16 TPP power flow case (SCE 
2020 Summer Peak), it might be feasible to transfer up to 240MW of load from Valley South to Valley 
North without overloading the Valley North transformers.   

Connecting Valley North and Valley South Networks on the 115-kV Side  

BAMx urges the Commission to explore the option of interconnecting Valley North and Valley South 
Networks in the final EIR. This option is likely to be less environmentally impactful than the Proposed 
Project and will likely cost less than the Proposed Project. Also, interconnecting the 115-kV networks 
would increase the overall reliability of the load served from the substations connected to the 115-kV 
networks.  

Expanding the Valley Substation 

SCE has argued that there was no room in the Valley Substation to accommodate another transformer. 
However, the DEIR does not include any independent assessment of SCE’s claim. BAMx requests the 
Commission to consider another alternative of expanding the Valley South substation to include an 
additional transformer to be evaluated in the final EIR. The DEIR states that the spare 500/115kV 
transformer at the Valley South substation will be placed in-service as a temporary solution in case the 
Alberhill substation project is not built before the loading of Valley South network exceeds the capacity 

																																																													
9	CAISO	2015-2016	TPP,	SCE	Summer	Peak	Base	Cases.	
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of two existing transformers at the Valley South substation10. If SCE implements this temporary solution 
and adds an additional spare at the Valley South substation, that alternative would be less costly and less 
environmentally impactful than the construction of a new substation. Outages on 500kV transformers are 
extremely rare and if there is a spare transformer available on site, the loss of load exposure should be 
about the same as compared to the Proposed Project.  
 

SCE has previously stated that they are unable to extend the Valley Substation due to the roads 
surrounding the substation. The geographical drawing shown below shows that there is land available to 
the south and to the west of the substation. Also, there might be an empty breaker bay where the new 
transformer can interconnect. SCE’s claims that it cannot extend the existing substation need to be 
investigated.  

 
 

																																																													
10	Draft	EIR,	Introduction	(pp.	1-5)	
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Conclusion  

BAMx appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments to the Commission. It is imperative that the 
state’s electricity infrastructure provide safe and reliable electricity to the state’s homes and businesses. 
However, in doing so, it is critical that all proposed applications are presented to the Commission for 
complete review in a manner consistent with the Commission’s general orders and rules, and that the 
state’s ratepayers not be burdened with costs for facilities and projects that are not necessary. 
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Midbust, Jessica

From: Richard J. MacHott, LEED Green Assoc. <rmachott@Lake-Elsinore.org>

Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2016 11:57 AM

To: VIG/ASP

Cc: Grant Taylor; Grant Yates; Nicole Dailey, MBA

Subject: DEIR for Valley-Ivyglen Subtransmission Line Project and Alberhill System Project

Attachments: Alberhill Project and Valley-Ivyglen DEIR comment letter 071316.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

California Public Utilities Commission
RE: VIG/ASP
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc.
505 Sansome Street, Suite #300
San Francisco, CA 94111

To whom it may concern:

Please find attached the City of Lake Elsinore’s comments regarding the Comments to Draft Environmental Impact
Report for Southern California Edison’s Alberhill System Project (CPUC Application A.09-09-022) and Valley–Ivyglen
Subtransmission Line Project (CPUC Application A.07-01-031). The original letter is being mailed to you.

By return e-mail, please confirm receipt of our comment letter.

Richard J. MacHott, LEED Green Assoc.

Planning Manager

City of Lake Elsinore

PH:(951) 674-3124 Ext. 209

FX: (951) 471-1419
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Midbust, Jessica

From: Hildebrand, John <JHildebr@rctlma.org>

Sent: Wednesday, June 01, 2016 7:35 AM

To: VIG/ASP

Cc: Weiss, Steven; Magee, Robert

Subject: Riverside County Comment Letter - Glen Ivy / Alberhill Transmission Lines

Attachments: Riverside_County_Comment_Letter_05-25-2016.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Attached is Riverside County’s Comment letter regarding the Draft EIR for the Glen Ivy /
Alberhill Transmission Line extension project.

Thank you for your consideration,

Riverside County Planning Department
4080 Lemon Street, 12’th Floor
Riverside, CA 92501

John Earle Hildebrand III – Principal Planner
eMail: jhildebr@rctlma.org
Phone: (951) 955-1888
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Midbust, Jessica

From: Matthew Bassi <mbassi@cityofwildomar.org>

Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2016 2:33 PM

To: VIG/ASP; Jeremy Goldman (Jeremy.Goldman@sce.com)

Cc: Gary Nordquist; Dan York

Subject: CITY OF WILDOMAR COMMENTS - ALBERHILL SYSTEM PROJECT DEIR REVIEW

Attachments: SCE Alberhill EIR Comments 7-14-16.pdf

Importance: High

Please accept the following comment letter on the project referenced above. We respectfully request a

replay email noting the City’s comment letter has been received. If you have any questions, please

call me at your convenience.

Matthew C. Bassi
Planning Director

City of Wildomar
23873 Clinton Keith Road, Suite 201
Wildomar, CA 92595
Work: 951-677-7751 x213
Fax: 951-698-1463

City Hall Hours:
Monday - Thursday
8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.

Reminder: City Hall is Closed Friday’s

All e-mail to and from the City of Wildomar may be considered public information and may be

disclosed upon request.
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Bridgette Moore, Mayor 23873 Clinton Keith Rd, Ste 201 
Timothy Walker, Mayor Pro Tem Wildomar, CA 92595 
Bob Cashman, Council Member 951/677-7751 Phone 
Marsha Swanson, Council Member 951/698-1463 Fax 
Ben J. Benoit Council Member www.CityofWildomar.org 
 
 
 
 
 
 
July 14, 2016 
 
 
California Pubic Utilities Commission (CPUC) 
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc. 
505 Sansome Street, Suite #300 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
 
Subject: Southern California Edison (SCE) Alberhill System Project Environmental Impact 

Report (EIR) 
 
Dear CPUC, 
 
The City of Wildomar has reviewed the Draft EIR for the Southern California Edison (SCE) Alberhill 
System Project. Based on our review, the City of Wildomar offers the following comments to be 
addressed and responded to in the Final EIR. 

1) The area from Lost to Beverly is already in a high fire hazard area.  Will this new facility 
cause higher fire insurance costs to Wildomar residents living along this facility? 

2) As noted in the DEIR, the alignment of this transmission line passes nearby existing 
residents living along the route.  Will the upgraded facility have an EMF impact on these 
residents, and if so, it must be properly mitigated in accordance with CEQA provisions? 

3) Given the aesthetics impacts from the proposed above ground transmission line, the City 
respectfully requests that the alignment along Mission Trail in the City of Wildomar be 
underground to reduce these aesthetic impacts to a less than significant level in accordance 
with CEQA provisions. 

4) All work to be done in the City’s of Wildomar’s rights-of-way will require approval of an 
encroachment permit from the City Public Works Department.  The encroachment permit forms 
can be obtained from the City staff or from the City’s website at the following web address: 
http://www.cityofwildomar.org/uploads/files/public-
works/Permit%20Applications/Encroachment%20Permit%20Application.pdf  

5) Improvement Plans and Traffic Control plans shall be submitted to the city for review and 
approval prior to EP issuance.  The city recognizes the State Manual on Traffic Control 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/camutcd/  as the basis for preparation of Traffic control plans. 

 
6) None of the EIR figures appear to show city limit lines which may be why the description of ASP4 

neglects to mention that much of Mission Trail which is actually in the City of Wildomar.  We ask 
that this be addressed and correctly shown.  The City’s zoning map may be reviewed and 
downloaded for the website at the following address: http://www.cityofwildomar.org/planning.asp  

http://www.cityofwildomar.org/uploads/files/public-works/Permit%20Applications/Encroachment%20Permit%20Application.pdf
http://www.cityofwildomar.org/uploads/files/public-works/Permit%20Applications/Encroachment%20Permit%20Application.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/camutcd/
http://www.cityofwildomar.org/planning.asp
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California Pubic Utilities Commission (CPUC) 
c/o Ecology and Environment, Inc. 
July 14, 2016 
Page 2 
 
 

7) Construction noise in the City is exempt from the limitations of the noise ordinance pursuant to 
Chapter 9.48 of the Wildomar Municipal Code; however, the exemption periods are from 6:00 AM 
through 6:00 PM, which is a different period than “Commitment H” expressed in the DEIR.  This 
should be reconciled and/or mitigated so the construction periods are consistent with the City’s 
Noise Ordinance. 

 
8) Table 2-2 on page 2-28 of the EIR explains the type of poles that will be used in ASP4 and ASP5 

that will impact Wildomar.  The Light Weight Steel (LWS) and Tubular Steel Pole (TSP) is shown 
on Figure 2-4; however, there is no corresponding illustration of the H-frame structures proposed 
in ASP5.  There is also no indication of which poles will be used at locations along the route.  
While some of this may be determined during final engineering, there are features such as “guy 
wires” that could cross over roadways further degrading the aesthetic of the neighborhood along 
the route.  Please provide design details that minimize aesthetic impacts.  If the poles and wire 
underground as requested this comment could be address to a less than significant level.  

 
9) The alignment for ASP4 and ASP5 travel through parts of Wildomar that have existing overhead 

lines.  This project will worsen the view, make it more difficult to underground the lines in the 
future by reinvesting in the existing infrastructure.  The existing lines should be underground to 
match the request for undergrounding of the new lines/poles. 

 
10) The use of self-weathering poles as stated in MM AES-9, does not address the significant impact 

associated with taller poles and more lines in these areas.  Further, the City requires that power 
lines be underground (Municipal Code Section 16.40.010).  The EIR notes that wires are 
undergrounded by mitigation measure MM AES 10 discussed on page 4.1-61 of the EIR.  The 
rationale used in the EIR, beginning on line 9 of page 4.1-61, is require “…undergrounding of the 
alignment in the area where there are no aboveground utility structures along Murrieta Road.”  
The City does not dispute this as a rationale, however we strongly disagree that this should be 
the only standard applied to determine when undergrounding is appropriate.  

 
The City looks forward to reviewing the Final EIR prior to its certification in accordance with CEQA 
provisions.  If you have any questions regarding the City’s comments, please contact me at (951) 
677-7751, extension 213.  I can also be reached via email at mbassi@cityofwildomar.org.   
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Matthew C. Bassi 
Planning Director 
 
 
CC: Gary Nordquist, City Manger 

Dan York, Assistant City Manger/Public Works Director 
Jeremy Goldman, SCE Local Public Affairs Southern California Edison 

 

mailto:mbassi@cityofwildomar.org
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